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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has perfeed a validation of the programme of
activities (PoA) titled “CUIDEMOS Mexico (CampanaeDUso Intelegente De Energia
Mexico) - Smart Use of Energy Mexico” in Mexico atite PoA specific CDM-SSC-CPA-
DD with generic information relevant to all CDM gmamme activities (CPAs) to be
included in this PoA.

The validation was performed on the basis of UNFGfi@&ria for programme of activities
under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) and Rasty criteria, as well as criteria
given to provide for consistent project operatiansnitoring and reporting.

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

The host Party is Mexico and the Annex | Party iwtétl Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland. Both Parties fulfil the particifpa criteria and have approved the project
and authorized the project participants. The DNémrfrMexico confirmed that the project
assists in achieving sustainable development.

The programme correctly applies AMS-II.C “Demandesienergy efficiency activities for
specific technologies”, version 09.

By providing energy efficient light bulbs, in therfn of compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs),
which require up to 80% less energy than incanaedndbs to produce an equivalent lumen
output, the programme results in reductions intat@ty use for lighting and thus in the
reduction of CQ emissions associated with electricity generatiimle emission reductions
are real, measurable and give long-term benefith@éomitigation of climate change. It is
demonstrated that the programme is not a likelyelb@s scenario. Emission reductions
attributable to the programme are hence addititmahy that would occur in the absence of
the project activity.

Adequate monitoring procedures have been described.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the PoA titleGUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso
Intelegente De Energia Mexico) - Smart Use of Epévigxico” in Mexico, as described in
the CDM-SSC-PoA-DD of 22 July 2009, meets all ralAJNFCCC requirements for a PoA
under the CDM and all relevant host Party critemmad correctly applies the baseline and
monitoring methodology AMS-II.C, version 09. DNVuih requests the registration of the
PoA titled “CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intedaete De Energia Mexico) - Smart
Use of Energy Mexico” as a PoA under the CDM.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Cool nrg Mexico SRL de CV has commissioned Det Kergeritas Certification AS (DNV)
to perform a validation of the small-scale CDM Reogme of Activities (PoA) with the title
“CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intelegente De rgi@eMexico) - Smart Use of
Energy Mexico” in Mexico (hereafter called “the PQAThis report summarises the findings
of the validation of the PoA and the PoA specifinafi-scale CDM programme activities
Design Document (CDM-SSC-CPA-DD) with generic imf@tion relevant to all CDM
programme activities (CPAS) to be included in ®@A. The validation was performed on the
basis of UNFCCC criteria for PoAs under the CDMwagdl as criteria given to provide for
consistent project operations, monitoring and répgr UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12
of the Kyoto Protocol, the CDM modalities and prdwess, the simplified modalities and
procedures for small-scale CDM project activititse procedures for registration of a
programme of activities and the subsequent de@digrthe CDM Executive Board.

2.1 Objective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepentlerd party assess the small-scale PoA
design document (CDM-SSC-PoA-DD) and the PoA spedcdfDM-SSC-CPA-DD with
generic information relevant to all CPAs to be umEd in this PoA. In particular, the
eligibility criteria for inclusion and demonstrati@f additionality of CPAs, the programme’s
baseline determination, monitoring plan, and thegmmme’s compliance with relevant
UNFCCC and host Party criteria are validated ireotd confirm that the programme design,
as documented, is sound and reasonable and meeidethitified criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all CDM PoAs and is seen as necgssgrovide assurance to stakeholders
of the quality of the programme and its intendedegation of certified emission reductions
(CERS).

2.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independeatadjective review of the CDM-SSC-
PoA-DD and the PoA specific CDM-SSC-CPA-DD with gdn information relevant to all
CPAs to be included in this POA. The CDM-SSC-PoA-Bidd CDM-SSC-CPA-DD were
reviewed against the criteria stated in Articledfzhe Kyoto Protocol, the CDM modalities
and procedures as agreed in the Marrakech Accthrelsimplified modalities and procedures
for small-scale CDM project activities, the procestufor registration of a programme of
activities as a single CDM project activity and tieéevant decisions by the CDM Executive
Board, including the approved baseline and momgpmethodology AMS-II.C.

The validation of the programme has also considdreccompleted CDM-SSC-CPA-DD for
the CPA with the title “CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana M&so Intelegente De Energia
Mexico) — Puebla” submitted together with the CDBESPoA-DD.

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

The validation consisted of the following three pbst

I a desk review of the CDM-SSC-PoA-DD and the PpAcific CDM-SSC-CPA-DD
with generic information relevant to all CPAs toibeluded in this PoA

Il follow-up interviews with programme stakeholders

1l the resolution of outstanding issues and tiseiagce of the final validation report and
opinion.

The following sections outline each step in moreitle

3.1 Desk Review of the Programme Design Documentation
The following table lists the documentation thasweviewed during the validation:

11/ Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty Ltd: CDM-SSGMRD for PoA titled
“CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intelegente Dergi@eMexico) - Smart Use
of Energy Mexicd, Version 4 dated 21 May 2008, version 6 datedditirary 2009
and version 7 dated 22 July 2009

12/ Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty Ltd: Generid\lcBSC-CPA-DD for PoA titled
“CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intelegente Dergi@eMexico) - Smart Use
of Energy Mexic8, Version 2 dated 22 May 2008, version 4 datedditirary2009
and version 5 dated 22 July 2009

13/ Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty LEDM-SSC-CPA-DD for CPA titled
“CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intelegente DergizeMexico) — Puebla”,

Version 3 dated 21 May 2008, version 5 dated 17u&elp 2009 and version 6 dated 22

July 2009
14/ DNA of Mexico:Letter of Approval3 July 2008

/5/ DNA of United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nbern IrelandLetter of Approval5
August 2008

16/ CDM Executive BoardAMS-II.C — Demand-side energy efficiency activitas
specific technologiewersion 09

17/ CDM Executive BoardT ool to calculate the emission factor for an elmity system
version 01

18/ CDM Executive Boardvalidation and Verification Manualersion 01

19/ World Bank GEFPost-Implementation Impact Assessment, Mexico-Kupneject
2006

/10/  SENERRProspectiva del Sector Electricos, 2007-2Q48p://www.sener.gob.nx

/11/  OECD/IEA:Barriers to Technology Diffusion: The Case of Contgduorescent
Lamps Information paper for the Annex 1 Expert Grouptiom UNFCCC, 2006

/12 SEMARNAT/Subsecretaria de Planeacion y Poli#fioabiental:National Climate
Change Strategy2007
http://www.semarnat.gob.mx/queessemarnat/politicii@ntal/cambioclimatico/Pages
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/estrategia.aspx

3.2 Follow-up Interviews with Programme Stakeholders

The below listed persons have been interviewedoamabvided additional information to the
presented documentation.

113/

114/

115/

116/

1171/

Date

2008-11-21
2008-11-22

2008-11-21

2008-11-21

2008-11-22

2008-11-22

Name Organization
Manuel Cool nrg Mexico
Rosemberg SRL de CV
Andres Rivera

Several Media Council

representatives of (Communication

the organisation
Several

Strategy)
Lean Radar

representatives of (Responsible for

the organisation monitoring

technology)

Several Coppel (partner
representatives of for CFL retalil,
the organisation hardware and
the state of paint retailer)
Puebla

Several Comex (partner
representatives of for CFL retail,
the organisation
in the state of
Puebla

retailer)

electric appliance

Topic

- General overview of
“CUIDEMOS México” Project

- Presentation of local team

- Media Council’s support to
“CUIDEMOS México” media
campaign.

- Management and technical
team behind the software

- Monitoring system and
reliability.

- Management, Logistics,
Distribution.

-Visit to distribution centre and
store

- General logistics for project,
transportation, in-store planning,
human resources
- Training manual
- Media efforts and Coppel
internal plan for the project
- Real time simulation of a CFL
exchange in-store with
proprietary Data Management
System.
- Testing of a couple of scenarios
concerning the exchange of
lightbulbs during project, e.g.
double counting, operating hours
and sample of households.
- Visit distribution center and
store
- Training manual presentation
- Human resources and logistical
planning
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3.3 Resolution of Outstanding Issues

The objective of this phase of the validation was@solve any outstanding issues which
needed be clarified prior to DNV’s positive conétus on the PoA. In order to ensure
transparency a validation protocol was customisedhfe programme. The protocol shows in
a transparent manner the criteria (requirementspns of verification and the results from
validating the identified criteria. The validatipnotocol serves the following purposes:

e It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@€DM PoA is expected to meet;
* It ensures a transparent validation process whegevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated anddbeltrof the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tablebe ™ifferent columns in these tables are
described in the figure below. The completed vdiloha protocol for the PoA titled
“CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana De Uso Intelegente De rgi@eMexico) - Smart Use of
Energy Mexico” is enclosed in Appendix A to thipoet.

Findings established during the validation canegitte seen as a non-fulfilment of CDM PoA
criteria or where a risk to the fulflment of pragnme objectives is identified. Corrective
action requests (CAR) are issued, where:

) mistakes have been made with a direct influencgerogramme results;

i) CDM and/or methodology specific requirements havebeen met; or

i) there is a risk that the programme would not bespierl as a CDM programme of
activities or that emission reductions will notdetified.

A request for clarification (CL) may be used whadglitional information is needed to fully
clarify an issue.
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirements for CDM Programme of Activities

Requirement Reference Conclusion
The requirements the | Gives reference to theThis is either acceptable based on evidence pradvoK), a
project must meet. legislation or Corrective Action RequesCAR) due to non-compliance with

agreement vv_here the stated requirements or a request for Clarificati@i.) where
requirement is found,| further clarifications are needed.

Validation Protocol Table 2: Requirement checklist

Checklist Question Reference Means of Comment Draft and/or Final
verification (MoV) Conclusion
The various Gives Explains how The section is This is either acceptable
requirements in Table 2 | reference to | conformance with | used to elaborate| based on evidence
are linked to checklist | documents | the checklist and discuss the | provided OK), or a
guestions the programmewhere the question is checklist question| corrective action request
should meet. The answer to investigated. and/or the (CAR) due to non-
checklist is organised in| the checklist | Examples of meang conformance to | compliance with the
different sections, question or | of verification are | the question. Itis | checklist question (See
following the logic of the| item is document review | further used to below). A request for
PoA-DD. Each section ig found. (DR) or interview | explain the clarification (CL) is used
then further sub-divided, (I). N/A means not | conclusions when the validation team
applicable. reached. has identified a need for
further clarification.

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

Draft report clarifications | Ref. to checklist Summary of programme | Validation conclusion

and corrective action guestion in table 2 owner response

requests

If the conclusions from th¢ Reference to the The responses given by| This section should summari

draft VValidation are either| checklist question the programme the validation team’s

a CAR or a CL, these number in Table 2 participants during the | responses and final

should be listed in this where the CAR or CL i$ communications with thg conclusions. The conclusions

section. explained. validation team should | should also be included in
be summarised in this | Table 2, under “Final
section. Conclusion”.

Figure 1 Validation protocol tables
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3.4 Internal Quality Control

The validation report underwent a technical reviegfore requesting registration of the
programme activity. The technical review was pemied by a technical reviewer qualified in
accordance with DNV’s qualification scheme for C@lidation and verification.

3.5 Validation Team
Type of involvement

Q X
g ° .
jel N (]
2 © 3
% IS 5 L 5
S =z 2 s ® 2
@ £ S 2 ¢
X > o 0] c )
¢ & & 5 8§ £
Role/Qualification Last Name First Name Country o 0o x o = u
CDM validator/  Lehmann Michael Norway 4 v v
technical team
leader /
methodology
expert
GHG auditor Cabral Sergio Mexico v VvV
GHG auditor Lara Barbara Mexico v
Technical Chandra- Kumaras- India 4
reviewer shekara wamy

The qualification of each individual validation lreanember is detailed in Appendix C to this
report.
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4 VALIDATION FINDINGS

The findings of the validation are stated in thdofeing sections. The validation criteria
(requirements), the means of verification and teilts from validating the identified criteria
are documented in more detail in the validatiortqgwol in Appendix A.

The final validation findings relate to the programdesign as documented and described in
the PoA design documentation dated 22 July 2009.

