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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – VALIDATION OPINION 
Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has performed a vali
“1.725MW Mini Hydel Scheme on Nagavali River, Andhra Pradesh”, o
UNFCCC criteria for the Clean Development Mechanism and host coun

dation of the 
n the basis of 
try criteria as 

ol, the CDM 
utive Board. 

Party India meets all 
ct activity. The 
g sustainable 
008. 

s type I small-
ct is not a de-
rmed that the 

ersion 13. The 

ected 10 year 
t demonstrates 

an be seen as 

sions those are real, measurable and 
curred in the 

re estimated to 
ed crediting period. The 

at the stated 
ate 

t project and 
 management, 
ed. 

 the project 
limate Change web site and 

comments by Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs were invited 
through the CDM web site. No comments were received during this period.  

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the project, as described in the project design 
document of 23 December 2008, meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the 
CDM, is eligible as category I.D small-scale CDM project activity and correctly applies 
the approved simplified baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D version 13. 
Hence, DNV requests the registration of the “1.725 MW Mini Hydel Scheme on 
Nagavali River, Andhra Pradesh” project as a CDM project activity. 
 
 

well as criteria given to provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and 
reporting. UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 of the Kyoto Protoc
modalities and procedures and the subsequent decisions by the CDM Exec

The project participant is Sardar Power Limited. The host 
participation requirements and the DNA of India has approved the proje
DNA of India has confirmed that the project assists in achievin
development and has accorded the approval for the project on 17 March 2

Having an installed capacity of less than 15 MW, the project is eligible a
scale CDM project activity. It has also been demonstrated that the proje
bundled component of a large scale project. The validation has confi
project is eligible as category I.D small-scale CDM project activity and correctly 
applies the simplified baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D, v
determination of the baseline is well elaborated, transparent and sufficiently supported 
with facts. The selected baseline scenario is reasonable for the sel
crediting period. Moreover, an analysis of the barriers facing the projec
that project is not a likely baseline scenario.  

The validation did not reveal any information indicating that the project c
a diversion of ODA funding towards India. 

The project results in the reduction of GHG emis
give long-term benefits and that are additional to what would have oc
absence of the project. The annual emission reductions from the project a
be on the average 5 559 tCO e over the selected 10 year fix2
emission reduction forecast has been checked and is deemed likely th
amount is achieved given that the underlying assumptions do not change. Adequ
training and monitoring procedures have been implemented.  

The monitoring plan makes sufficient provision for monitoring relevan
baseline emission indicators. Responsibilities and authorities for project
monitoring and reporting and QA/QC procedures have also been address

A local stakeholder consultation process has been carried out by
participant. DNV published the PDD on the DNV C
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2 INTRODUCTION 
Sardar Power Limited has commissioned Det Norske Veritas Certification
perform a validation of the “

 AS (DNV) to 
 River, Andhra 

mmarises the 
CC criteria for 
ct operations, 

itoring and reporting. UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, 
the CDM modalities and procedures, the simplified modalities and procedures for small-

roject activities and the subsequent decisions by the CDM Executive 

ss the project 
the project’s 

rty criteria are validated in order to 
at the project design, as documented, is sound and reasonable and meets the 

 as 
roject and its 

of the project 
 in Article 12 

rocedures as agreed in the Marrakech 
CDM project 
including the 

g methodology AMS-I.D, version 13 /4/. The 
validation team has, based on the recommendations in the Validation and Verification 
Manual /3/ employed a risk-based approach, focusing on the identification of significant 
risks for project implementation and the generation of CERs. 
The validation is not meant to provide any consulting towards the project participants. 
However, stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective actions may have provided 
input for improvement of the project design. 

1.725 MW Mini Hydel Scheme on Nagavali
Pradesh” project in India (hereafter called “the project”). This report su
findings of the validation of the project, performed on the basis of UNFC
the CDM, as well as criteria given to provide for consistent proje
mon

scale CDM p
Board.  

2.1 Objective 
The purpose of a validation is to have an independent third party asse
design. In particular, the project's baseline, monitoring plan, and 
compliance with relevant UNFCCC and host Pa
confirm th
identified criteria. Validation is a requirement for all CDM projects and is seen
necessary to provide assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the p
intended generation of certified emission reductions (CERs). 

2.2 Scope 
The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review 
design document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against the criteria stated
of the Kyoto Protocol, the CDM modalities and p
Accords, the simplified modalities and procedures for small-scale 
activities and the relevant decisions by the CDM Executive Board, 
approved baseline and monitorin



DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 

VALIDATION REPORT 
 

 

3 METHODOLOGY 
The validation consisted of the following three phases: 

d the issuance of the final validation report 

3.1
The entation that was reviewed during the validation: 

/ e on Nagavali River, Andhra 
ber 2008, 

08 

/3/  Validation and Verification Manual.  

 r 2007 

I a desk review of the project design documents 
II follow-up interviews with project stakeholders 
III the resolution of outstanding issues an
and opinion. 
The following sections outline each step in more detail. 

 Desk Review of the Project Design Documentation 
 following table lists the docum

/1 CDM-SSC-PDD of “1.725 MW Mini Hydel 
Pradesh, India, version 01, dated 12 March 2008, version 02, dated 23 Decem

Schem

and version 03, dated 01 June 2009 

/2/ Letter of Approval from DNA of India, dated 17 March 20

CDM EB 44:

/4/ CDM Executive Board AMS-I.D, version 13 Grid connected renewable electricity 
generation 

/5/ CDM Carbon Dioxide Baseline Data base, version 3, 15 Decembe
(www.cea.nic.in )  

/6/ Detailed Project Report, May 2006, by Elen & Lite Consultancy S

Purchase order and technical specifications of the El

ervices, Hydrabad 

/7/ ectro Mechanical equipments by 

/ d Transmission 
 of Andhra Pradesh Limited, dated 6 December 2003 

0 on conventional 

/11/ No Objection Certificate from Irrigation & CAD Department, Government of Andhra 
Pradesh, dated 11 August 2003.  

/12/ Purchase Order for Blasting of hard rock/HDR, Vyshnavi Construction, dated 16 
November 2006. 

/13/ Agreement between Non Conventional Energy Development Corporation of Andhra 
Pradesh and M/s Sadar Power Limited, dated 11 November 2003. 

Boving Fouress Limited, dated 10 January 2007. 

/8/ Loan sanction letter from Andhra Bank (A Govt. of India undertaking), dated 23 
September 2006. 

/9 Power Purchase Agreement between M/s Sadar Power Limited an
Corporation

/1 / Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission, tariff order for N
energy based power projects, dated 7 July 2004  
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/14/ Proceedings and permission by Non Conventional Energy Developm
Andhra Pradesh for setting up of 1.725 MW project in phase I, dated

ent Corporation of 
 3 May 2007 

5 adesh Pollution 
ol Board, dated 4 September 2008  

6 nue consideration, dated 9 

7 00 

/19  sourced from Income Tax Department, Ministry of Finance. 
xmannDit/DisplayPage/dpage1.aspx

/1 / No Objection Certificate and clearance for pollution from Andhra Pr
Contr

/1 / Minutes of the Board of Directors meeting for CDM reve
June 2006 

/1 / No Objection Certificate from the Gram Panchayat, dated 8 May 20

/18/ Detailed Financial analysis. 