4.1 Participation Requirements

The PoA participants are Cool nrg Mexico SRL de @VMexico, and Cool nrg Carbon

Investments Pty Ltd of the United Kingdom. Cool n@@rbon Investments Pty Ltd is
designated as coordinating/managing entity of th&.FAll Parties involved, i.e. Mexico and

the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northerrelénd, meet the requirements to
participate in the CDM, and have provided writtg@pr@val of voluntary participation in the

project /4//5/.

The validation did not reveal any information tivadicates that the project can be seen as a
diversion of ODA funding towards Mexico.

4.2 Programme Design

The objective of the PoA “CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campaba Uso Intelegente De Energia
Mexico) - Smart Use of Energy Mexico” is to replaneandescent light bulbs with CFLs in
households, resulting in reduced electricity constion and thus reduced emissions from
generating electricity by thermal power plants.

For each replaced incandescent light bulbs thd thaervice of the CFL (i.e. light output) is

not significantly larger or smaller (maximum * 10%an the baseline. CFLs provided to
households will have rated power outputs of 15W 20W/ (equivalent in lumen output to

incandescent bulbs of at least 60W and 75W, reispedot Even in cases where the lumen
output of the CFL is more than 10% above the lumetput of the replaced incandescent
light bulb, this results in a conservative outcoimeerms of energy savings and emission
reductions.

The boundary of the PoA is Mexico. The geographimalindary of each CPA will be
determined by the location of the households wik¥es are installed. Each CPA will limit
participation by households belonging to a certgiagraphical region.

The starting date of the POA is stated to be JWE® 2vhen it was anticipated that the PoA
would be registered. However, the start date ofitseCPA will only be after the registration
of the PoA, and the date when CFLs will be ordddthe first CPA to be implemented
under the PoA will be considered as the start dite.length of the POA does not exceed 28
years.

4.3 Criteria for Inclusion of CDM Programme Activities

The programme clearly establishes eligibility aréefor inclusion of a project as a CPA
under the PoA. The eligibility criteria for includj CPAs among others, require that no other
CPA or CDM project involving the distribution and/mstallation of energy efficient light
bulbs is already registered or under validatiothensame specific geographical area.
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4.4 Operational, Management and Verification Plan

The households included in each CPA will be recdrotea database for recording. Each
participating households will have to provide thelctricity bill at the time of the exchange
of CFLs. This will allow the managing entity of tH&oA to record the utility bill folio
numbers which is a unique identification code pded to each household connected to the
electricity grid of national utility CFE.

The organisations assisting in the implementatioth@® project, such as the retailers used to
distribute CFLs, and the participating householdsraade aware that their activity is being

subscribed to the PoA. The distribution partnergehagreed with the coordinating entity that
their activity is subscribed to the PoA. The infatiron material provided by the project

participants shows that households are being madeeathat the use of CFL contributes to
mitigate climate change.

The project participants have opted for a verifamatmethod that does not use sampling of
CPAs by the verifying DOE, and each CPA is verifigdthe verifying DOE to ensure that no

double accounting occurs and that the status dfication can be determined at any time for
each CPA. Due to the choice of this option, no demgpnethod/procedure to be used by the
verifying DOE to select CPAs for verification neg¢dse defined.

4.5 Baseline Determination

The PoA correctly applies the approved simplifiesddine methodology for small-scale
CDM project activities - AMS-II.C, version 09, ethdd Demand-side energy efficiency
activities for specific technologies

CPAs will be defined to ensure that the aggregaggy savings by a single CPA may not
exceed the equivalent of 60 GWh per year for alsdtend use energy efficiency. Therefore,
AMS-II.C is applicable to the project.

Three alternatives to the proposed PoA have besntifcbd:

I. The activity could occur without being registéras a PoA through government or private
sector support.

II. Individual or collaborative efforts by Mexicaetailers to promote rapid uptake of energy
efficient lighting technology by households in Mexi This scenario would entail consumers
to responding to increased marketing or promotiérefficient lighting alternatives and
purchasing CFLs.

[ll. Continuation of the current situation: The blse alternatives include either continued
use of existing household lighting, or autonomoeyglacement of current bulbs with new
technologies or measures of either the same otagrefficiency.

It is demonstrated that alternatives | and Il faaeriers (refer to section 4.6).

The baseline scenario is thus that incandescehs wbuld not be replaced by CFLs. This is
in accordance with AMS-II.C as the emission baseimnthe baseline energy consumption of
equipment displaced.

The baseline determination takes into account agliemational policies and energy efficiency
campaigns of key institutions such as FIDE (Trustd-for Electrical Energy) and CONAE
(National Energy Savings Commission). Howevers ilémonstrated based on studies by the
World Bank and data published by FIDE that the patien of CFLs in Mexico so far is
mainly the result of standard retail sales, rathan government programs.
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By providing CFLs free of charge, and by usingrdisition hubs located in retail stores with
traditionally low and medium income customers, pineject proponents argue that the PoA
will engage largely those households that do notectly purchase CFLs through standard
retail channels, and that have previously not p@died actively in government subsidised
schemes. The low-income households targeted byPt&s do not use CFLs to the same
extent (current penetration is estimated at apprately 2%) as higher income groups /9/. It
is argued and demonstrated through studies by nésexand independent organisations that
low-income households are unlikely to purchase QRksugh standard retail channels due to
their high cost. Hence, the selected baselineasnéd appropriate.

4.6 Additionality

4.6.1 Additionality of the Programme

The replacement of incandescent bulbs with CFLsoisrequired by any law and is thus a
voluntary coordinated action.

4.6.2 Additionality of Typical CPA

Through a simple cost analysis it is demonstraled the programme is not economically
attractive and thus faces investment barriers. WipE cost analysis is chosen as the
organisation implementing the programme and giaway CFLs free of charge will not have
any financial or economical benefits other than CD&fated income. The simple costs
analysis undertaken for a typical CPA as describetihe generic CDM-SSC-CPA-DD for
PoA and the simple cost analysis for the CPA whih title “CUIDEMOS Mexico (Campana
De Uso Intelegente De Energia Mexico) — Puebla” alestrate that without access to revenue
from CERs, the CPA is not financially attractive.

Moreover, a barrier analysis has been conductedietmonstrate that the autonomous

replacement of incandescent bulbs with CFLs irbéeline scenario to the same extent as by
the project is not a likely baseline scenario. Theriers presented are supported by

independent studies /9//11//12].

It is sufficiently demonstrated that there are ficial and planning barriers to the Mexican
Government from undertaking a free CFL distributminthe same scale as that proposed
under the PoA. The National Climate Change Strategikes reference to a desire to run
efficient lighting programs in the future. Howevégse programs will most likely take the
same form as the llumex program conducted betw86& and 1997 /12/. As discussed in the
PoA-DDs, these programs do not involve free distidn of CFLs, but rather consumers
purchasing CFLs through staged payments made ijurction with their electricity bills.
There are no specific targets, locations or tinesiget for future programs of this nature.
Moreover, the Federal government has specificdipiified the CDM and carbon finance as
a source of revenue to deliver climate change pt®j@ collaboration with the private sector
in Mexico.

It is also sufficiently demonstrated that there laaeriers to individual or collaborative efforts
by Mexican retailers to promote rapid uptake ofrgpeefficient lighting technology by
households in Mexico. The barriers are inadequaieess to capital by low-income
households and barriers due to prevailing practiRacticularly relevant for low-income
households in Mexico is the fact that CFLs may peta ten times more expensive than
incandescent light bulbs. Such an upfront purcltasés represents a barrier to low-income
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households are typically emphasising the upfrordt@re not considering the long-term
energy savings from using CFLs.

Although Mexican government agencies, in collaboratwith a range of multilateral
institutions (The World Bank, GEF etc), have undleen trials and promotions of CFL
technology in the past, penetration of energy ificlighting nationally remains relatively
low. Moreover, these programs have focused on putkhasing by government institutions,
and then on-selling to consumers at low marginsrethy reducing CFL prices to below
standard retail levels. As a result, these prograsmhave above all resulted in penetration of
CFLs in high and medium income households /9/, evitile penetration of CFLs in low
income households is low. The project is thus wotmon practise.

4.6.3 Approach for Demonstrating Additionality of CPAs

The PoA-DD lists several criteria that shall bedu$er demonstrating the additionality of
each CPA. Among others, a simple cost analysis tal provided for each CPA to
demonstrate that without CDM revenue the CPA isfimancially attractive. These criteria
allow for demonstrating additionality of CPAs.

4.7 Monitoring Plan

4.7.1 Methodological Choices and Equations to Be Used f@alculation of
Emission Reductions of a CPA

Project and baseline emissions are determinedciordance with AMS-11.C. The procedures
for calculating project emissions also specify

- the number of days after distribution of a CFLsiassume that this CFL is
implemented,

- how results from monitoring the operating hourthatsample of households are
extrapolated to the households where no monitositigake place

- how results from the annual check to ensure ongopsgation at the sample of
households are extrapolated to the households wiwesach check will take place

- how it is considered that CFLs may reach the erttiaf lifetime within the crediting
period of a CPA.

4.7.2 Parameters Determined Ex-Ante

Each CPA aims at distributing 1 million CFLs. Samgl of households is applied to

determine the operating times of CFLs and to datexrine number of operational CFLs. The
size of the sampling group per 1 million CFLs idedmined ex-ante. There will be one
sample group of 240 CFLs per 1 million CFLs disitéd where the operating hours of CFLs
will be monitored, and there will be a second samgpbup of 240 CFLs per 1 million CFLs

distributed for annually checking the ongoing opieraof the CFLs.

The suggested sample size represents in DNV’'s api@ statistically sound sampling
method/procedure. For the operating times of CHResproject participants have calculated a
standard deviation of 0.5 and a mean of 3 hourslpggr This standard deviation means that
the hours of use of the sample group will oscillaééween 2.1 hours and 3.8 hours per day.
This error margin and level of uncertainty is ma@nservative than that allowed under
similar approved methodologies that require sarngplélg. AMS-I11.J).
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Both sample groups will be selected by random amdnalom selection of municipalities,
suburbs within municipalities, blocks and househkold

As required by AMS-I1.C, the emission factor foidyelectricity is determined in accordance
with AMS-1.D which refers to the “Tool to calculatbe emission factor for an electricity
system”. The most recent data by the Mexican Mipisf Energy (Secretaria de Energia,
SENER) available at the time of submission of tloé Ror validation were applied. The

operating margin (OM) and build margin (BM) emissoefficient were determined ex-ante
based on electricity generation data, includingadan electricity import/export, and the
efficiency of power plants in Mexico published biMER for 2004, 2005 and 2006 /10/.

4.7.3 Parameters Monitored Ex-Post

The monitoring plan to be applied by each CPA ceube parameters to be monitored to
determine project and baseline emissions:

1) the number of operational CFLs

i) the number of incandescent light bulbs replaaed their power rating

iii) the power rating of the CFLs being exchangedthe incandescent light bulbs

Iv) the average annual operating hours of CFLs

These parameters allow determining baseline andgiremissions in accordance with AMS-
I.C.

In addition, the monitoring plan also comprises itaing of independent verification of the
scrapping of incandescent light bulbs collectedindurthe distribution process and the
monitoring plan was amended to monitor the impletaigon of the CFL collection and
recycling scheme. As is required by the methodaltigy coordinating entity has engaged the
services of a local environmental audit firm to doct independent verification of the
scrapping of incandescent light bulbs collectedmduthe distribution process.

Measurement equipment use to determine the avenageal operating hours of CFLs are
described and deemed appropriate.

4.7.4 Management System and Quality Assurance for Monitang and

Reporting

Each exchange of incandescent bulbs with CFLseadli$tribution points will be recorded.
Practises and software for registering the distidouof CFLs are established. During the
visits at the retail stores of Coppel and Comexictvtwill be responsible for distributing
CFLs and recording the exchange of incandescemisbulth CFLs, DNV observed a real
time simulation of a CFL exchange in-store with greprietary Data Management System.
Moreover, DNV observed testing of the system focoaple of scenarios concerning the
exchange of light bulbs, such as testing that yiseesn avoids double counting.

4.8 Environmental Impacts
The analysis of environmental impacts is at the RAl.

The CFLs have been approved for use in househgidsebGovernment of Mexico, and do
not entail significant negative environmental imigac

There are possible environmental impacts by thggralue to an inappropriate treatment of
CFLs that have reached the end of their lifetimbe Toordinating entity is working in
collaboration with the Ministry for Natural Resoasc(Semarnat) as well as with the company
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Servicios Integrales de Residuos SA de CV whicltigpees in the storage and recovery of
hazardous materials and has proposed a prograredovery of CFLs when they reach their
end of life. This program involves Servicios Inigigs de Residuos SA de CV for the
responsible management of CFL waste. The collalboravith Semarna as well as with

Servicios Integrales de Residuos SA de CV will nitored, so that the verifying DOE can
follow-up on the implementation of these plannetioas.

No EIA needs to be performed according to Mexicam for installing CFLs. However, a
qualitative EIA was carried out and the resultduded in Annex 9 to the PoA-DD.

If waste CFLs are adequately treated and the mercomtained in CFLs is collected and
recycled as planned, the project will not creatg adverse environmental effects.

4.9 Comments by Local Stakeholders

A stakeholder consultation meeting was carried ioutMexico City involving relevant

stakeholders, such as relevant government ageaste®NGOs. A further public consultation
meeting was conducted in Puebla, the location &f finst CPA. Both stakeholder
consultations were advertised in national newsgaper

The stakeholder consultations, the comments redeine the answers given by Cool nrg are

extensively documented in an annex to the PDD. ddraments received by stakeholders
were adequately addressed.

Further stakeholder consultations will be conductethe relevant geographic area for each
CPA.

4.10 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs

The CDM-SSC-PoA-DD dated 21 May 2008, the PoA $pe€DM-SSC-CPA-DD dated 22
May 2008 with generic information relevant to alP&s to be included in this PoA and the
CDM-SSC-CPA-DD dated 21 May 2008 for the CPA witle title “CUIDEMOS Mexico
(Campana De Uso Intelegente De Energia Mexico)ebRll was made publicly available on
the UNFCCC'’s websitehftp://cdm.unfccc.int/ProgrammeOfActivities/Validat/index.htm)
and Parties, stakeholders and NGOs were throughCi®l website invited to provide
comments during a 30 days period from 16 July 200B1 August 2008.

One comment was received and is given (in unediated) in the below text box.

Comment by. David Hodge, co2balance

[ ] Accredited NGO [ ] Party X] Stakeholder
Inserted on: 13 August 2008

Subject Random Sample Group

Comment

How is the sample group selected such that itgseisentative of the population?

How DNV has considered the comment received in its validation:

DNV raised a request for clarification with regdineé process of selecting sample groups. As
a result, further justifications for the selecteinple size were provided and the approach
represents in DNV'’s opinion a statistically souathpling method/procedure.
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Table 1 Mandatory Requirements for Clean DevelopmearMechanism (CDM) Programmes of Activities
Requirement Reference Conclusion

About Parties

1. The programme shall assist Parties included in Anie achieving compliance | Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2 OK
with part of their emission reduction commitmenteanArt. 3.

2. The programme shall assist non-Annex | Partie®miributing to the ultimate Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2. OK
objective of the UNFCCC.

3. The programme shall have the written approval ddinary participation from the Kyoto Protocol CAR1
designated national authority of each Party invdblve Art. 12.5a, OK

CDM Modalities and Procedures 8403

4. The programme shall assist non-Annex | Partieglmeaing sustainable Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, CAR 1
development and shall have obtained confirmatiothbyhost country thereof. | CDM Modalities and Procedures 8403 OK

5. In case public funding from Parties included in Arn is used for the programmeDecision 17/CP.7, No public
these Parties shall provide an affirmation thahduading does not resultina | CDM Modalities and Procedures funding
diversion of official development assistance anskisarate from and is not Appendix B, § 2 involved.
counted towards the financial obligations of thEaeties.

6. Parties participating in the CDM shall designatetonal authority for the CDM. CDM Modalities aRdocedures 8§29 OK

7. The host Party and the participating Annex | Pahgill be a Party to the Kyoto | CDM Modalities 830/31a OK
Protocol.

8. The participating Annex | Party’s assigned amotnailshave been calculated andCDM Modalities and Procedures 831b OK
recorded.

9. The participating Annex | Party shall have in placeational system for CDM Modalities and Procedures 831b OK
estimating GHG emissions and a national registcitordance with Kyoto
Protocol Article 5 and 7.

About Design of Programme

10.The CDM-POA-DD sets a framework for the implemeiotabf the PoA and PoA Procedures § 2 OK

CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1783y. 02 A-1
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Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

defines unambiguously a CPA under the PoA.

11.The coordinating/managing entity shall be identifie

PoA Procedures § 2 (a)

OK

12.The boundary for the PoA in terms of a geograpraceh (e.g., municipality,
region within a country, country or several cowgjiwithin which all CPAs
included in the PoA will be implemented is defined.

PoA Procedures § 2 (b)

OK

13. Eligibility criteria are defined for inclusion of@roject activity as a CPA under thé®0A Procedures 8 2 (g)

PoA, which shall include criteria for demonstratmfradditionality, and the type
and/or extent of information (e.g. criteria, indma, variables, parameters or
measurements) that shall be provided by each CRAdier to ensure its
eligibility.

—CL
OK

14.The length of the PoA is not exceeding 28 years.

A Pmcedures § 2 (h)

OK

15.The operational and management arrangements asiadlby the
coordinating/managing entity for the implementatodthe PoA is decribed,
including a description of a record keeping systeneach CPA under the PoA,
system/procedure to avoid double accounting e.gvedid the case of including a
new CPA that has been already registered eith€Ddd project activity or as a
CPA of another PoA, the provisions to ensure thasé¢ operating the CPA are
aware and have agreed that their activity is beirgscribed to the PoA.

A

PoA Procedures 8 2 (i)

—CL
OK

16.The proposed statistically sound sampling methoadgxture to be used by DOE:
for verification of the amount of emission reduosaachieved by CPAs under th
POA is described. In case the coordinating/managntigy opts for a verification
method that does not use sampling but verifies €A there is a transparent
system defined and described that ensures thabutdelaccounting occurs and
that the status of verification can be determinegtime for each CPA.

5

e

PoA Procedures § 2 (k)

OK

About small-scale programmes of activities (if apptable)

17.The CPAs shall meet the eligibility criteria for alirscale CDM project activities

set out in 8 6 (c) of the Marrakech Accords.

Simplified Modalities and Procedures
for Small Scale CDM Project Activities

OK

CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1782y. 02
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
§12a,c

About additionality

18. Additionality of the programme as a whole is denti@ied because in the absend€yoto Protocol Art. 12.5c, CL
of the CDM (i) the proposed voluntary measure wawdtbe implemented, or (ii))) CDM Modalities and Procedures 843 OK
the mandatory policy/regulation would be systenadiifnot enforced and that | POA Procedures § 2 (e)
non-compliance with those requirements is widespnmedhe country/region, or
(iii) that the PoA will lead to a greater level@iforcement of the existing
mandatory policy /regulation.

19. Additionality of a typical CPA is demonstrated bsing the procedure provided inPoA Procedures § 2 (f) —CL
the baseline and monitoring methodology applied. OK

About application of baseline and monitoring methodlogy

20.The baseline and monitoring methodology shall lexipusly approved by the | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837¢€ OK
CDM Executive Board.

21. A baseline shall be established on a project-sigdu#sis, in a transparent mannelCDM Modalities and Procedures 845¢,d —CL
and taking into account relevant national and/otaal policies and OK
circumstances.

22.The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn (BRdecreases in activity | CDM Modalities and Procedures 847 OK
levels outside the project activity or due to foncajeure.

23.The monitoring plan for a typical CPA is developedccordance with the PoA Procedures § 2 (j) —CAR
approved monitoring methodology, and identificatadrthe monitoring provisions OK
and data parameters a CPA has is to apply/monitor

24.Provisions for monitoring, verification and repagishall be in accordance with | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837f OK
the modalities described in the Marrakech Accordsralevant decisions of the
COP/MOP.

About forecast emission reductions

25.The emission reductions shall be real, measuralnleyave long-term benefits Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5 OK

A-3
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
related to the mitigation of climate change.
About environmental impacts
26.Documentation on the analysis of the environmentphcts of the programme | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837¢ <] Analysis
activity, including transboundary impacts, shallsaémitted, and, if those impacts at PoA level
are considered significant by the programme paaditis or the Host Party, an [] Analysis
environmental impact assessment in accordancepnéttedures as required by the at CPA level
Host Party shall be carried out. OK
About stakeholder comments
27.Comments by local stakeholders shall be invitesjramary of these provided andCDM Modalities and Procedures 837h [] Analysis
how due account was taken of any comments received. at PoA level
<] Analysis
at CPA level
OK
28.Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NG@lslsve been invited to | CDM Modalities and Procedures 840 OK
comment on the validation requirements for minin@@rdays, and the project
design document and comments have been made publizilable.
Other
29.The project design document shall be in conformavitethe CDM-PoA-DD CDM Modalities and Procedures OK
format. Appendix B, EB Decision
CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1783y. 02 A-4
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist
. Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Concl. | Concl.
A. General Description of the Programme of Activities
The project design is assessed.
A.1l. Programme Boundaries
Programme Boundaries are the limits and borders
defining the GHG emission reduction project.

A.1.1. Are the programme’s spatial boundaries /1/ DR | The boundary of the PoA is Mexico. OK
(geographical) clearly defined?

A.1.2. Are the programme’s system boundaries /1/ DR | The project will replace incandescent lightbs OK
(components and facilities used to mitigate with CFLs in households, resulting in reduced
GHGs) clearly defined? electricity consumption and thus reduced

emissions from generating electricity by thermal
power plants.

A.1.3. Can each CPA under the PoA be clearly /1/ DR @ The geographical boundary of each CPA wall b OK
identified individually including spatial determined by the location of the households
boundaries (geographical) clearly defined? where CFLs are installed. Each CPA will limit

participation by households belonging to a
certain geographical region.

A.1.4. Does the programme establish eligibility /1/ DR | The eligibility criteria for including CPAare. L1 OK
criteria for inclusion of a project as a CPA defined and among other require that no other
under the PoA? CPA or CDM project involving the distribution

and/or installation of energy efficient light bulbs
is already registered or under validation in the
same specific geographical area.

One eligibility criteria for including CPAs is

that each CPA must implement the monitoring
requirements of AMS-I.C. It remains to be
clarified how this represents an eligibility

criterion as this is a general requirement for

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review~ Interview
A-1
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
applying AMS-II.C.
A.2. Participation Requirements
Referring to Part A, Annex 1 and 2 of the PoA-BD
well as the CDM glossary with respect to the term
Party, Letter of Approval, Authorization and Prdje
Participant.

A.2.1. Which Parties and programme participants are/l/ DR  The participating Parties are Mexico aslibet OK

participating in the programme? Party and the United Kingdom as the Annex |
Party.
The project participants are Cool nrg Mexico
SRL de CV, authorized by Mexico, and Cool
nrg Carbon Investments Pty Ltd, authorized by
the United Kingdom.

A.2.2. Has the coordinating/managing entity of the /1/ DR The coordinating/managing entity is Cool nrg OK
programme been identified? Carbon Investments Pty Ltd.

A.2.3. Have all involved Parties provided a valid and /1/ DR  Letters of approval by the DNAs of MexicodanGAR1:  OK
complete letter of approval and have all the United Kingdom including the authorization
private/public programme participants been of the project participants Cool nrg Mexico SRL
authorized by an involved Party? de CV and Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty

Ltd, respectively, need to be provided

A.2.4. Do all participating Parties fulfil the /1/ DR | Both Mexico and the United Kingdom fulfileh OK
participation requirements as follows: participation requirements.
- Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol
- Voluntary participation
- Designated a National Authority?

A.2.5. Has it been checked that if there is public /1/ DR | No public funding from Parties in Annex | is OK
funding for the programme from Parties in included.

Annex [, this funding shall not be a diversion
of official development assistance?
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1783y. 02 A-2




DET NORSKE VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
A.3. Technology to be employed
Validation of project technology focuses on the
programme engineering, choice of technology anc
competence/ maintenance needs. The validator
should ensure that environmentally safe and sour
technology and know-how is used.

A.3.1. Does the programme design engineering refle¢l/ @ DR The project design is the replacement of OK
current good practices? incandescent light bulbs with CFLs in

households and reflects current good practises.