/ Income Tax Act 1961,
http://law.incometaxindia.gov.in/Ta  

/20 ndia site, / India’s inflation rates sourced from Finance Minster of I
http://financeminister.gov.in/  

/21/ Economic Watch, Indian Economy Overview 
ianeconomhttp://www.economywatch.com/ind y/india-inflation.html  

2 of Non conventional Energy Sources /2 / Promotional Policies by Ministry 
http://mnes.nic.in/annualreport/2001_2002_English/ch5_pg5.htm  

/ Water Reso/23 urce Information System, Govt. of Andhra Pradesh  
lhttp://irrigation.cgg.gov.in/html/demoFuncs.htm   

4

/25 ulkarni, certificate for project cost, dated 17 
December 2008 

laced on Sri 

3.2 Follow-up Interviews with Project Stakeholders 
On 28 April 2008 DNV performed interviews with project stakeholders to confirm 
selected information and to resolve issues identified in the document review. The 
interview was carried out at the project site. The interviews were carried out by A. 
Vidyacharan (qualified validator for the technical area) of DNV India. Representatives 
of the project proponent and the consultant Zenith Energy were interviewed. The main 
topics of the interviews are summarized below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

/2 / Commissioning certificate, dated 17 July 2008 

/ Chartered Accountant, Jeetendra K

/26/ CDM India Designated National Authority. 
http://cdmindia.nic.in/cdmindia/projectList.jsp?n=y&off=91 

/27/ Work order for construction of power house and allied structures, p
Saravana Constructions dated 30 January 2007 

 

http://www.economywatch.com/indianeconomy/india-inflation.html
http://www.economywatch.com/indianeconomy/india-inflation.html
http://irrigation.cgg.gov.in/html/demoFuncs.html


DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 

VALIDATION REPORT 
 

 

 
 
 

 Date ame Organiz
/28/ 2008-04-28 

 
 
 
 

Mr. Movva
s 

 
Mr. Siddharth 

S

Z

project 
tionality and ascertaining 

as considered 
 project 

n establishment 
onitoring plan 

and emission reduction 
ns. 

 Resources, training needs and 
procedures for operation and 
maintenance. 

g methodology 

 issues which 
n. In order to 

. The protocol 
s of verification and the 

results from validating the identified criteria. The validation protocol serves the 

s expected to 

• It ensures a transparent validation process where the validator will document how a 
n. 

tables. The different columns in these tables 
ocol for the “1.725 MW 

s enclosed in 

 

-fulfilment of 
r where a risk to the fulfilment of project objectives is identified. 

Corrective action requests (CAR) are issued, where: 
i) mistakes have been made with a direct influence on project results; 
ii) CDM and/or methodology specific requirements have not been met; or 
iii) there is a risk that the project would not be accepted as a CDM project or that 

emission reductions will not be certified. 
 

A request for clarification (CL) may be used where additional information is needed to 
fully clarify an issue. 

N ation Topic 
ardar Power  Determination of 

addi
 

Sriniva  
 

enith Energy 

that CDM w
during the
conceptualization. 

  Clarifications o
of baseline, m

calculatio

     Monitorin
 

3.3 Resolution of Outstanding Issues 
The objective of this phase of the validation is to resolve any outstanding
need be clarified prior to DNV’s positive conclusion on the project desig
ensure transparency a validation protocol was customised for the project
shows in a transparent manner the criteria (requirements), mean

following purposes: 
• It organises, details and clarifies the requirements a CDM project i

meet; 

particular requirement has been validated and the result of the validatio
 

The validation protocol consists of three 
are described in the figure below. The completed validation prot
Mini Hydel Scheme on Nagavali River, Andhra Pradesh” project i
Appendix A to this report. 

Findings established during the validation can either be seen as a non
CDM criteria o
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Validation Protocol andatory nts for CDM Project Activities  Table 1: M  Requireme

Requirement rence Refe Conclusion 
The requirements th
project must meet. 

n
r

agreement w
requirement is found. 

ction Request 
n-compliance with stated 

requirements or a request for Clarification (CL) 
where further clarificatio d. 

e Gives refere
legislation o

ce to the 
 
here the 

This is either acceptable based on evidence 
provided (OK), a Corrective A
(CAR) of risk or no

ns are neede
 

Validation Protocol  2: Req cklist  Table uirement che

Checklist Question er s o
verificati

om raft and/or Final 
usion 

Ref ence Mean f 
on (MoV) 

C ment D
Concl

The various 
requirements in Tab
are linked to check
questions th
should meet. The 
checklist is orga
different sections, 

le 2 
st 
 

Give
refe

li
e project

nised in 

following the logic of the 

ion is
de

s
re

docum
where
answ
the ch
question or 
item is 

s

eck
on 

a
mple s 

of verification are 
document review 

e
ed

and
chec
and/
conf
the qu
further used to 

 the 
sions 

r

his is either acceptable 
dence 

ovided (OK), or a 
tive action request 

) due to non-
liance with the 

below). A request for 
clarification (CL) is used 
when the validation team 

as identified a need for 
further clarification. 

large-scale PDD 
template, version 03 - in 

found. (DR) or interview 
(I). N/A means not 

explain
conclu

effect as of: 28 July 
2006. Each sect
then 

 
further sub-divi d.  

 
nce to 
ents 
 the 

er to 
ecklist 

Explain
conforma
the ch
questi
investig
Exa

 how 
nce with 
list 
is 
ted. 
s of mean

Th
us

applicable. 

 section is 
 to elaborate 

 discuss the 
klist question 
or the 
ormance to 

estion. It is 

T
based on evi
pr
correc
(CAR
comp
checklist question (See 

eached. h

 

Validation Protocol T on of  Action and C ests able 3: Resoluti Corrective larification Requ

Draft report clarifica
and corrective action 
requests 

f. to checkli
question in tab

y o
esp

nclusion tions Re st 
le 2 

Summar
owner r

f project 
onse 

Validation co

If the conclusions from the Refere
draft Validation are either 
a CAR or a CL, these 
should be listed in this 
section. 

nce to the 
checklist question 
number in Table 2 
where the CAR or CL is 
explained. 

The responses given by 
the project participants 
during the 
communications with the 
validation team should 
be summarised in this 
section. 

This section should summarise 
the validation team’s 
responses and final 
conclusions. The conclusions 
should also be included in 
Table 2, under “Final 
Conclusion”. 

 
Figure 1: Validation protocol tables 
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3.4 Internal Quality Control 
The draft validation report including the initial validation findings
technical review before being submitted to the project participants. The f
report underwent another technical review before requesting registr

 underwent a 
inal validation 

ation of the project 
med by a technical reviewer qualified in 

’s qualification scheme for CDM ification. 

3.5 Validation Team 
Type of involvement 

activity. The technical reviews were perfor
accordance with DNV  validation and ver

Role/Qualifica ast Nam rst  o ntry

k 
re

vi
ew

 

Si
te

 v
is

i
te

rv
ie

w
s 

R
ep

or
tin

g 

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

 o
f w

or
k 

Te
ch

ni
ca

l r
ev

ie
w

 

Ex
pe

rt 
in

pu
t 

tion L e Fi Name C u D
es

t /
 In

CDM v
technical tea
lead

alidator
m 

er 

la Vidyacharan India  Yes  Yes    / Astaka

GHG audito
(Trainee) 

r m India Ye   Yes    Shome Shar istha s

Technical 
reviewers (Draft 
report) 

Kakaraparthi Venkata 
Raman 

India     Yes  

Technical 
reviewers (Final 
report) 

Chandrashekara Kumaraswamy India     Yes  

The qualification of each individual validation team member is detailed in Appendix B 
to this report.  
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4 VALIDATION FINDINGS  
The findings of the validation are stated in the following sections. The validation criteria 

 the identified 
are documented in more detail in the validation protocol in Appendix A.  

ate to the project design document version 3 dated 01 

 Sardar Power 
ng ratified the 
 Development 
 as its DNA. 

nd Forests (MoEF) has approved the project on 17 March 

 the proposed 
NV from the Ministry of Environment and 

s website /26/.  
not reveal any 
on of official 

ject located at 
to the Andhra 
f the southern 

 downstream 
 the Thatopalli 

 technology is 
generation of 

net amount of 
Transmission 

t the 
es, Hyderabad 

 the technical 
ated reduction 

2  added advantage of the 
project will be in terms of additional jobs generated and the environmental well being. 
The technology applied is deemed current good practice and is not expected to be 
replaced within the crediting period. 
The project start date of the project activity is the date of purchase order for blasting 
hard rocks during excavation of power house and intake, dated 16 November 2006 /12/. 
The expected operational lifetime of the project is 25 years and a fixed crediting period 
of 10 years has been chosen with the starting date of the first crediting period as 1 April 
2009 or from the date of registration of the project activity whichever is later. 

(requirements), the means of verification and the results from validating
criteria 
The final validation findings rel
June 2009. 