A.3.2. Does the programme use state of the art /1/ DR | The project will apply CFLs produced by a OK
technology or would the technology result in a reputable supplier of CFLs.
significantly better performance than any The project is expected to result in a
commonly used technologies in the host significantly more widespread use of CFLs in
country? households.

A.3.3. Does the programme make provisions for /1/ DR | Each CPA within the POA is also expected to OK
meeting training and maintenance needs? include a public education component as well as

targeted media campaigns to further promote
the importance of energy efficiency for Mexico.
A.4. Contribution to Sustainable Development /1/ DR
The project/programme’s contribution to sustainat
development is assessed.

A.4.1. Has the host Party confirmed that the /1/ DR | Confirmation by the DNA of Mexico that th&€AR1 OK
programme assists it in achieving sustainable project contributes to sustainable development
development? need to be provided.

A.4.2. Will the programme create other environmentall/ DR  The project will contribute to energy eféaicy OK
or social benefits than GHG emission and the programme will create jobs.
reductions?

A.5. Small scale programme activity
It is assessed whether the project qualifies adlsm:
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
scale CDM project activity
A.5.1. Do CPAs under the programme qualify as 11/ DR CPAs will be defined to ensure that the OK
small scale CDM project activities as defined aggregate energy savings by a single CPA may
in paragraph 6 (c) of decision 17/CP.7 on the not exceed the equivalent of 60 GWh per year
modalities and procedures for the CDM? for electrical end use energy efficiency.
A.6. Operational, management and monitoring plan
for the programme
A.6.1. Do the operational and management /1/ DR A database for recording the households OK
arrangements established by the coordinating I included in each CPA will be available.
entity include a record keeping system for each
CPA under the programme?
A.6.2. Do the operational and management /1/ DR . One of the eligibility criteria for includin OK
arrangements established by the coordinating CPAs requires that no other CPA or CDM
entity include a system/procedure to avoid project involving the distribution and/or
including CPAs that have already been installation of energy efficient light bulbs is
registered either as CDM project activity or as already registered or under validation in the
a CPA of another PoA? same specific geographical area.
Each participating households will have to
provide their electricity bill at the time of the
exchange of CFLs. This will allow the
managing entity of the PoA to record the utility
bill folio numbers which is a unique
identification code provided to each household
connected to the electricity grid by national
utility CFE.
A.6.3. Do the operational and management /1/ DR It remains to be clarified whether and hdw t CL2 OK
arrangements established by the coordinating organisations assisting in the implementation of
entity include provisions to ensure that CPA the project, such as the retailers used to
implementers are aware and have agreed that distribute CFLs, and the participating
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
their activity is being subscribed to the PoA7 households are made aware and agree that their
activity is being subscribed to the PoA
A.6.4. Does the monitoring plan include a description/1/ DR = Section A.4.4.2 of the PoA-DD does n&AR2 OK
of a proposed statistically sound sampling describe the statistically sound sampling
method and procedure to be used by designated method/procedure to be used by DOEs for
operational entities for verification of GHG verification of the amount of emission
emission reductions by CPAs under the reductions achieved by CPAs under the PoOA
programme?
OR
If the programme does not use verification
method that applies a statistical method for
sampling, has a system been defined to avoid
double counting of CERSs, and is the system
transparent?
B. Duration of the Programme of Activities, Crediting
Period
B.1.1. Are the programme starting date and length of/1/ = DR The starting date of the programme is ingdida L3 OK
the programme clearly defined and evidenced? as November 2008. However, it needs to be
clarified how this start date meets the definition
for the start data adopted by the CDM EB at its
41st meeting, i.e. the starting date shall be
considered to be the date on which the project
participant has committed or will commit to
expenditures related to the implementation or
related to the construction of the project
activity.
The length of the PoA is 28 years.
B.1.2. Does the PoA design documentation confirm /1/ DR The length of the POA does not exceed 28syea OK
that the length of the PoOA does not exceed 28
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
years?
C. Environmental Impacts X Analysis at PoA level
Documentation on the analysis of the environmente [ ] Analysis at CPA level
impacts will be assessed, and if deemed signifieamt
EIA should be provided to the validator.
C.1.1. Has an analysis of the environmental impacts /1/ DR @ The CFLs have been approved for use @BL4 OK
of the programme been sufficiently described? households by the Government of Mexico, and
do not entail significant negative environmental
impacts.
There are possible environmental impacts by the
project as an inappropriate treatment of CFLs
that have reached the end of their lifetime. The
PoA-DD states that effective centralised
collection facilities for waste CFLs will be
established. Further information should be
provided on how it is ensured that such
collection in cooperation with the Mexican
government facilities will be implemented.
C.1.2. Are there any Host Party requirements foran /1/ DR No EIA needs to be performed according to OK
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)? Mexican law for installing CFLs.
A qualitative EIA was carried out and the
results included in Annex 9 to the PoA-DD.
C.1.3. Will the programme create any adverse /1/ DR | If waste CFLs are adequately treated and the OK
environmental effects? mercury contained in CFLs is collected and
recycled, the project will not create any adverse
environmental effects.
C.1.4. Are transboundary environmental impacts /1/ DR | Given the nature of the project, it is not OK
considered in the analysis? necessary to consider transboundary
environmental impacts.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review~ Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. Concl.

C.1.5. Have identified environmental impacts been /1/ DR @ Potential environmental impacts of th&k4 OK
addressed in the programme design? programme have been addressed. Further

information should be provided on how it is
ensured that effective centralised collection
facilities for waste CFLs will be established in
cooperation with the Mexican government.

C.1.6. Does the programme comply with /1/ DR A The CFLs have been approved for use in OK
environmental legislation in the host country? households by the Government of Mexico.

D. Stakeholder Comments [ ] Consultation at PoA level

The validator should ensure that stakeholder X] Consultation at CPA level

comments have been invited with appropriate medi

and that due account has been taken of any comm

received.

D.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? 11/ DRstakeholder consultation meeting was carrie@=5 OK
out in Mexico City involving relevant
stakeholders, such as relevant government
agencies and NGOs.

A further public consultation meeting was
conducted in Puebla, the location of the first
CPA. It should be clarified if further public

consultation meetings will also be carried out
where other CPAs will be located.

D.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to invite, /1/ DR Public meetings were conducted which were OK

comments by local stakeholders? advertised in national newspapers.

D.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is requirell/ = DR Not applicable. No stakeholder consultation OK
by regulations/laws in the host country, has the process is required by regulations/laws  in
stakeholder consultation process been carried Mexico.
out in accordance with such regulations/laws?

D.1.4. Is a summary of the stakeholder comments 1/ DR Stakeholder consultations, the comments G

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
received provided? received and the answers given by Cool nrg are
extensively documented in Annexed to the
PDD.
D.1.5. Has due account been taken of any stakeholdél/ @ DR Comments by stakeholders were adequately OK
comments received? addressed.
E. Programme Baseline
The validation of the programme baseline estabsishe
whether the selected baseline methodology is apiatep
and whether the selected baseline represents kg like
baseline scenario.
E.1. Baseline Methodology
It is assessed whether the programme applies an
appropriate baseline methodology.
E.1.1. Does the programme apply an approved /1/ DR | The PoA applies AMS-II.C, version 09. OK
methodology and the correct version thereot?
E.1.2. Are the applicability criteria in the baseline /1/ DR  The programme comprises activities that OK
methodology all fulfilled? encourage the adoption of energy-efficient
equipment (CFLs) for each replaced equipment
the capacity or output or level of service (i.e.
light output) is not significantly larger or
smaller (maximum = 10%) than the baseline.
CFLs provided to households will have rated
power outputs of 15W and 20W (equivalent in
lumen output to incandescent bulbs of at least
60W and 75W, respectively. Even in cases
where the lumen output of the CFL is more than
10% above the lumen output of the replaced
incandescent light bulb, this results in a
conservative outcome in terms of energy
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV+ COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. Concl.
savings and emission reductions.
E.2. Baseline Scenario Determination
The choice of the baseline scenario will be
validated with focus on whether the baseline is
likely scenario, and whether the methodology tc
define the baseline scenario has been followed
complete and transparent manner.

E.2.1. What is the baseline scenario? 11/ DR The basslireario is that incandescent bulbs OK
would not be replaced by CFLs. This is in
accordance with AMS-II.C as the emission
baseline is the baseline energy consumption of
equipment displaced.

E.2.2. What other alternative scenarios have been: /1/ DR Three alternatives to the proposed PoA ha®&R3 OK

considered and why is the selected scenaric the been identified:
most likely one? I. The activity could occur without being
registered as a PoA through government or
private sector support.
II. Individual or collaborative efforts by
Mexican retailers to promote rapid uptake of
energy efficient lighting technology by
households in Mexico. This scenario would
entail consumers to responding to increased
marketing or promotion of efficient lighting
alternatives and purchasing CFLs.
[ll. Continuation of the current situation: The
baseline alternatives include either continued
use of existing household lighting, or
autonomous replacement of current bulbs with
new technologies or measures of either the same
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigu~= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
or greater efficiency.
While these three baseline alternatives are listed
in the PDD, it is not demonstrated that these
alternatives face significant barriers and are thus
not likely baseline scenarios.
E.2.3. Has the baseline scenario been determined. /1/ DR The baseline is determined is in accordance OK
according to the methodology? with AMS-II.C as the emission baseline is the
baseline energy consumption of equipment
displaced.
E.2.4. Has the baseline scenario been determined:. /1/ DR The baseline assumes that no replacemen€8R4 OK
using conservative assumptions where incandescent bulbs by CFLs would occur.
possible? Given that there are energy efficiency
campaigns of key institutions such as FIDE
(Trust Fund for Electrical Energy) and Conae
(National Energy Savings Commission), it must
be further justified that this assumption is
conservative.
E.2.5. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take  /1/ DR  Energy efficiency campaigns of key instibuts OK
into account relevant national and/or sectoral such as FIDE (Trust Fund for Electrical Energy)
policies, macro-economic trends and political and CONAE (National Energy Savings
aspirations? Commission) were considered.
E.2.6. Is the baseline scenario determination /1/ DR | An estimation of current and future penébrai CAR4  OK
compatible with the available data and are all of CFLs in Mexico is provided in Annex 3 of
literature and sources clearly referenced? the POA-DD. This estimation is based on
studies performed by the World Bank, CONAE
and FIDE. This estimation states that the
penetration of CFLs in 2007 is 20%. This
guestions the assumption that no replacement of
incandescent bulbs by CFLs would occur in
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
absence of the PoA.
E.2.7. Have the major risks to the baseline been /1/ DR | The penetration of CFLs in absence of thA Po OK
identified? has not been considered in the baseline
determination.
E.3. Additionality of the Programme of Activities
E.3.1. Has it been demonstrated that the programme/fs/ DR The replacement of incandescent bulbs with OK
a voluntary coordinated action that would nact CFLs is not required by any law and is thus a
be implemented in the absence of CDM? voluntary coordinated action.
E.3.2. If the programme is implementing a mandatoryl/ @ DR Not applicable. N/A
policy/regulation, has it been demonstrated
whether the policy/regulation is being
enforced? If it is enforced, has it been
demonstrated that the programme will lead to a
higher level of enforcement?
E.3.3. Are all assumptions stated in a transparent andl/ DR All assumptions are transparently stated. K C
conservative manner?
E.3.4. Is sufficient evidence provided to supportthe /1/ | DR It is established that there is no mandatory OK
relevance of the arguments made? policy regulation.
E.3.5. If the starting date of the programme activity is/1/ = DR @ The starting date of the PoA is after thartst OK
before the date of validation, has sufficient date of validation.
evidence been provided that the incentive from
the CDM was seriously considered in the
decision to proceed with the programme?
E.4. Additionality of CPAs
E.4.1. Is the approach described for demonstrating /1/ DR AMS-II.C requires that the additionality I€AR5 OK
additionality of a CPA in accordance with the demonstrated through a barrier analysis @AR6
using the procedure provided in the baseline accordance with Attachment A to Appendix B
and monitoring methodology applied? of the simplified modalities and procedures for
small-scale CDM project activities. However,
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

no barrier analysis is applied to demonstt
additionality of a CPA.