4.1 Participation Requirements 
The project activity is being proposed as a unilateral project developed by
Limited. The host Party India fulfils the participation requirements, havi
Kyoto Protocol on the 26 August 2002 and established National Clean
Mechanism Authority, Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF)
Ministry of Environment a
2008 /2/ and provided confirmation that the project assists in achieving sustainable 
development. The issuance of Letter of Approval by DNA of India for
project activity has been further verified by D
Forest, India DNA’
The project is owned by Sardar Power Limited and the validation did 
information that indicates that the project can be seen as a diversi
development assistance (ODA) funding towards India. 

4.2 Project Design 
The proposed project is a run of the river 1.725 MW hydro power pro
Vizianagaram district of Andhra Pradesh in India and will be connected 
Pradesh Transmission Corporation Limited grid, which forms a part o
regional grid of India. The project is constructed on Nagavati River, 8 km
of Thotapalli reservoir. The project will depend on the surplus water from
reservoir. 
The technology used in the project is available in India and no transfer of
envisaged. Proposed project is expected to have an annual gross 
6.57 GWh at a plant load factor (PLF) of 43.47% and will export a 
6.50 GWh to the southern regional grid through the Andhra Pradesh 
Corporation Limited grid. The estimated plant load factor has been verified agains
Detailed Project Report, May 2006, by Elen & Lite Consultancy Servic
/6/. 
The capacity of the generators at 1.725 MW has been verified from
specification sheet of the machine /7/. The project will result in an estim
of 55 590 t CO e over its entire crediting period of 10 years. The
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4.3 Baseline Determination 
In view of the fact that the project capacity is less than 15 MW, the proje
type I small-scale CDM project activity and can apply a simpl
methodology. The project applies the baseline methodology stipulated fo
of the “simplified modalities and procedure for small scale CDM projec
sim

ct is eligible as 
ified baseline 
r category I.D 
t activity” The 

version 13 is 

resource and it displaces the grid 
3 /9/, signed 

on of Andhra 

total installed 
ro mechanical 
he site visit. 
 Transmission 
thern regional 
eneration mix 
id as the grid 
ance for large 

 boundary includes the  diversion weir to 
transmission system till  p roject activity includes one number 

erator,  15% conti plan turbine, 
thereby amounting to 1.725 MW of ca of the project 
includes the southern regional grid. The stified for the 
project activity. 

GHGs involved 

plified baseline methodology AMS-I.D, version 13 is applicable for grid connected 
renewable electricity generation projects. The application of AMS-I.D, 
justified as: 

• The project generates electricity using hydro 
electricity. Power Purchase Agreement, dated 6 December 200
between M/s Sadar Power Limited and Transmission Corporati
Pradesh Limited, has been provided and verified by DNV. 

• The project activity is a run of the river power plant with a 
capacity of 1.725 MW. This has been verified from the elect
specifications provided by the technology supplier /7/ and during t

As the project activity supplies electricity to the Andhra Pradesh
Corporation Limited (APTRANSCO) grid which forms a part of the sou
electricity grid, the baseline for this project activity is a function of the g
of the southern regional grid. The selection of the southern regional gr
system boundary for the project activity is in line with the recent EB guid
countries such as India.  
The project system power plant from

oint. The p the evacuation
of 1.5 MW gen with nuous overload, vertical full Ka

pacity./7/. The spatial boundary 
selected sources and gases are ju

 Description 

Baseline emissions CO2 o the amount of 
net electricity supplied by the project 
activity that would otherwise be 
generated by APTRANCO, which is a 

Emissions equivalent t

part of southern grid. 

Project emissions CO2 Emissions from diesel consumption in 
diesel generator set during emergency 

Leakage NA NA 

4.4 Additionality 
The additionality of the project activity has been demonstrated as per the Attachment A 
to Appendix B of simplified modalities and procedures for small-scale CDM project 
activities. The project activity primarily demonstrates additionality through investment 
analysis and other barrier. 
 
4.4.1 CDM consideration and continued action to secure CDM status: 
The project start date is the date of purchase order for blasting hard rocks during 
excavation of power house and intake, dated 16 November 2006 /12/, which is the 
earliest of any real action and financial investment, and thus before the start of the 
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validation of the project activity. The electromechanical equipment w
January 2007. 
The start date of the project activity is the date of earliest action am

as ordered 10 

ong all activities 
is has been 

g documents related to major investments. 
on Vyshnavi 

ents 

and allied structures, placed on Sri 

ect activity in 

ified from the 
ed Project Report, May 2006, by Elen & Lite Consultancy Services, 

DM revenues 
ponent of the 

sitating CDM 

• Early consideration of CDM is evidenced by Board of Directors resolution, dated 9 

r Blasting of hard rock/HDR with 
ed as the start 

 status for the 
plementation is summarized below: 

ional Energy 
/13/, the 

nt Corporation 
f 1.725 MW project in phase I has been obtained 

oject dated 20 

 of India on 7 

 12 March 2008, was published for the global 
stakeholder consultation on 14 March 2008. 

/24/ 
The above chronology of events, Detailed Project Report (DPR) and the minutes of 
board meeting and the fact that the project capacity was downsized to 1.725 MW from 
the sanctioned capacity of 3 MW due to reduction in the tariff from the original PPA 
(based on MNES guidance) to a revised renewable tariff order with reduced tariff, 
demonstrate that a) CDM was considered for the project activity and b) CDM revenues 
were decisive for the project activity to go ahead. 
 

4.4.2 Investment analysis: Choice of approach: 

which involved major investments in the project implementation. Th
confirmed after verification of the followin

• Purchase Order for blasting of hard rock/HDR, placed 
Construction, dated 16 November 2006. /12/ 

• Purchase order and technical specifications of the electromechanical equipm
on Boving Fouress Limited, dated 10 January 2007 /7/. 

• Work order for construction of power house 
Saravana Constructions dated 30 January 2007 /27/. 

CDM was seriously considered in the decision to proceed with the proj
compliance with EB41 annex 46, which was confirmed through: 
• The CDM revenue consideration for the project activity has been ver

Detail
Hyderabad /6/. The IRR of the project activity without considering C
is lower compared to the interest rate of the term loan (for the debt com
investment), making the project financially unviable and neces
revenues. 

June 2006 /16/.  
• The proponent has signed the purchase order fo

Vyshnavi Construction on 16 November 2006 /12/, which is consider
date of the project activity. 

 
The assessment that continuing and real actions were taken to secure CDM
project in parallel with its im
• Though the initial agreement for the execution of the project activity with an 

installed capacity of 3 MW was signed with Non Convent
Development Corporation of Andhra Pradesh, on the 11 November 2003 
proceedings and permission by Non Conventional Energy Developme
of Andhra Pradesh for setting up o
on 3 May 2007 /14/.  

• Agreement with M/s Zenith Energy for the development of CDM pr
April 2007. 

• The proponent has applied for Letter of Approval (LoA) from DNA
November 2007 and the LoA was issued on 17 March 2008 /2/ 

• The project design document, dated

• The project activity has been commissioned on 17 July 2008 
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Since the project activity generates revenue without CDM and the alternative to the 
project does not involve investments, a benchmark analysis was selected. 

e cost of debt 

nchmark of 10.5% from the loan 

ual operational 
m the power 

nputs considered in the IRR 
 /6/. The tariff 
rder for Non-
ity Regulatory 

 the electricity 
ructure for the 
/ executed by 

ration Andhra 
ent, the tariff 
ndhra Pradesh 

reement at the 
.69/kWh with 

/6/ is based on 
005. The total 
sanction letter 

ndhra Bank, dated 23 September 2006 /8/. The operation and maintenance cost 
of 1.5% of the project cost with 5% yearly escalation has been verified from the 

er verified from the tariff order for Non-
ty Regulatory 

irmed to be 
e depreciation 
and industrial 

t Report, dated May 2006, by Elen & Lite 
Consultancy Services, Hyderabad /6/, tariff order for Non-conventional energy based 
power projects by Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission, dated 7 July 
2004 /10/ and the plant load factor as verified from the Detailed Project Report /6/, the 
project IRR without CDM has been calculated to be 6.04% /18/, which is lower than the 
applied benchmark of 10.5%. The IRR calculations were provided in a spreadsheet. The 
calculation was verified by DNV and has been found to be correct. 
 
4.4.6 Investment analysis: Sensitivity analysis: 

 
4.4.3 Investment analysis: Benchmark selection: 
A project-IRR of 10.5% has been chosen as the benchmark, which is th
considered in the Detailed Project Report, dated May 2006, by Elen & Lite Consultancy 
Services, Hyderabad /6/. DNV was able to verify the be
sanction letter from Andhra Bank, dated 23 September 2006 /8/. 
 
4.4.4 Investment analysis: Input parameters: 
The investment analysis has been performed for 20 years considering ann
costs /6/, taxes and incentives, total investments /8/ and revenue fro
generation /9/ /10/. DNV was able to verify the financial i
analysis, such as total project cost, annual operational costs etc from DPR
has been verified from the power purchase agreement /9/ and tariff o
conventional energy based power projects by Andhra Pradesh Electric
Commission, dated 7 July 2004 /10/ and valid for 10 years of operation.  
The project activity is a grid connected renewable energy project and all
generated is exported to the connected APTRANSCO grid. The tariff st
project activity has been verified from the Power Purchase Agreement /9
the project proponent with the APTRANSCO (Transmission Corpo
Pradesh Limited) dated 6 December 2003. According to the agreem
payable per kWh of energy exported will be as per the directions of A
state Electricity Commission order /10/ which is available at the time of investment 
decision /16/. The applicable tariff according to the power purchase ag
time of investment decision, as verified from APERC tariff order is INR 2
systematic reduction each year.  
The estimated plant load factor of 43.47% in the Detailed Project Report 
16 years past data on daily discharge by the regulator from 1989 to 2
project cost of Rs 92.94 million has been verified against the term loan 
from A

Detailed Project Report /6/. This has been furth
conventional energy based power projects by Andhra Pradesh Electrici
Commission, dated 7 July 2004 /10/. All the taxes and incentives are conf
applied correctly and as per the Indian Income Tax Act /19/. Straight lin
has been calculated in line with the prevailing national regulation 
practice.   
 
4.4.5 Investment analysis: Calculation and conclusion: 
Based on data from the Detailed Projec
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A sensitivity analysis has been preformed in order to check the rob
financial analysis for reasonable variations in parameters contributing mo
the costs or revenues. T

ustness of the 
re than 20% to 

he values were varied till the benchmark was reached and the 
ations between likelihood for that to happen was assessed. No significant positive correl

the parameters are anticipated. 
a) Project cost: The IRR touches the benchmark if the project cost decreases by 24.19% 

 Overview by 
 website of the 

aterials 
issioned 

illion from 
hich is higher 
t /6/ and IRR 

/18/. Due to the raising inflation rates verified from Indian Economy
Economic Watch /21/ and India’s inflation rates sourced from the official
Finance Minster of India (http://financeminister.gov.in) /20/, the decrease in m
cost is very unlikely. Moreover, As the project activity has already been comm
on 17 July 2008 /24/, the actual investment cost was verified at INR 93.28 m
the Chartered Accountant certificate, dated 17 December 2008 /25/, w
than the estimated cost Rs 92.94 million in the Detailed Project Repor
analysis. Thus, this is deemed impossible. 
b) Plant load factor: With the plant load factor increased to 100% of 
capacity the project IRR only improves to 8.47%. The low IRR is due to
on plant load factor at 35%, above which an incentive of only INR 0.25/
fixed by the tariff order by Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Comm
July 200

the generation 
 the restriction 
kWh has been 
ission, dated 7 

4 /10/. A plant load factor of 43.47% considered in the Detailed Project Report 
 the regulator, 
 verified from 
e is likelihood 
ctor is deemed 

/6/ has been assessed on basis of 16 years past data on daily discharge by
from 1989 to 2005. Further, with the increase in the regulator area, as
Water Resource Information System, Govt. of Andhra Pradesh /23/, ther
of decrease in the daily discharge of water. Thus, increase in plant load fa
impossible. 
c) Tariff: The project IRR improves to the applied benchmark if the tarif
31.95% 

f increases by 
eement /9/ that 

ission /17/, is 
 10 years for the proposed project activity. Thereafter, the tariff structure would 

depend on the order and recommendation from Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory 
s, increase of tariff by 31.95 % is deemed unlikely. 

/18/. However, it has been verified from the Power Purchase Agr
the tariff structure, fixed by Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Comm
fixed for

Commission. Thu
d) Operation and maintenance cost: It has been demonstrated that if the
maintenance cost is removed, the project IRR still only improves to 8.33
reduced operation and maintenance costs can not improve the IR
benchmark. 
 
4.4.7 Barrier analysis 
It has been addressed and verified from the Water Resource Information S
Andhra Pradesh 

 operation and 
% /18/. Hence, 
R above the 

ystem, Govt. of 
i regulator, the 
to the existing 

yacut facilities 
 the discharge 

wer house. Further, it has also been verified from the No 
Objection Certificate from Irrigation & CAD Department, Government of Andhra 
Pradesh, 11 August 2003 /11/, under special conditions, that the discharge of water will 
be completely under the regulation of irrigation department, depending on the irrigation 
needs and not on the project activity energy production needs. Further, it has also been 
verified from the No Objection Certificate from Irrigation & CAD Department/11/ that 
the project proponent is liable to pay any royalties taxes, cess levies imposed by 
government or consequent statutory authority for utilization of water for generation of 
power and approval by Government time to time or introduction of water tariff fixed by 
Department of Irrigation in the future.  

/23/ that due to the deterioration of the existing Thotapall
Government of Andhra Pradesh is constructing a new regulator, up steam 
old regulator. The new regulator is envisaged to increase the existing a
from existing 64 000 acres to 120 000 acres. This will result in decrease in
of water to the project plant po
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Hence, it is DNVs opinion that the proposed project activity encounters barrier due to 
low return on investment and hydrological risk 

Version 13 - 
wable Energy 
rocedures for 
d monitoring 

t the emission 
gy AMS-I.D, 
mported from 
tor set during 

ceipts. Diesel 
auge or store issues and cross 

ceipt. The operating hours and the quantity of diesel 

 and will give 

western regional grid, combined margin value, taken 
07. 

 as per IPCC 2006 default value. 
 the data used 

en further described in section 4.6 of the 

re: 

e project 

• ed by the project activity during emergency. 
factor of diesel, sourced from IPCC default value. 

Electricity meters of 0.2S class accuracy will be used. Maintenance and calibration of 
electricity meters will be calibrated as per the national regulation.  
Board of Directors of the company is responsible for registration, monitoring, 
measurement, reporting and reviewing of the data and overall project management. 
Internal audit for the proposed CDM project will be carried out quarterly. 

4.6 Estimate of GHG Emissions 
The calculations and formulae as addressed in the approved baseline and monitoring 
methodology AMS-I.D, version 13, have been applied. All aspects related to the direct 

 

4.5 Monitoring 
The project applies the approved monitoring methodology AMS-I.D, 
“Grid connected renewable electricity generation” for Type I – Rene
Projects, according to Appendix B of the "Simplified modalities and p
small-scale CDM project activities” - Indicative simplified baseline an
methodologies for selected small-scale CDM project activities. Given tha
factor is calculated ex-ante and according to the monitoring methodolo
version 13, the data to be monitored are the net electricity supplied and i
the grid by the project. The diesel consumption in the diesel genera
emergency will also be monitored. 
The net electricity supplied to the grid will be monitored by main meter and check 
meter. The recorded data will be cross checked against the sale re
consumption will be monitored by dip stick/ level g
checked against the fuel purchase re
consumption will be recorded 
The monitoring plan is in accordance with the monitoring methodology
o portunity for real measurements ofp  achieved emission reductions. 

4.5.1 Parameters determined ex-ante 
Data available at the time of validation are as follows: 

• CO2 emission factor of the 
from CEA published data 2006-20

• Oxidation factor of coal is considered as 1
DNV has verified the value used against the sources and concluded that
are appropriate and conservative. This has be
report. 