A simple cost analysis will be provided for ea
CPA to demonstrate that without CDM rever
the CPA is not financially attractive. A simp
cost analysis is chosen as the organisa
implementing the project and giving away CF
fee of charge will not have any financial

ate

ch
ue
le
tion
Ls
or

economical benefits other than CDM related
income. While this is correct from the project

proponent’s perspective, the use of CFLs

il

result in decreased electricity bills by the

participating households, and it is r
demonstrated through a financial analysis
this benefit could make the use of CF
financially attractive also without CER revenu
from the households perspective

ot

‘hat

Ls
es

E.4.2.

Are specific criteria for demonstrating the

additionality of a specific CPA included to the

PoA?

11/

DR

Specific criteria for assessing the adddidg
of each CPA are established. The adequac
these criteria will have to be confirmed af
CAR 5 and CAR 6 indicated above &
resolved.

y of
ter
ire

OK

E.4.3.

Is the additionality of a typical CPA
demonstrated?

11/

DR

While three baseline alternatives are lisiec
the PDD, it is not demonstrated that th
alternatives face significant barriers and are t
not likely baseline scenarios.

| CAR3
pse
hus

OK

E.5. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Project
emissions
It is assessed whether the procedure for
calculating project emissions is according to the

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
methodology and whether the argumentation fo
the choice of default factors and values — where
applicable — is justified.
E.5.1. Has the procedure to calculate project /1/ DR @ Project emissions will be determined BARZ OK
emissions of an individual CPA been accordance with AMS-I11.C.
documented according to the approved The main procedures are described. However,
methodology and in a complete and transparent no detailed procedures for calculating project
manner? emissions are given, addressing issues such as
- how many days after distribution of a CFL it
is assume that this CFL is implemented
- how results from monitoring the operating
hours at the sample of households are
extrapolated to the households where no
monitoring will take place
- how results from the annual check to ensure
ongoing operation at the sample of
households are extrapolated to the households
where no such check will take place
- how it is considered that CFLs may reach the
end of their lifetime within the crediting
period of a CPA.
E.5.2. Have conservative assumptions beenused /1/ DR | Even in cases where the lumen output of the OK
when determining the procedure to be used to CFL is more than 10% above the lumen output
calculate the project emissions? of the replaced incandescent light bulb, this
results in a conservative outcome in terms of
energy savings and emission reductions.
E.5.3. Are uncertainties in the project emission /1/ DR @ Yes OK
calculation procedure properly addressed?
E.6. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Baseline
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. Concl.
emissions
It is assessed whether the procedure for
calculating baseline emissions is according to tt
methodology and whether the argumentation fo
the choice of default factors and values — where
applicable — is justified.

E.6.1. Has the procedure to calculate baseline /1/ . DR @ The calculation of baseline emissions is @ARZ OK
emissions of an individual CPA been accordance with AMS-I11.C. CARS8
documented according to the approved The main procedures are described. HoweveLAR
methodology and in a complete and transparent no detailed procedures for calculating baselinet1
manner? emissions are given, addressing issues such as

- how results from monitoring the operating
hours at the sample of households are
extrapolated to the households where no
monitoring will take place

- how results from the annual check to ensure
ongoing operation at the sample of
households are extrapolated to the households
where no such check will take place

- how it is considered that CFLs may reach the
end of their lifetime within the crediting
period of a CPA.

Moreover, as required by AMS-II.C, the

emission factor for grid electricity is determined

in accordance with AMS-1.D which again refers

to the “Tool to calculate the emission factor for

an electricity system”. The grid emission factor

should be recalculated using the most recent
data available at the time of submitting the PoA
for validation.

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigu~= Interview
A-14
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
Finally, version 9 of AMS-II.C does not allow
to include technical grid losses in the
determination of the amount of electricity
generation reduced as a result of the project.

E.6.2. Have conservative assumptions beenused /1/ DR | Data published by SENER were applied to OK
when determining the procedure to be used to determine the combined margin emission factor.
calculate the baseline emissions?

E.6.3. Are uncertainties in the baseline emission /1/ DR | No uncertainties need to be addressed. OK
estimates properly addressed?

E.7. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Leakage
It is assessed whether the procedure for
calculating leakage is according to the
methodology and whether the argumentation fo
the choice of default factors and values — where
applicable — is justified.

E.7.1. Has the procedure to calculate leakage /1/ DR | The energy efficiency technology is n&AR9 OK
emissions of an individual CPA been transferred from another activity or the existing
documented according to the approved equipment is transferred to another activity.
methodology and in a complete and transparent Hence, leakage is not to be considered as
manner? required by AMS-II.C.

Residents are expected to come to distribution
points with their old incandescent bulbs and
exchange them for CFLs with equivalent or
greater lumen output. Incandescent bulbs
collected during the exchange will be destroyed
to prevent leakage and according to the PDD
this process will be independently verified.
As required for PoA applying AMS-II.C, the
monitoring should include a check if the

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview

A-15
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
number of project activity equipment distributed
by the project and the number of scrapped
equipment correspond with each other.
E.8. Emission Reductions
The emission reductions shall be real, measura
and give long-term benefits related to the
mitigation of climate change.
E.8.1. Does the PoA-DD provide a clear and correct /1/ DR The approach for calculating the emission OK
way of calculating the emission reductions reductions is clear and in accordance with
from each CPA? AMS-II.C.
E.9. Monitoring Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an
appropriate monitoring methodology.
E.9.1. Is the monitoring plan documented according /1/ = DR  The monitoring plan to be applied by eactACP OK
to the approved methodology and in a covers the parameters to be monitored to
complete and transparent manner? determine project and baseline emissions:
i) the number of operational CFLs
i) the number of incandescent light bulbs
replaced and their power rating
lii) the power rating of the CFLs being
exchanged for the incandescent light bulls
iv) the average annual operating hours of CFLs
These parameters allow determining baseline
and project emissions in accordance with AMS-
I.C.
E.9.2. Will all monitored data required for /1/ DR It must be clarified if all monitored dataGkL6 OK
verification and issuance be kept for two years required for verification and issuance is kept for
after the end of the crediting period or the last two years after the end of the crediting period or
issuance of CERs, for this programme, the last issuance of CERs, for this programme,
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
whichever occurs later? whichever occurs later.
E.10.Monitoring Plan
It is established whether the monitoring plan
provides for reliable and complete emission dat
over time.

E.10.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1/ DR | The monitoring parameters allow determining OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data baseline and project emissions in accordance
necessary for estimation or measuring the with AMS-I1.C.
greenhouse gas emissions within the
programme boundary during the crediting
period?

E.10.2. Are the choices of programme GHG indicatars/1/ | DR | The parameters selected are reasonable. OK
reasonable and conservative?

E.10.3. Is the measurement method clearly stated for /1/ = DR The measurement methods for each parame@iR OK
each GHG value to be monitored and deemed are stated. 10
appropriate? AMS-II.C requires an independent monitoring

of scrapping of replaced equipment needs to be
implemented. In the monitoring plan in section
E.7.1 of the PoA-DD it is stated that this
verification will be carried out by a DOE.
However, this verification needs to be carried
out by another verifier and the results from the
verification will have to be presented to the
verifying DOE.

E.10.4. Is the measurement equipment described and/1/ = DR | Measurement equipment use to determine the OK
deemed appropriate? average annual operating hours of CFLs are

described and deemed appropriate.

E.10.5. Is the measurement accuracy addressed and /1/ DR = Sampling of households is applied to deteami S+
deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place the operating times of CFLs and to determingL-8

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document RevieWs Interview
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Draft Final

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. | MoV* COMMENTS
Concl. | Concl.

on how to deal with erroneous measurements? théawuaof operational CFLs.
There will be one sample group of 60
households per 1 million CFLs distributed
where the operating hours of CFLs will be
monitored.
There will be a second sample group of 60
households per 1 million CFLs distributed for
annually checking the ongoing operation of the
CFLs.
As described in Annex 8 to the PDD, both
sample groups will be selected by random and a
random selection of municipalities, subutbs
within municipalities, blocks and households.
As the use of CFLs represents fixed loads while
operating, the sample can be small and a sample
group of 60 households per 1 million CFLs
distributed is considered adequate.
Section E.6.3 of the POA-DD states that in each
sample household four lamps will be monitored.
However, it remains to be clarified how it can
be assured that each household will install at
least four CFLs.
The PoA-DD states that for each CPA of 1
million CFLs distributed, a total sample size of
240 CFLs will be monitored in order to be
statistically representative with an error margin
of +/- 6.5% at 95% confidence level. The basis
for determining this error margin needs to be
further justified.

E.10.6. Is the measurement interval identified and 1/ DRacleexchange of incandescent bulbs with CFLs

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview
CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1783y. 02 A-18




DET NORSKE VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft

Concl.

Final
Concl.

deemed appropriate?

at the distribution pointslve recorded.

E.10.7. Are procedures identified for day-to-day
records handling (including what records to
keep, storage area of records and how to
process performance documentation)

11/

DR

Practises and a software for registering
distribution of CFLs are established.

the

OK

E.11.Monitoring of Sustainable Development Indicators/
Environmental Impacts
It is assessed whether choices of indicators are
reasonable and complete to monitor sustainable
performance over time.

E.11.1. Is the monitoring of sustainable developmen:
indicators/ environmental impacts Warranted
by legislation in the host country

t /1/

DR

Not applicable. Monitoring of sustainalk
development indicators is not required.

)

e

N/A

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview
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Table 3 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarifcation Requests

Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to | Summary of project participants response Validation team conclusion

action requests by validation team table 2

CAR 1 A.2.3 | Letters of Approval from both the Mexican andetter of approvals by the DNAs of

Letters of approval by the DNAs ¢

nfA.4.1

UK DNAs have been provided in this respon

sklexico and the United Kingdom

Mexico and the United Kingdom The LoA from the Mexican DNA confirms thaincluding the authorization of the project
including the authorization of the project the POA contributes positively to the sustainalparticipants Cool nrg Mexico SRL de GV
participants Cool nrg Mexico SRL de GV development goals of the country. and Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty
and Cool nrg Carbon Investments Pty Ltd, respectively, and including |a
Ltd, respectively, and including |a confirmation by the DNA of Mexico that
confirmation by the DNA of Mexico that the project contributes to sustainable
the project contributes to sustainable development were provided by the project
development need to be provided. participants.

CAR is closed.
CAR 2 A.6.4 | Section A.4.4.2 of the PoA DD has bedrhe project participants have opted for a
Section A.4.4.2 of the PoA-DD does not amended to provide an overview of theerification method that does not use
describe the statistically sound sampling verification procedure to be used by the DOdgampling but verifies each CPA. |A
method/procedure to be used by DOEs|for for each CPA, including a description of thgansparent system is defined and
verification of the amount of emission record keeping employed to prevent doubiescribed to ensure that no double
reductions achieved by CPAs under the counting. (Please note that “Track Changes’accounting occurs and that the status of
POA. was inadvertently turned off while making theserification can be determined at any time

amendments so that the text changes are| fosteach CPA. Due to the choice of this
highlighted.) option, no sampling method/procedure| to

be used by the verifying DOE needs to|be

defined.

CAR is closed.
CAR 3 E.2.2 | Sections A.4.3 and E.5.1 of the PoA DD, aBdrriers supported by independent studies
While the three baseline alternatives are B.3 of the CPA DDs have been amended d&oe presented. However, for the barriers
listed in the PDD, it is not demonstrated include a discussion of the barriers faced| bgr CFL distribution by government
that these alternatives face significant each of the alternative scenarios listed. Thge®grammes it is stated that “Whilst |in
barriers and are thus not likely baseline barriers reinforce the additionality of th@€008 the Minister of Energy announced

scenarios.

proposed PoA, as each of the poss

Hlee distribution of 130,000 CFLs fto
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to | Summary of project participants response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team table 2
alternatives, whilst consistent with mandatpmgdigenous communities in the states| of
laws and regulations, are not likely to occur g@@uintana Roo, Sinaloa and Sonora , there
to the absence of the CDM. are clearly financial and planning barriers
to the Mexican Government, or other
sponsor, from undertaking a free CFL
distribution of the same scale as that
proposed under the PoA”. Further
substantiation by independent sources| for
this statement is requested.
CAR 3 (continued) The Mexican Government's own climaté is sufficiently demonstrated through
Further substantiation by independent change planning documents provide thedependent documents that there [are
sources is requested for the statement |that evidence of the planning and financial barriec¢early financial and planning barriers |to
there are clearly financial and planning exist to the Federal government undertaking|tthee Mexican Government, or other
barriers to the Mexican Government, |or free distribution of CFLs on a comparable sgatponsor, from undertaking a free CFL

other sponsor, from undertaking a ff
CFL distribution of the same scale as t
proposed under the PoA.

ee
hat

to that proposed by the SSC-PoA. T
coordinating entity believes that the clg
absence of a stated intention in the most re
National Climate Change Strategy to undert
a free distribution of CFLs strongly indicat
that such barriers exist.