4.5.2 Parameters monitored ex-post 
The parameters that will be monitored ex-post a

• The total electricity generated by the project activity, 
• The auxiliary electricity utilized by the pro ject activity within th

boundary  
• The net electricity delivered to the APTRANCO. 
 Amount of diesel consum
• CO2 emission coefficient 

4.5.3 Management system and quality assurance 
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and indirect GHG emissions as relevant to the project activity have been
are presented in a transparent manner, in line with the approved methodolo
Baseline emission

 addressed and 
gy. 

: The combined margin emission coefficient for the so
India is 0.854 tCO2e/MWh, has been sourced from Central Electricity 

uthern grid of 
Authority data 
f India /5/ has 
sector in India 
power stations 
es information 
 India. DNV 
f India for the 
 ex ante using 

issions per 
 over a three 

2005-2006 and 2006-2007 /5/. BM is calculated ex ante 
 generation as 
en used. 
tral Electricity 

culated as the 
rgin grid emission 

ain electricity 
tricity supplied to 

rameter values 
ces mentioned have been verified by DNV. 

Project emission

/5/. The Central Electricity Authority, Ministry of Power, Government o
published a database of carbon dioxide emission factors from the power 
based on detailed authenticated information obtained from all operating 
in the country. This database /5/ i.e. the CO2 baseline database provid
about the OM and BM factors of all the regional electricity grids in
confirms that the database is an official publication of the Government o
purpose of CDM baselines and the OM in the CEA database is calculated
the simple OM approach based on the generation-weighted average em
electricity unit of all fossil-fuelled generating sources serving the system
year period of 2004-2005, 
based on 20% most recent capacity additions in the grid based on net
described in ACM0002. Actual calorific values of coal and lignite have be
DNV was able to verify the value of combined margin from the Cen
Authority published data, 2007 /5/. 
The GHG emission reduction due to the project activity has been cal
product of net electricity supplied to the grid and the combined ma
factor. The net electricity supplied to the grid will be measured by the m
meter and cross checked against check meter. The amount of net elec
the grid will be verified against the sales receipt from the grid company. 
The baseline emission estimate can be replicated using the data and pa
referenced to in the PDD. The data sour

: Fossil fuel consumption in the diesel generator set, during emergency, 
project emission and shall be monitored and calculated. has been incorporated as the 

Leakage: It has been addressed and verified by DNV that no transfer of 
taken place in the project activity, thus leakage is not involved in the pro
per the methodology.  
 

4.7 Environmental Impacts 
The to

equipment has 
ject activity as 

tal investment cost of the project activity is less than INR.1000 million, thus no 
environmental impact assessment study is required as per Indian regulation. Further, the 

ower plant and does not involve submergence of 
ged from the 
f green power 
ion. Thus, the 
se impacts are 
d and verified 

by DNV. 

4.8 Comments by Local Stakeholders 
The local stakeholders identified by the project proponent are Department of revenue, 
Department of Irrigation, Andhra Pradesh Transmission Corporation Limiter, Non 
conventional Energy Development Corporation of Andhra Pradesh Ltd. and local 
village panchayat. 
The clearances from pollution control board /15/, irrigation department /11/ and Non 
conventional Energy Development Corporation of Andhra Pradesh Ltd /13//14/ has 

proposed project being a mini hydro p
land or rehabilitation, no adverse impact on the environment is envisa
project activity. The proposed project activity contributes to generation o
and is expected to benefit the economic development of a backward reg
project activity is expected to have only beneficial impacts and no adver
foreseen. All the statutory clearances /9//11//13//14//15/ has been provide
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been verified by DNV. The NOC from the village Panchayat, dated 8 May 2000 /17/ 

Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs 
imate change 

asp?ProjectId=1764

has been verified by DNV. 

4.9 
The PDD of 12 March 2008 was made publicly available on DNV’s cl
website 

limate_change/Projects/ProjectDetails.(www.dnv.com/focus/c ) and 
ough the CDM website invited to provide 

comments during a 30 days period from 14 March 2008 to 12 April 2008. 
No comments were received 

Parties, stakeholders and NGOs were thr
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Table 1 Mandatory Requirements for Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) Project Activities 
Requirement Reference Conclusion 

About Parties   

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Annex I in achieving compliance w
part of their emission reduction commitment under Art. 

ith 2.2  eing 
 as a 

ject. 
3. 

Kyoto Protocol Art.1 The project is b
developed

unilateral pro

2. The project shall assist non-Annex I Parties in contributing to the ultim
objective of the UNFCCC. 

ate Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2. OK 

3. The project shall have the written approval of voluntary participation from t
designated national authority of each Party involved. 

he col 

§40a 

OK Kyoto Proto
Art. 12.5a, 
CDM Modalities and Procedures 

4. The project shall assist non-Annex I Parties in achieving sustainable developme
and shall have obtained confirmation by the host country thereof. 

n

§40a 

OK t Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, 
CDM Modalities and Procedures 

5. In case public funding from Parties included in Annex I is used for the project 
activity, these Parties shall provide an affirmation that such funding does not res
in a diversion of official development assistance and is separate from and is not 
counted towards the financial obligations of these Parties. 

u
party 

ied. lt 
Decision 17/CP.7, 
CDM Modalities and Procedures 
Appendix B, § 2 

NA, no Annex I 
is identif

6. Parties participating in the CDM shall designate a national authority for the CDM
§29 

OK . CDM Modalities and Procedures 

7. The host Party and the participating Annex I Party shall be a Party to the Kyoto 
Protocol. 

/31a OK CDM Modalities §30

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-1 
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Requirement Reference Conclusion 
8. The participating Annex I Party’s assigned amount shall have been calculated a

recorded. 
n ures 

1b 
OK d CDM Modalities and Proced

§3

9. The participating Annex I Party shall have in place a national system for 
estimating GHG emissions and a national registry in accordance with Kyo
Protocol Article 5 and 7

to 
ures 

1b 
OK 

. 

CDM Modalities and Proced
§3

About additionality   

10. Reduction in GHG emissions shall be additional to any that would occur in the 
absence of the project activity, i.e. a CDM project activity is additional if 
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases by sources are reduced below tho
that would have occurred in the absence of the registered CDM project activity. 

se §43 

R 2

 

Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5c, 
CDM Modalities and Procedures 

CA  

About forecast emission reductions and environmental impacts   

11. The emission reductions shall be real, measurable and give long-term benefits 
related to the mitigation of climate change. 

Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b OK 

For large-scale projects only   

12. Documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project 
activity, including transboundary impacts, shall be submitted, and, if those impacts 
are considered significant by the project participants or the Host Party, an 
environmental impact assessment in accordance with procedures as required by the 
Host Party shall be carried out. 

CDM Modalities and Procedures 
§37c 

NA 

About small-scale project activities (if applicable)   

13. The proposed project activity shall meet the eligibility criteria for small scale 
CDM project activities set out in § 6 (c) of the Marrakech Accords and shall not 
a debundled component of a larger project activity. 

nd 

CDM Project Activities §12a,c 

OK 
be 

Simplified Modalities a
Procedures for Small Scale 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-2 
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Requirement Reference Conclusion 
14. The proposed project activity shall confirm to one of the project categories defin

for small scale CDM project activities and use the simplified baseline a
monitoring methodology for that project categor

e and 
ale 

22e 

OK d Simplified Modalities 
Procedures for Small Sc
CDM Project Activities §

nd 
y. 

15. If required by the host country, an analysis of the environmental impacts of t
project activity is carried out and documented

he 
. 

nd 
ale 

22c 

OK Simplified Modalities a
Procedures for Small Sc
CDM Project Activities §

About stakeholder involvement   

16. Comments by local stakeholders shall be invited, a summary of these provided a
how due account was taken of any comments received. 

n
§37b 

OK d CDM Modalities and Procedures 

17. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs shall have been invited
comment on the validation requirements for minimum 30 days, and the proje
design document and comments have been made publicly available. 

 to 
ct §40 

s been 
n 
rom 
o 12 
obal 

der 
 No 
were 

reported. 

CDM Modalities and Procedures OK. PDD ha
published i

UNFCCC site f
13 March 2008 t
April 2008 for gl

stakehol
comments.
comments 

Other   

18. The baseline and monitoring methodology shall be previously approved by the 
CDM Executive Board. 

CDM Modalities and Procedures 
§37e 

OK 

19. sparent manne M Modalities and Procedures OK  A baseline shall be established on a project-specific basis, in a tran
and taking into account relevant national and/or sectoral policies and 

r CD
§45c,d 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-3 
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CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-4 

Requirement Reference Conclusion 
circumstances. 

20. The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn CERs for decreases in activ
levels outside the project activity or due to force majeur

it
e

y ures 
47 

OK 
. 

CDM Modalities and Proced
§

21. The project design document shall be in conformance with the UNFCCC CD
PDD format.

M- ures 
ion 

OK 
 

CDM Modalities and Proced
Appendix B, EB Decis

22. Provisions for monitoring, verification and reporting shall be in accordance w
the modalities described in the Marrakech Accords and relevant decisions of t
COP/MOP.

ith 
he 

 
7f 

OK CDM Modalities and Procedures 
§3
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
A. General Description of Project Activity      
  assessed. The project design is

A.1. Project Boundaries      
 and borders defining Project Boundaries are the limits 

the GHG emission reduction project. 
A.1.1. Are the project’s spatial boundaries 

(geographical) clearly defined? 
 

P Survey No. 136 
ali river, 8 Kms 

geographical coordinates of the project site 
are 83˚ 31′32″ longitude and 18˚44′20″ 

 OK DD DR/I Yes, the project is located at 
near Naguru village on Nagav
downstream of Thotapalli regulator. The 

latitude. 
 

A.1.2. Are the project’s system boundaries (components 
and facilities used to mitigate GHGs) clearly 

 

P ry includes the 
 diversion weir to 

 system till the evacuation point. 
a synchronous generator 

of capacity 1.725 MW coupled with a 
vertical full Kaplan turbine.  
The spatial boundary of the project includes 
the Southern regional grid. 

 OK 

defined? 

DD DR/I The project system bounda
power plant from
transmission
The plant consists of 

A.2. Participation Requirements      
 Referring to Part A, Annex 1 and 2 of the PDD as well 

as the CDM glossary with respect to the terms Party, 
Letter of Approval, Authorization and Project 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-5 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
Participant. 

A.2.1. Which Parties and project participants are 
participating in the project? 

 

P ountry and Sardar Power 
ited is the project participants. No Annex 

 OK DD DR/I India is the host c
Lim
I country is identified. 

A.2

pri

.2. Have all involved Parties provided a valid
complete letter of approval and have all 

 and 

en authorized 

 

P s provided the letter of 
approval in addition to the authorization to 
the project participant. 

 OK 

vate/public project participants be
by an involved Party? 

DD DR/I Host country India ha

 

A.2 ulfil the participation 

 

P  requirements, 
ocol on the 26 

ished a DNA - 
ment Mechanism 

nvironment and 
Forests (MoEF). 

he proje
 

the DNA. 

 OK .3. Do all participating Parties f
requirements as follows:  
- Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol 
- Voluntary participation 
- Designated a National Authority 

DD DR/I India fulfils the participation
having ratified the Kyoto Prot
August 2002 and has establ
National Clean develop
Authority, Ministry of E

The voluntary participation in
confirmed against the letter of approval from

 t ct is 

A.2.4. Potential public fu
Parties in Annex 

nding for the project from 
on o

 

PDD DR/I It has been confirmed that no ODA is 
available for the project from any Annex-I 
country. 

 OK 
I shall not be a diversi

official development assistance. 
f 

A.3. Technology to be employed      
 Validation of project technology focuses on the project 

engineering, choice of technology and competence/ 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-6 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
maintenance needs. The validator should ensure that 
environmentally safe and sound technology and know-
how is used. 

A.3.1. Does the project design engineering reflect 
current good practices? 

 

P in the project 
ce. The design 
4 m and vertical 

, governor and 
ormer safety panels needs to be 

 w th DP d 

CL  DD DR/I The technology employed 
reflects current good practi
head of the project plant is 5.
Kaplan hydro turbine is used.  
The technical specifications
transf
provided for verification along
Hydrology data. 

i R an

1 OK 

A.3 e
wo

.2. Does the project use state of the art t chnology or 

ly us
y? 

 

PDD he project uses current good practice 
technology. The project technology is 

 OK 
uld the technology result in a significantly 

better performance than any common
technologies in the host co

ed 
untr

DR/I T

available in India. 

A.3.3. Does the project make provisio
training and maintenance needs?

ns for meeting 
 

 

alized and 
will be provided in the site. Ma  
procedure has been formalized and will be 
done as per the industrial standards. 

 OK PDD DR/I Training procedure has been form
intenance

A.4. Contribution to Sustainable Development      
The project’s contribution to sustainable development is 
assessed. 

A.4.1. Has the host country confirmed that the project 
assists it in achieving sustainable development? 

PDD DR/I The letter of approval from the DNA 
confirming that the project assists in 

 OK 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-7 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
 machieving sustainable develop ent  

A.4.2. ental or 
n GHG emission reductions? 

 

P ate employment 
ction and also 
sed project will 

entally safe and sound 
technology in mini hydro power sector. 

 OK  Will the project create other environm
social benefits tha

DD DR/I The project activity will cre
opportunities during constru
operation phases. The propo
encourage environm

A.5. Small scale project activity 
Tit is assessed whether the project qualifies 

     
as small-

scale CDM project activity 
A.5 all scale CDM 

efined in paragraph 6 (c) of 

 

P  of a 1.725MW 
ing renewable 

rce of fuel. The 
upplied to the 

d. This project qualifies as Type I, 
e C M p ts 
ty is below the 

 OK .1. Does the project qualify as a sm
project activity as d
decision 17/CP.7 on the modalities and 
procedures for the CDM? 

DD DR/I The Project activity comprises
power generation unit us
energy (hydropower) as sou
power generated will be s
regional gri
Category D of the small scal
and as the generation capaci
stipulated limit of 15MW. 

D rojec

A.5.2. Is the sm
com

 

all scale project activity not a debundled 
ponent of a larger project activity? 

P lved with any 
e 

category and within 1 km of project boundary 
in last 2 years; hence the project is not a de-
bundled component of a larger project 
activity. 

 OK DD DR/I Project proponent is not invo
other CDM project activity in the sam

B. Project Baseline      
The validation of the project baseline establishes whether 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-8 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
the selected baseline methodology is appropriate and 
whether the selected baseline represents a likely baseline 
scenario. 

B.1. Baseline Methodology 
It is assessed whethe  the prr oject applies an 
appropriate baseline methodology. 

     

B.1.1. Does the project appl
and the correct version thereof? 

y an approved methodology 

 

P  the Category  
all scale CDM 

i  con d 
on unit (hydro). 

 OK DD DR/I Yes the project confirms to
type I D, version 13 for sm
projects. The project is a gr
renewable electricity generati

d necte

B.1.2. Are the applicability criteria in the baseline 
ed? 

 

P ons of the 
he project is a 
all hydro power 

unit (renewable). The geographical and 
system boundary of relevant electricity grid- 
Southern regional grid can be clearly 
identified. 

 OK 
methodology all fulfill

DD DR/I The applicability conditi
methodology are fulfilled. T
grid connected 1.725 MW sm

B.2. Baseline Scenario Determination 
The choice of the baseline scenario will b

     
e validated 

with focus on whether the baseline is a likely 
scenario, and whether the methodology to define the 
baseline scenario has been followed in a complete 
and transparent manner. 

B.2.1. What is the baseline scenario? 
 

PDD DR/I The baseline scenario is that the equivalent 
power will be generated by southern grid. 

 OK 

CDM Validation 2008-1026, rev. 03 A-9 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
B.2

c an
.2. What other alternative scenarios have b

onsidered 
een 

cenario the 

 

P is is done. The 
same is not required as per the methodology. 

 OK 
d why is the selected s

most likely one? 

DD DR/I No alternate scenario analys

B.2.3. Has the baseline scenario been determ
according to the methodology? 

ined 

 

rio has been 
dolo y. 

 OK PDD DR/I Yes, the baseline scena
determined as per the metho g

B.2.4. Has the baseline scenario been determine
conservative assumptions where possible

d using 
?