'rdstribution of the same scale as t
rquroposed under the PoA.

COAR is closed.

ake

es

The National Climate Change Strategy m

reference to a desire to run efficient lighting
these
programs will take the same form as the llumex
program conducted between 1995 and 19971.
As discussed in the PoA-DDs, these programs
do not involve free distribution of CFLs, but

programs in the future, however,

kes

nat

! SEMARNAT/Subsecretaria de Planeacion y Politicabental, 2007, “National Climate Change Strategy”.
http://www.semarnat.gob.mx/queessemarnat/politictiantal/cambioclimatico/Pages/estrategia.aspx
http://www.semarnat.gob.mx/Documents/Estrat_nalteSin.pdf
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

rather consumers purchasing CFLs thro
staged payments made in conjunction with t}
electricity bills. There are no specific targe
locations or timelines set for future programs
this nature.
Further, the Federal government |
specifically identified the CDM and carbg
finance as a source of revenue to deliver clin
change projects in collaboration with the priv
sector in Mexico. On page 62 the Stratg
states:

“The current Strategy proposes Ejhe

implementation of the following leg

economic, financial and administrati
actions:
- Facilitate and encourage priva
investments

- Improve the conditions an
contracts of purchase of electric
from renewable sources

- To obtain economic resources frg
international funds (like CDM) t¢
support the projects”

The statements made in the Strategy indi
three things: firstly, that the government dc
not plan to implement a free distribution
CFLs on the scale contemplated by the S
PoA. Secondly, the government is encourag
private sector involvement in climate charj

ugh

neir

{s,
of

nas
N
nate
ate

2%)%

cate
Des
of
SC-
Jing
ge
is

initiatives, and finally, the government
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

seeking international sources of finance
support such initiatives.

It is therefore reasonable to assert that there
financial and planning barriers in place ti
would prevent the government of Mexico frg
implementing a project of the nature propo
under the SSC-PoA, without the use of
CDM. It has also indicated that in the case
CFLs it does not intend to use the CDM,
rather llumex style projects. Therefore, t
claim by the project proponents that the S
POA is above the business-as-usual scenar
valid.

to

2 are
nat
m
sed
the
of
but
he
5C-
o is

CAR 4

The baseline assumes that no replacen
of incandescent bulbs by CFLs wol
occur. Given that there are enef
efficiency campaigns of key institutiof
such as FIDE (Trust Fund for Electrig
Energy) and CONAE (National Energ

Savings Commission), it must be furth
justified that this assumption
conservative.

An estimation of current and futu
penetration of CFLs in Mexico |
provided in Annex 3 of the POA-DD. Th
estimation is based on studies perforn
by the World Bank, CONAE and FIDE
This estimation states that the penetra
of CFLs in 2007 is 20%. This questio

E.2.4
nem?.6
Id
gy
NS
al
Jy
er
S

re
S
S

ned

[ion
ns

Section E.4 of the PoA has been updatec
include further justification of the choice

baseline scenario.

In summary, the low-income househo
targeted by this POA do not use CFLs to
same extent as high-income groups (cur
penetration is estimated at approximately

compared to 20% for the whole population).
addition, the vast majority of autonomo
replacement of incandescent bulbs with CFL
the result of standard retail sales, rather t
government programs. It is argued that Ig
income households are unlikely to purch
CFLs through standard retail channels dug
their high cost.

By providing CFLs free of charge, and by us
distribution hubs located in retail stores w

1 the baseline determination takes il

nto

Dhccount relevant national policies

tiectrical Energy) and CONAE (Nation
rdhiergy Savings Commission). Howev
Plvds demonstrated based on studies by
World Bank and data published by FIL
uthat the penetration of CFLs in Mexico
sfegr is mainly the result of standard ret
hedles, rather than government program

By providing CFLs free of charge, and |
A88ing distribution hubs located in retail
* dfdres with traditionally low and mediun
income customers, the project propone
"grgue that the PoA will engage largely

nd

energy efficiency campaigns of key
dastitutions such as FIDE (Trust Fund for

I

er,
the

DE
SO
alil
5.
Dy

n
nts

itthose households that do not currently
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

the assumption that no replacement
incandescent bulbs by CFLs would oc
in absence of the PoA.

of

cur

traditionally low and medium incom
customers, the project proponents argue tha|
PoA will engage largely those households t
do not currently purchase CFLs throu
standard retail channels, and have previo
not participated actively in governme
subsidised schemes. Autonomous replacer
of incandescent bulbs with CFLs amongst th
households is unlikely to be material, and
such the project proponents have argued th
is reasonable and conservative to define
baseline scenario as the continued use
incandescent light bulbs.

epurchase CFLs through standard retail
t thannels, and that have previously not
haarticipated actively in government
gbubsidised schemes. The low-income
uslguseholds targeted by this POA do not
nise CFLs to the same extent (current
npahetration is estimated at approximate
02%0) as higher income groups /9/. It is
asgued and demonstrated through stud
abytrecognised and independent
thigganisations that low-income househo
ané unlikely to purchase CFLs through
standard retail channels due to their hig
cost. Hence, the selected baseline is
deemed appropriate.

It is also acknowledged that version 9 g
AMS-II.C does not require to consider
any baseline penetration calculations.
Also the most recent version of AMS-II.
(version 12), the requirement to perforn
baseline penetration calculations was
again deleted.

CAR is closed.

<

es

Ids

h

C

CARS5
AMS-II.C requires that the additionali
is demonstrated through a barrier analy
in accordance with Attachment A
Appendix B of the simplified modalitie

E4.1

y-
SIS
o

and procedures for small-scale CD

The discussion of additionality has bedém analysis of the investment barrie

expanded to include a barrier analysis. T
update has been provided in sections A.4.3

E.5.1 of the PoA DD, and section B.3 of the

CPA DD.

hiss included in the PDD.
aDAR is closed.

IS
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

project activities. However, no barri

er

analysis is applied to demonstrate

additionality of a CPA.

CAR 6 E.4.1 | CFLs will save consumers money off theix simple costs analysis is applied

A simple cost analysis is chosen as the electricity bill, thereby delivering financialdemonstrate that the project would not
organisation implementing the project and returns to individual households without thienplemented by the project participants
giving away CFLs fee of charge will not CDM. If a consumer were to buy a CFL from absence of CDM benefits.

have any financial or economical benefits retail store, the energy savings would pay |fto simply cost analysis is carried out {
other than CDM related income. While the cost of the bulb over several years, and afteg other baseline alternatives. Instea
this is correct from the project proponents that deliver additional financial savings. Thesgarrier analysis has been included
perspective, the use of CFLs will result|in benefits of energy efficiency are wellemonstrate that these  basel
decreased electricity bills by the understood, and are not disputed by the projefternatives are not the most like
participating households and it is not proponents. baseline scenarios.

demonstrated through a financial analysis However, as is discussed at length in [ti&ven that the above in CAR 4 and C/
that this benefit could make the use|of analysis now provided in the PDDs (in responSeare appropriately addressed, this CA
CFLs financially attractive also without to CAR 4 and CAR 5), there are significant, ansl closed.

CER revenues from the househo|ds well documented barriers to the uptake | of

perspective. energy efficient technologies, particularly by

low income households. In past CFL proje
undertaken in Mexico with CFE, FIDE, tk
World Bank and GEF involving no-intere
financing through electricity bill charge
uptake by low-income households was ¢
extremely low (less than 10% of CFL sa
under this scheme). This low uptake w
experienced under  subsidized proj
conditions; under standard retail conditions
can be reasonably expected that low-incg
households will demonstrate even lower rate

cts
ne
St
S,
Still
es
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ect
D It
me
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to
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n
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participation.

CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1782y. 02

A-25



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

Using information of INEGI (National Institute

of Statistics and Geography: National Suryey
on Incomes and Expenditures of Households) it

is shown that to buy 4 CFLs represents 30%

99% of the weekly income of 50% of the
This strong economic

citizens in Mexico.

to

barrier outweighs the fact that CFLs generate

economic savings in the long term.
It is therefore reasonable to provide only

financial analysis of the project from the

perspective of the project participant, as witho

a

ut

the CDM mass uptake of CFLs by consumers
targeted by the PoA faces significant barriers.

Without the CDM, the potential financial
savings for households will remain unrealized.

CAR 7

No detailed procedures for calculati

project and baseline emissions are giy

addressing issues such as

- how many days after distribution of
CFL it is assume that this CFL
implemented

- how results from monitoring th
operating hours at the sample
households are extrapolated to
households where no monitoring w
take place

- how results from the annual check
ensure ongoing operation at

E.5.1

ng
en,

is

e
of
the
ill

to
he

sample of households are extrapola

ted

Section E.7.2 of the PoA DD and B.6.1 of

tieirther details on the procedures

CPA DDs have been updated to provide furthesiculating project and baseline emissi

information on the procedure for calculati
project and baseline emissions in order
address concerns raised by this CAR.
addition, sections E.6.2, E.6.3 and E.7.1 of

ngere included in the POA-DD, addressi
tioe issues raised in this CAR.

AR is closed.
the

PoA DD and B.5.2 of the CPA DDs provide a
description of monitoring data to be collected,

and the application of the methodology
calculate emission reductions. Further, Sec
B.5.2 of the CPA DD (Puebla) provides a st

to
tion
op-

by-step description of the ex-ante calculation of

emission reductions.
The updated information in the PDDs sho
provide the answers to the questions raise

uld

for
DNS

d in
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

to the households where no su
check will take place

- how it is considered that CFLs m
reach the end of their lifetime with
the crediting period of a CPA.

ch

Ry
n

the CAR. In summary:

The distribution of CFLs will occur over a 30

day period. Given the fact that the project

developer is asking the households to bring
to 4 incandescent light bulbs from their hom

up
es,

it is assumed that the household will

immediately install the CFLs. However,
order to be conservative, no energy savi

in
ngs

generated during the first 30 days of the

distribution period will be counted.
The cross-check household surveys underts
at the end of each monitoring period W
confirm CFL installation and ongoin
functionality. The coordinating entity believ
this is a conservative action because the
found in the cross-check survey will apf
retrospectively for that monitoring perig
without considering that more CFLs will |
working at the beginning of the monitorir
period than at the end.

Results obtained from monitoring operati
hours and cross check surveys will

extrapolated directly to the entire population
project and baseline devices involved in e
CPA, as it is described and approved by the
methodology.

In order to undertake ex-ante calculations
emission reductions, the coordinating en
used the lifetime survival curve provided by t

aken
ill

g
S
data
|y
nd

De

K

ng
be
of
ach
UN

of
ity
he
Ls

CFL manufacturer (the % decline in CF
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

functioning is provided in section B.5.2 of t

CPA-DD and in Annex 3 of all DDs). CFLs are

ne

expected to fail throughout the duration of the

crediting period, which will be directly

measured by the cross-check household

surveys. As discussed above, a conservative

approach will be used whereby the proportion

of CFLs operating at the end of each monitoring

period will be applied retrospectively for the

duration of the monitoring period.
CAR 8 E.6.1 | Updates made relate to changes to | fffee most recent data available at the time
As required by AMS-II.C, the emissian calculation of the emission factor. of submission of the PoA for validation
factor for grid electricity is determined |n The sections of the document impacted by thesere applied.
accordance with AMS-1.D which agajn changes are E.6.2 of the PoA DD, and thoEbe import/export data applied |is
refers to the “Tool to calculate the detailing the ex-ante calculation of emissiom®rrectly derived from SENER data fpr
emission factor for an electricity system”. reductions in the CPA DDs — section A.4.4 arg)04, 2005 and 2006. However, the
The grid emission factor should be B.5.3. In addition, all DDs have new Annex 3| efficiency of power plants in Mexico Is
recalculated using the most recent data Also attached is a new version of Annex |1&vailable and these efficiencies should| be
available. which provides detail of the EF calculations antsed instead of the standard 5Q0%.

assumptions. Moreover, in the 2004 worksheet, the

total sum of the gross generation does|not
match the one in the PDD.