 

PDD DR/I Yes, the baseline scenario is arrived based on  OK 
 conservative assumptions. 

B.2.5. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take into 
 p es
ir s

 

es, national and sectoral policies have been 
elec ng th

 OK 
account relevant national and/or sectoral
macro-economic trends and political asp

olici
ation

, 
? 

PDD DR/I Y
taken into consideration for s
baseline scenario. 

ti e 

B.2.6. Is the baseline scenario determina
with the available data and are a
ource

tion compatible 
ll literatu

renced? 
 

PDD DR/I Yes, the baseline determination is compatible 
re. 

 OK 
re and 

s s clearly refe
with available data and literatu

B.2.7. Have the major risks to the baseline been
identified? 

 

 

DR/I There are no major risks perce ve  
proposed baseline. 

 OK PDD i d to the

B.3. Additionality Determination      
The assessment of additionality will be validat  with ed
focus on whether the project itself is not a likely 
baseline scenario. 

B.3.1. Is the project additionality assessed according to PDD DR/I As per the Attachment A to Appendix B, the  OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
the methodology? 

 
d  light of 

ent barrier, prevailing pr tice barrier 

t t the total 
os  project is 
ar ued that as 

53.9 million per 
MW and proponent has encountered 

for he project. 

idence for 
 project. 
d needs to be 
vidence. 
the proposed 

oposed project 
 with all supporting 

de. PLF of the 
 demonstrated 
e region. 

Sensitivity analysis for the IRR of the 
proposed project also needs to be provided. at 
the level where the IRR of the proposed 
project meets the benchmark IRR and justify 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CL 

project has been analyse
investm

in
ac

and other barriers 
1) Investment barrier: It is sta
investment cost of the prop
Rs93.10 million. It has been 
the cost works out to be Rs

ed tha
ed
g
7 

constraints in getting finance 
 

 t

However it needs to prov
the total investment cost f

ide the ev
or th

Constraints in getting financ
e
e

demonstrated with supporting
Detailed project report of 
project needs to be provided. 
Detail IRR analysis of the p
needs to be provided

 e

r

evidences on assumptions m
proposed project needs to b
with the hydrological data of t
 

a
e
h

2 
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Concl. Concl.  
the unlikelihood of such varia
Prevailing practice barrier:
been signed on 2003. The 
mini hydel to total installed 
state is 0.8%. Further, 
small hydro contributes 

tion. 
 The PPA was 

ontribution of 
apacity of the 

it has been argued that 
for 2% of the total 

rid. 

 T is needs to be 
ed before the 
osed project. 

ied as to how the 
outhern grid or 
h mini hydro 

It has also been stated tha the PPA was 
he reduction in 

needs to be 

e key events 
ct needs to be 

ied. The approval from the village 
panchayat was taken in 2000 and all other 
statutory clearance was taken by 2003. The 
delay in the starting of the project activity 
needs to be justified.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CL 

c
c

installed capacity of southern
 
PPA needs to be provided.

 g

h
clarified if the PPA was si
preparation of DPR of the pro
This remains to be justif

gn
p

total installed capacity of the 
state can be compared w
capacity. 

s
it

t 
signed for 3MW. Reason for 
the capacity of the projec
clarified. 
The total chronology of t
related to the proposed proj
clarif

t
t 

h
e

3 
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Concl. Concl.  
 It needs to clarify and demonstrated if the 
proponent has encountered any barrier due to 
the present generation mix of he grid. 

roject operates 
 the Thotapalli 
 f the reservoir 

ect encounters 
ter. Further, as 

of Andhra 
ter supply 

he irrigation 
nnot claim for 

The NOC GOAP on control on water supply 
nd the above 
onstrated with 

le preparing the 
3.48/kWh was 
Tribunal. State 
ixed the tariff at 

Rs.2.69/kWh with 5 paisa reduction every 
subsequent year for 10 years.  
This needs to be demonstrated with 
supporting evidence. Further, PP needs to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CL 

t
 
Other barrier: The proposed 
on the surplus water from
reservoir and as the capacity
is increased, the proposed pr
barrier due to the supply of w
per the NOC from the Govern
Pradesh, 18 August 2004, th

p

o
oj
a
ment 
e wa

will be controlled by 
department and proponent c
any loss in regards.  

t
a

needs to be provided a
arguments need to be dem
evidence. 
It has been addressed that whi
DPR of the project, Rs.
envisaged as per Appellate 
Regulatory Commission has f

4 
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Concl. Concl.  
clarify if the tariff is fixed at R /ks.3.48 Wh.  

B.3.2. Are all assumptions stated in a transp
conservative manner?  

arent and 

 

PDD DR/I Refer to B.3.1 CL2 
CL3 
CL4 

OK 

B.3.3. Is sufficient evidence provided to support the 
relevance of the arguments made? 

 

PDD DR/I Refer to B.3.1 CL2 
CL3 
CL4 

OK 

B.3 y is before 
t evidence 

e from the CDM 
was seriously considered in the decision to 
proceed with the project activity? 

 

P cti ity is stated 
hic is the date 

o d intake. 
e provided. 

 
sideration prior 
ished.  

 
Clarification on the cause of  for the 
project proponents to approach a DOE is to 
be provided. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CL 

.4. If the starting date of the project activit
the date of validation, has sufficien
been provided that the incentiv

DD DR/I Starting date of the project a
to be 16 November 2006, w
for purchase order for blasting hard rocks 

v
h 

during excavation of power h
Proof for the same needs to b

use an

Proof/evidence for CDM con
to the project needs to be furn

 delay

5 

OK 

B.4.  – Project  Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions      
emissions 

It is assessed whether the project emissions are stated 
according to the methodology and whether the 
argumentation for the choice of default factors and 
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Concl. Concl.  
values – where applicable – is justified. 

B.4 ented according to the 
approved methodology and in a complete and 

 

P ini hydro power 
t applicable. 

used for the 
e will be 

fro  th

 OK .1. Are the calculations docum

transparent manner?  

DD DR/I Proposed project being a m
project, project emission is no
However, if the DG set is 
emergency purpose, the sam
monitored and deducted 
emission reduction units. 

m e total 

B.4.2. Have conservative assumptions been used
calculating the project emissions? 

 when 

 

PDD DR/I Emission factor for the diesel is taken from 
IPCC 2006 default value. 

 OK 

B.4.3. Are uncertainties in the project emission 
properly addressed? 

estimates 

 

DR/I Yes.  OK PDD

B.5. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions – Baseline 
emissions 

It is assessed whether the baseline emission

     

s are 
stated according to the methodology and whe hther t e 
argumentation for the choice of default factors and 
values – where applicable – is justified. 

B.5.1. Are the calculations documented according to the 
approved methodology and in a complete and 
transparent manner?  

 

P en estimated as 
enerated in the 

ar and grid emission 
factor of the southern regional grid, which 
have been obtained from the official website 
of the Central Electricity authority (CEA) 
The installed capacity of project plant is 

 OK DD DR/I Baseline emissions have be
the product of electricity g
project activity per ye
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV
* COMMENTS Draft Final 

Concl. Concl.  
1.725 MW and the plant is ex
an average of 6.50 GWh 

pected to export 
electricity to the 

grid per year at an plant load factor of 
43.48%. 

B.5.2. ons been used when 
calculating the baseline emissions? 

 

P  in accordance 
logy AMS ID. 
r published by 
the three years 
-06 and BM is 
 most recent 
d based on net 
ne is transparent 
n factor of the 
or estimation of 
ative. 

e PDD that, the 
baseline estimation will consider an ex-ante 
emission factor throughout the crediting 
period. Hence, monitoring of OM and BM is 
not required. 

 OK  Have conservative assumpti DD DR/I Yes. The chosen baseline is
with the baseline methodo
Simple OM emission facto
CEA are calculated based on 
data 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005
calculated based on 20%
capacity additions in the gri
generation The chosen baseli
and the choice of emissio
current generation mix used f
emission coefficient is conserv
It is clearly mentioned in th

B.5.3. Are uncertainties in the baseline emission 

 

PDD DR/I Refer to B.5.1  OK 
estimates properly addressed? 