CAR 8 (continued) Emission Factor Calculation worksheet hds%ie grid emission factor is correcily
The efficiency of power plants in Mexigo been revised. calculated applying generation data
is available and these efficiencies should published by SENER.
be used instead of the standard 50%. CAR is closed.
Moreover, in the 2004 worksheet, the
total sum of the gross generation does|not
match the one in the PDD. The formulas
seem to be wrong in the spreadsheet,
CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-17€2y. 02 A-28
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to | Summary of project participants response Validation team conclusion

action requests by validation team table 2

resulting in a very small difference

(208,634 vs 208,630).

CAR 9 E.7.1 | Section E.7.2 of the PoA DD and B.6.1 of [tide description of the monitoring plan

As required for PoAs applying AMS-11.C

the monitoring should include a check
the number of project activity equipme

if
nt

distributed by the project and the number
of scrapped equipment corresponds with

CPA DDs has been updated to describe n
fully the process by which the check of t
numbers CFLs and incandescent bulbs will
undertaken.

In summary, the DMS developed by t

nbi@s been amended to describe the cf
hthat the number of project activi
bguipment distributed by the project a
the number
heorresponds with each other

neck
Ly

nd

of scrapped equipment

es
m
V.
Of
Ibs
5S.
2Nt
DN
be

each other. Coordinating Entity will record each individugCAR is closed.

bulb exchange transaction. At the end of the

distribution period, the total numbers of project

and baseline devices exchanged will be checked

to ensure that they correspond. In the unlikely

event that there is a discrepancy between| the

numbers of CFLs and incandescent bulbs

recorded in the DMS, the coordinating entity

will use the lower of the two numbers so that a

smaller total number of bulbs distributed is used

for emission reduction calculations for that

CPA.
CAR 10 E.10.1 | Section E.7.2 of the PoOA DD and B.6.1 of [tBection E.7.2 of the PoA-DD describ
AMS-II.C requires an independent CPA DDs has been updated to fully descrilieat the local environmental audit fir
monitoring of scrapping of replaced the process by which the independeBspecialistas Ambientales S.A. de C
equipment needs to be implemented, In verification of the scrapping of baseline devicesgll conduct independent verification
the monitoring plan in section E.7.1 of the will be undertaken. the scrapping of incandescent light bu
PoA-DD it is stated this verification will In summary, the project developer will engag®llected during the distribution proce
be carried out by a DOE. However, this the company Especialistas Ambientales S.A| Bgrther details on this independe
verification needs to be carried out by C.V. to independently monitor the scrapping agrification, such as how this verificati
another verifier and the results from the replaced equipment as well as the ddgcarried out and its frequency, should
verification will have to be presentedito management system that will cross check |tineluded and this independent verification
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

the verifying DOE.

amount of CFLs vs. incandescent bullshould be included as a parameter
exchanged. section E.7.1 of the POA-DD.
Especialistas Ambientales is a private

consultant  specialized in  environmental

auditing, consulting and certifications. The

result of this process will be presented to the

verifying DOE.

CAR 10 (continued)
Further details on this independe
verification, such as how this verificatig
is carried out and its frequency, should
included and this independent verificati
should be included as a parameter
section E.7.1 of the PoA-DD.

2Nt
DN
be
on
in

As noted in the PoA-DD, Cool nrg has enlis
the services of Envirosense SA de CV
conduct an independent check of the collec
and scrapping of incandescent light bulbs (IE
The process for undertaking this check
include:

At least one physical spot check at

randomly selected retail store during the G

distribution process to ensure that exchange

procedures are being followed.
On completion of the distribution process
independent verifier will conduct 3
inspection of the project database to eng
that electronic records have been corre
entered and that the number of CH
distributed corresponds with the number
IBs collected.

A physical spot check will be conducted
IBs prior to their destruction in order
satisfy the independent verifier

that
collection has been undertaken correctly.

lethe independent verification of
sxrapping of incandescent light bul
tioollected during the distribution proce
3$3.included as a parameter in section E
vitif the POA-DD.

CAR is closed.

a

FL

he
n
sure
ctly
FLs
of

of
o

This check will not include counting of IB

5,

the

bs
SS
7.1

CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1782y. 02

A-30



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

as this is not realistic given the large num
of IBs being scrapped.

The independent verifier will then be pres
while the scrapping of IBs is undertaken
ensure that no leakage occurs.

This process will be followed for each CPA,

and a written report will be provided to t

ber

verifying DOE to demonstrate compliance wjth

this aspect of the monitoring requirements.

The PoA-DDs have been updated to include
these items as a parameter under the monitoring

plan.

CAR 11

Version 9 of AMS-II.C does not allow to

include technical grid losses in t
determination of the amount of electric

ne
ty

Technical grid losses were removed in
equations for determining the amount
electricity generation reduced as a result of
project.

tAieechnical grid losses were removed in
@quations for determining the amount

of the project.

the
of

thkectricity generation reduced as a result

generation reduced as a result of fthe CAR is closed.
project.
CL1 A.1.4 | Eligibility critieria have been clarified ifine | The eligibility criteria have been clarifie

One eligibility criteria for including CPA

5

is that each CPA must implement the

monitoring requirements of AMS-II.C

and it remains to be clarified how th
represents an eligibility criterion as this|
a general requirement for applying AM
I.C.

is
is
S_

with the issue raised in CL 1, and expanded ® is closed.

provide further details for the DOE conducti
future inclusions of CPAs.

ng

CL2

It remains to be clarified whether a
how the organisations assisting in t

A.6.2
hd
he

This methodology is applicable to programs
activities introducing efficient technologies

how
informed

Bxamples of
thhouseholds are

participatin
that th

households and institutions within a distinetctivity is being subscribed to a climg

eir
ite
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

implementation of the project, such as

retailers used to distribute CFLs, and

participating households are made aw
and agree that their activity is bei
subscribed to the PoA

the
the
are

ng

geographical area. The project activity
overseen by the coordinating entity who acts

a project participant. The individual householdsis by accepting the free CFLs.

will not act as project participants.

This PoA is a voluntary action and therefore
participation of households in this activity
voluntary. Their agreement to have th
activity subscribed to the PoOA is conside
implied by the acceptance of free CF
Households are being made aware that
activity they are participating in relates to

change action programme, so that once
5 @n assume that they implicitly agree| to

Examples of how the distribution partners
tihave agreed contractually with t
isoordinating entity that their activity
esubscribed to the PoA are requested.
red
| sS.
the

a

climate change action program involving
distribution of CFLs. It is not
however, to provide detailed,
information regarding programmatic CD
rules and the creation of CERs, as thi

considered inappropriate and superfluous toj the

requirements of PoA.

The distribution partners have

their activity is subscribed to the PoA.

intended
technical

agreed
contractually with the coordinating entity that

he

is

CL 2 (continued)

Examples of how participatin
households are informed that th
activity is being subscribed to a clima
change action programme, so that o
can assume that they implicitly agree
this by accepting the free CFLs.
Examples of how the distribution partne

eir
\te
nce
to

IS

have agreed contractually with t

Legal agreements have been put in place

our distribution partners Comex and Coppetsponsible for the calculation and

clearly stipulating that their activities
subscribed to the SSC-PoA. MOUs (in Span
summarising the key terms of these contrg
have been provided as an attachment to
submission. Note that these agreements |
been provided previously to the DOE
Mexico.

Mthe MoUs state that Cool nrg will be
he
reertification of the reduction in electricity
simd associated emission reductions which
adtsplicitly confirm that the distributio
thaatners have agreed with the
naverdinating entity that their activity s
isubscribed to the PoA.

The information material provided shows
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

coordinating entity that their activity
subscribed to the PoA are requested.

S

Households will be made aware that they
participating in a climate change acti
program aiming to reduce greenhouse
emissions. Example promotion and informat
materials used for CUIDEMOS Mexico ha
been provided as an attachment to
submission. It is reasonable to expect t
having been made aware of the nature of
program, and by accepting the free CFLs th
is implied agreement by the household that t
activity is subscribed to the relevant CPA.

dieat households are being made aw
othat the use of CFL contributes
gadtigate climate change.

aDAR is closed.

ve

this

hat

the

ere

heir

CL3

It needs to be clarified how this start d
meets the definition for the start da
adopted by the CDM EB at its #]
meeting, i.e. the starting date shall
considered to be the date on which
project participant has committed or w
commit to expenditures related to t

B.1.1
ate

ta

L
be
the
ill
he

The starting date of the POA has been ame
to June 2009. By the definition set out in EB
the start date of the PoA will be conside
when “real action” occurs.

In the case of CUIDEMOS Mexico the starti

date of the PoA will be when registration of {hexpected to commit to expenditur

PoA achieved — end of May 20009. It is at t
stage that CFLs will be ordered for the fi

ndbd start date has been revised to n
Athe definition for the start data adopted

starting date is considered to be the ¢
ngn which the project participant

hielated to the implementation of t
rgtroject activity.

rale CDM EB at its 4% meeting, i.e. the

are
to

neet
by

late
is
es
he

implementation or related to the CPA to be implemented under the PoA. It SL is closed.
construction of the project activity. considered that this commitment to invest| in

CFLs represents the start date of the PoA.

Section A.4.2 of the CPA-DD has also been

updated to reflect these changes.
CL4 C.1.1 [ The project developer is working |iThe collaboration with the Ministry far
There are possible environmental impads1.5 | collaboration with the Ministry for NaturalNatural Resources (Semarnat) as well as
by the project as an inappropriate Resources (Semarnat) as well as with |théh the company Servicios Integrales |de
treatment of CFLs that have reached |the company Servicios Integrales de Residuos|&&siduos SA de CV should be included
end of their lifetime. The PoA-DD states de CV which specializes in the storage amamonitoring plan, so that verifying DOE
that effective centralised collection recovery of hazardous materials (see attachmeam follow-up on the implementation pf
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to | Summary of project participants response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team table 2

facilities for waste CFLs will be provided detailing the company’s governmettiese planned actions.
established in coorperation with the accreditation authorizing them to store and

Mexican government. Further information dispose of hazardous materials).

should be provided on how it is ensured The coordinating entity has proposed a program

that such collection facilities will bg for recovery of CFLs when they reach their end

implemented.

of life involving Servicios Integrales for th
responsible management of CFL waste.

addition, we have proposed a communicat
campaign to be implemented in combinat
with our current media partners, Consejo d¢
Comunicacion, to encourage households
deposit their CFLs in specific locations. T
location of the collection points still has to
agreed with current project partners &
relevant government institutions, however, it
envisaged that prominent Mexican retailers n
act as centralised collection points for CFLs.
It should be noted that discussions with Io
stakeholders as part of the Gold Stand
consultation process and DNA approval w
satisfied with approach taken by t
Coordinating Entity.

e
In
ion
on
> |a
to
he
be
ind
is
nay

cal
ard
ere
he

CL 4 (continued)

The collaboration with the Ministry fg
Natural Resources (Semarnat) as wel
with the company Servicios Integrales
Residuos SA de CV should be includ
in monitoring plan, so that verifying DO
can follow-up on the implementation

these planned actions.

=

as
de
ed
E
of

The monitoring plan in the PDD has be
updated to include ongoing collaboration w
Mexican government and non governm
stakeholders to develop CFL collection g
recycling programs. The progress on this it
can be checked by the verifying DOE.

ehhe monitoring plan was amended

epbllection and recycling scheme.
ind
em

ithnonitor the implementation of the CK
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

CL5 D.1.1 | As stated in the PoA-DD, the stakeholdeurther justification is requested why,
A public consultation meeting was engagement process will be undertaken at| theesed on the results of first two public
conducted in Puebla, the location of the level of PoA rather than individual CPAs. Theonsultation meeting, no consultatipn
first CPA. It should be clarified if further Gold Standard has agreed that this approac¢imisetings in other cities where CPAs will
public consultation meetings will also be reasonable in light of the level of social arigk implemented are considered necesgary.
carried out where other CPAs will be environmental impacts caused by this PoA
located. when compared to others involving energy

infrastructure such as dams.

Two stakeholder consultations have been

conducted, one in Mexico City, which is where

all major national stakeholders are located. The

second consultation was in Puebla, the location

of the first CPA, to enable stakeholders to ask

practical questions about implementation. There

are no further consultations planned.
CL 5 (continued) PoA-DDs have been amended to change| Biakeholder consultation  will  he
Further justification is requested why, level of stakeholder consultation from P@A&onducted in the relevant geographic drea
based on the results of first two public level to CPA level. Each time a CPA |ifor each CPA.
consultation meeting, no consultatipn undertaken, a stakeholder consultation will|lg& is closed.

meetings in other cities where CPAs W
be implemented are considered necess

ill
ary.

conducted in the relevant geographic area.

CPAs are to be implemented concurrently
adjacent regions, a single consultation mee
will be held as long as stakeholders are abl
adequately access and contribute to
meeting.

If
in
ting
e to
the

CL®6

It must be clarified if all monitored da
required for verification and issuance
kept for two years after the end of {

E.9.6
[a
be
he

crediting period or the last issuance

of

Section E.7.1 of the PoA DD has been upd
to satisfy this requirement. The coordinat
entity will ensure that all data will be stored
the project DMS for at least two years after
crediting period or the last issuance of CE

afmttion E.7.1 now clarifies that all
nyonitored data required for verification
iand issuance be kept for two years after
thiee end of the crediting period or the last
Hssuance of CERs, for this programme,
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Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

=2

ple

ing

CERs, for this programme, whichever for this programme, whichever occurs latewhichever occurs later.
occurs later. Records will be stored electronically on| @L is closed.
secure server that is regularly back-up by [the
commercial service provider who designed and
hosts the online DMS.
CL7 E.10.5| The critical variable for the determinatioh| The clarifications provided are acceptec
Section E.6.3 of the PoA-DD states that statistically robust monitoring data is th€L is closed.
in each sample household four lamps will number of CFLs monitored, rather than the
be monitored. However, it remains to pe number of CFLs in each household. To clarjfy,
clarified how it can be assured that each section E.6.3 of the PoA DD and B.5.1 of the
household will install at least 4 CFLs. CPA DDs have been updated to reflect that|the
sample size will be driven by the need to obtain
data from a large enough pool of light bulbs
rather than being limited if households have
less than four CFLs installed.
CL8 E.10.5| The formula used to calculate the margiorerClarifications on the suggested sam
The PoA-DD states that for each CPA| of given the selected sample group is |ake are provided and the approach
1 million CFLs distributed, a total sample follows(*): represents a statistically sound sampli
size of 240 CFLs will be monitored |n method/procedure.
order to be statistically representative m=z*(stdev/sqrt(n)) CL is closed.
with an error margin of +/- 6.5% at 95X
confidence level. The basis for Where:
determi_ning_ this error margin needs |to m = margin error (6.33%)
further justified. z = value according to the Confidence Leyel
(e.g for 95% Confidence level, z= 1.96)
stdev = Standard deviation of sample.
n = sample size (e.g. 240)
Cool nrg has calculated a standard deviation of
0.5 and a mean of 3 hours per day. This

CDM PoA Validation Protocol — Report No. 2008-1782y. 02

A-36



DET NORSKE VERITAS
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Ref. to
table 2

Summary of project participants response

Validation team conclusion

standard deviation means that the hours of
of the sample group will oscillate between

hours and 3.8 hours per day.

This error margin and level of uncertainty
more conservative than that allowed un

use
.1

is
der

similar approved methodologies that require
sampling (e.g. AMS I1J). The Executive Board

has accepted “sampling determined

by

minimum 90% confidence interval and 10%

maximum error margin” (AMS- II.J Demand
side activities for efficient lighting

technologies, footnote 6, page 3/15).
(*) Introduction to the Practice of Statistjc®
Moore & G. McCabe, 1993, Freeman, p. 438
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

APPENDIX B

PROTOCOL FOR ASSESSING COMPLIANCE OF SPECIFIC CDM
PROGRAMME ACTIVITIES WITH THE PROGRAMME OF
ACTIVITIES



DET NORSKE VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.
A. General description of CPA
A.1l. Project boundaries

A.1.1 Arethe CPA’s spatial boundaries (geographical)
clearly defined, allowing the unique identification
of the CPA?

A.1.2 Has it been demonstrated that the CPA is within
the geographical borders of the PoOA?

A.1.3 Has it been confirmed that no part of the CPA is
registered as a CDM project or included in a
registered POA?

A.2. Participation requirements

A.2.1  Which Parties and CPA implementer are
participating in the CPA? Are they included in the
PoA?

A.3. Duration of the CDM programme activity,
Crediting Period

A.3.1 Arethe CPA’s starting date and operational
lifetime clearly defined and evidenced?

A.3.2 Has the crediting period been clearly defined and
is the start of the crediting period deemed to be
reasonable?

A.3.3 Has it been confirmed that the length of the CFA
crediting period does not exceed the end of PCA?

B. Eligibility of CPA and Estimation of Emission
Reductions
B.1. Eligibility criteria for CDM Programme Activities
It is assessed whether the CPA complies with titerier for
inclusion in the registered programme of activities

B.1.1 Does the CPA involve the distribution of energy

efficient light bulbs to households within the
Protocol for assessing compliance of CPA with P&&port No. 2008-1792, rev. 02 B-1




DET NORSKE VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

geographical boundary of Mexico?

B.1.2

Does the CPA apply the baseline and monitorit
methodology AMS I11.C. ‘Demand-side energy
efficiency programmes for specific technologie
v.97?

[92]

B.1.3

Are there no other CPA or CDM project
involving the distribution and/or installation of
energy efficient light bulbs already registered a
operating in the same, specific physical
geographical area?

nd

B.1.4

Will the coordinating entity ensure that all CPA
under its PoA are neither registered as an
individual CDM project activity nor included in
another registered PoA, and that the CPA is
subscribed to the PoA?

B.1.5

Is the CPA be uniquely identified and defined i
an unambiguous manner by providing geograp
information, and the exact start date and end d
of the crediting period?

1
hic
ate

B.1.6

Does the CPA-DD ensure that leakage,
additionality, establishment of the baseline
scenario, baseline emissions, eligibility and
double counting are unambiguously defined?

B.1.7

Is the CPA must approved by the coordinating
entity?

B.1.8

Does the CPA satisfy de-bundling rules for Po/

\?

B.2. Additionality
It is assessed whether the CPA complies with tgeogity
criteria for demonstrating additionality of a CPAder the
registered programme of activities.

Protocol for assessing compliance of CPA with P&&port No. 2008-1792, rev. 02
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Dratt | Final
oncl. . Concl.

B.2.1 Is it confirmed that at no stage there were public
or private announcements made regarding the
SSC-CPA proceeding without use of the CDM
(Gold Standard requirement)?

B.2.2 Are credible possible alternative scenarios
relating to the distribution of the energy effidien
light bulbs relevant to the CPA defined?

B.2.3 Is it ensured that the proposed CPA is not the only
alternative amongst those considered that is in
compliance with mandatory regulations?

B.2.4 Does the simple cost analysis demonstrate that
without CDM revenue the CPA is not a
financially attractive option?

B.2.5 Does the barrier analysis demonstrate that the
project activity faces significant barriers thag ar
overcome through the CDM?

B.2.6 Are there essential differences between the CPA
and similar activities that are occurring?

B.2.7 Is there any ODA that is directly used to finance
the CPA (Gold Standard requirement)?

B.2.8 Is there a technology transfer or knowledge
innovation involved in the CPA (Gold Standard
requirement)?

B.3. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions —

Project emissions
It is assessed whether the project emissions atedgstccording
to the methodology and the PoA-DD and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors amatlies -
where applicable — is justified.
B.3.1 s the calculation of project emissions of the CPA
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oncl. . Concl.
in accordance with the procedure described in the
PoA-DD?

B.3.2 Are CPA-specific conservative assumptions used
when calculating the project emissions?

B.3.3 Are CPA-specific uncertainties in the project
emission estimates properly addressed?

B.4. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions —
Baseline emissions
It is assessed whether the baseline emissiondatexls
according to the methodology and the PoA-DD andtindrethe
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatlies —
where applicable — is justified.

B.4.1 s the calculation of baseline emissions of the
CPA in accordance with the procedure described
in the POA-DD?

B.4.2 Are CPA-specific conservative assumptions used
when calculating the baseline emissions?

B.4.3 Are CPA-specific uncertainties in the baseline
emission estimates properly addressed?

B.5. Emission Reductions
The emission reductions shall be real, measurabtegive
long-term benefits related to the mitigation ofradite change.

B.5.1 Has it been demonstrated that the total emission
reductions of the CPA of activities will be real,
measurable and give long-term benefits related to
the mitigation of climate changeP

B.6. Monitoring Plan
It is assessed whether the CPA correctly appliesribnitoring plan
of the PoA.
B.6.1 Is the monitoring plan for the CPA documented
B-4
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oncl. . Concl.
according to the approved methodology, in
accordance with the programme of activities and
in a complete and transparent manner?
B.6.2  Will all monitored data required for verification
and issuance be kept for two years after the end of
the crediting period or the last issuance of CERSs,
for this programme, whichever occurs later?
B.6.3 Is the measurement method clearly stated for each
GHG value to be monitored and deemed
appropriate?
B.6.4 Is the measurement equipment described and
deemed appropriate?
B.7. CPA Management Planning
It is checked that programme implementation is priypprepared for
and that critical arrangements are addressed.
B.7.1 Is the authority and responsibility of overall CPA
management clearly described?
B.7.2 Are procedures identified for training of
monitoring personnel?
B.7.3 Are procedures identified for emergency
preparedness for cases where emergencies can cause
unintended emissions?
B.7.4 Are procedures identified for review of reportec
results/data?
C. Environmental impacts <] Analysis at PoA level
It is assessed whether environmental impacts o€ have [ ] Analysis at CPA level
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been properly addressed. This section must only be completed if the
analysis of environmental impacts must be
CPA level.
D. Stakeholders’ comments [ ] Consultation at PoA level
It is assessed whether stakeholders have beennyaoasulted <] Consultation at CPA level
in the development of the CPA. This section must only be completed if the
analysis of environmental impacts is at Po
level.
D.1.6. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted?
D.1.7. Have appropriate media been used to invite
comments by local stakeholders?
D.1.8. If a stakeholder consultation process is required
by regulations/laws in the host country, has the
stakeholder consultation process been carried out
in accordance with such regulations/laws?
D.1.9. Is a summary of the stakeholder comments
received provided?
D.1.10. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder
comments received?
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Michael Lehmann

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor:. ‘ Yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer
Landfill gas Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Hydro power Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Grid connection of isolated system| Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Cement Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery | Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Efficiency of thermal power plants | Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Coal mine methane Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Fuel switch Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Manure management Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Energy efficiency Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
N,O Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
HFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Flare reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
PFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Charcoal Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
CO; recovery Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Transport Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Non-renewable biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Biofuel Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Pipeline leakage reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Sk Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Technical Director, Climate Change Services

Havik, 9 January 2009

Michae!

(e

Michael Lehmann
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Sergio Cabral

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: | Yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer

Landfill gas

Hydro power

Renewables Wind power

Other renewable

Biomass

Grid connection of isolated system

Cement

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery

Efficiency of thermal power plants

Coal mine methane

Fuel switch

Manure management

Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Waste / wastewater treatment

Energy efficiency

N,O

HFCs

Flare reduction

PFCs

Charcoal

CO; recovery

Transport

Non-renewable biomass

Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Havik, 9 January 2009

/((/[Mu/ [gﬁha_ .

Michael Lehmann

Technical Director, Climate Change Services
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Barbara Lara
Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-
CDMJI-i1
GHG Auditor: Yes
CDM Validator: JI Validator: -
CDM Verifier: -- JI Verifier: -

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): --

Hoavik, 2 May 2008

Nitha!  (ehne-

Michael Lehmann
Technical Director, Climate Change Services
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Kumaraswamy Chandrashekara

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticscheme CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: \ yes
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Methodology Technical
Validator  Verifier Expert Expert Reviewer
Landfill gas Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Hydro power Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable Jan 2009  Jan 2009
Biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Grid connection of isolated system| Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Cement Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery | Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Efficiency of thermal power plants | Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Coal mine methane Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Fuel switch Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Manure management Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
N,O Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
HFCs Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Flare reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
PFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Charcoal Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
CO; recovery Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Transport Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Non-renewable biomass Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Biofuel Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Pipeline leakage reduction Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Sk Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Technical Director, Climate Change Services

Havik, 9 January 2009

Hichae!

(e

Michael Lehmann