B.6. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions –      
Leakage 

It is assessed whether leakage emissions are stated 
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Concl. Concl.  
according to the methodology and whether the 
argumentation for the choice of default factors and 
values – where applicable – is justified. 

B.6
eth

.1. Are the leakage calculations documented 
according to the approved m odolo
complete and transparent manner?  

gy and in a 

 

quipment is taking place. 
Leakage is not accounted for. 

 OK PDD DR/I No transfer of e

B.6.2. Have conservative assumptions b
calculating the leakage emissions? 

een used when 

 

PDD DR/I NA.  OK 

B.6.3. Are uncertai
estim

nties in the leakage emission 

 

DR/I NA  OK 
ates properly addressed? 

PDD

B.7. Emission Reductions 
The emission reductions shall be real, measurable 
and give long-term benefits related to the miti n gatio
of climate change. 

     

B.7.1. Are the em
give long-term b
of climate change. 

ission reductions real, measurable and 
enefits related to the mitigation 

 

P plementation is 

tCO2e annually through out the 10 year fixed 
crediting period. Net electricity exported to 
the grid will be measured monthly. 

 OK DD DR/I The project activity on im
stated to result in emission reduction of 5,555 

B.8. Monitoring Methodology      
It is assessed whether the project applies an 
appropriate monitoring methodology. 
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Concl. Concl.  
B.8

eth
.1. Is the monitoring plan documented accor

the approved m
ding to 
lete and 

 

PDD DR/I Yes.  OK 
odology and in a comp

transparent manner? 

B.8

t

.2. Will all monitored data required for verifi
and issuance be kept for two years after

cation 
 the end of 

e last issuance of CERs, 
, whichever occurs later? 

 

PDD DR/I Yes  OK 

he crediting period or th
for this project activity

B.9. Monitoring of Project Emissions 
It is established whether the monitoring

     
 plan 

provides for reliable and complete project em  ission
data over time. 

B.9 r the 
of all relevant data 

easuring the 

od? 
 

P ount of diesel 
ring emergency 
h bridge meter. 
ss checked from 

ts. However there is 
ng ite v n 

 weigh bridge at the 
ires a clarification. 

 
 

CL 

.1. Does the monitoring plan provide fo
collection and archiving 
necessary for estimation or m
greenhouse gas emissions within the project 
boundary during the crediting peri

DD DR/I It is claimed that the am
consumed in the DG set du
will be monitored by weig
The data recorded will be cro
the fuel purchase receip
no evidence was found duri
plan of installation of
project site. This requ

s isit o

6 

OK 

B.9.2. Are the choices of project GHG indicators 
reasonable and conservative? 

 

PDD DR/I Yes. The emission factor for the diesel is 
taken from IPCC default value as not country 
specific value is available.  
 

 OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
B.9 ly s.3. Is the measurement method clear t

GHG value to be monitored and deemed 
appropriate? 

ated for each 

 

PDD DR/I Yes.  OK 

B.9.4. ent equipment described and 
deemed appropriate? 

 

P g r will be 
antity of diesel 
e calibrated and 
al standard.  

easured in 
e density of the diesel and NCV of 

e diesel used needs to be ad ressed s a 
part of monitoring plan 

 
CL 

 Is the measurem DD DR/I It is claimed that Weigh brid
used for measuring the qu

e mete

consumed. The weigh will b
maintained as per the industri
However, as the diesel will be m
tonnes, th
th d a

7 
OK 

B.9.5. Is the measurement accuracy addressed and 
pl n

ents? 
 

PDD DR/I Refer to B.9.4   
deemed appropriate? Are procedu
how to deal wit

res in 
h

ace o  
 erroneous measurem

B.9.6. Is the measurement interval identified a
deemed appropriate? 

nd

 

DR/I The operating hours and the am
consumed will be recorded. The data will be 
cross checked against fuel receipts. 

 OK  PDD ount of diesel 

B.9.7. Is the registration, monitoring, measure
reporting procedure defined? 

m

 

PDD DR/I Yes.  OK ent and 

B.9.8. Are procedures identified for maintenance of 
monitoring equipment and installations? Are the 
calibration intervals being observed? 

 

PDD DR/I Yes.  OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
B.9 records 

 to process performance 

 

P ro power plant, 
ated. However, 

emergency will 
. The data will be 

cross checked against fuel purchase receipts. 

  .9. Are procedures identified for day-to-day 
handling (including what records to keep, storage 
rea of reca ords and how

documentation) 

DD DR/I As the project is mini hyd
project emission is not anticip
diesel consumption during 
measured and recorded

B.10. Monitoring of Baseline Emissions 
It is established whether the monitoring 

     
plan 

provides for reliable and complete baseline emission 
data over time. 

B.1  the 
ing of all relevant data 

necessary for determining baseline emissions 
during the crediting period? 

 

P net electricity 
activity will be 
check meters. 
ross electricity 
and auxiliary 

ed and is done 
tering the electricity. The power 

generated is recorded by meters and same 
will be documented. All the data
measured monthly and aggregated annually. 

 OK 0.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for
collection and archiv

DD DR/I For baseline calculations, 
supplied to grid by the project 
measured using main and 
Same will be documented. G
generated by the project 
consumption will be monitor
by me

 will be 

 
B.1 ndicators 

 
 

PDD DR/I Yes.  OK 0.2. Are the choices of baseline GHG i
reasonable and conservative?

B.10.3. Is the measurement method clearly stated for each 
baseline indicator to be monitored and also 
deemed appropriate? 

PDD DR/I Refer to B.10.1  OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
 

B.10.4. Is the measurement equipment described and 
deemed appropriate? 

 

PDD DR/I Electricity meters will be used.  OK 

B.1

how t

0.5. Is the measurement accuracy addressed
deemed appropriate? Are 

 and 
procedures in place on 

ts? 
 

P d a the 

e meters needs to be 

 
CL 

o deal with erroneous measuremen

DD DR/I The meters will be calibrate
industrial standards.  

s per 

The accuracy level of th
addressed. 

8 
OK 

B.10.6. Is the measurement interval for baseline
identified and deemed appropriate? 

 data 

 

PDD DR/I The data will be measured monthly and  OK 
aggregated annually. 

B.10.7. Is the registration, monitoring, measurement 
reporting procedure defined? 

and 

 

oD is the authority for registration, 
monitoring, measurement, reporting and 
reviewing the data.  
 

 OK PDD DR/I B

B.10.8. Are procedures identified for maintenan
monitoring equipment and installations? 
calibration intervals being observed? 

ce of 
A

 

D CL8
re the 

P D DR/I Refer to B.10.5  OK 

B.10.9. Are procedur
handling (incl

es identified for day-to-day records 
uding what records to keep, storage 

ormance 
documentation) 

 

PDD DR/I Yes, data will be measured monthly and 
aggregated annually. 

 OK 

area of records and how to process perf

B.11. Monitoring of Leakage      
It is assessed whether the monitoring plan provides 
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Concl. Concl.  
for reliable and complete leakage data over time. 

B.1 o
o ll

1.1. Does the monitoring plan provide f
collection and archiving f a

r the 
nt data 

 

ot accounted for as no transfer of 
equipments is taking place. 

 OK 
 releva

necessary for determining leakage? 

PDD DR/I Leakage is n

B.11.2. Are the choices of project leakage indicato
reasonable and conservative? 

rs 

 

PDD DR/I NA  OK 

B.11.3. Is the measurement method clearly stated for each 
leakage value to be monitored and deem
appropriate? 

ed 

 

PDD DR/I NA  OK 

B.1 t I2. Monitoring of Sustainable Developmen ndicators/ 
Environmental Impacts 

It is assessed whether choices of indicators

     

 are 
reasonable and complete to monitor sustainable 
performance over time. 

B.12.1. Is the monitoring of sustainable develo
indicators/ environmental impacts warr
legislation in the host country? 

pm
an  

 

DR/I The DNA of India does not warrant 
monitoring of sust ent 
indicators. 

 OK ent 
ted by

PDD
ainable developm

B.12.2. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 
collection and archiving of relevant data 
concerning environmental, social and economic 
impacts? 

 

PDD DR/I NA  OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
B.1

te
2.3. Are the sustainable development 

with sta
indicators in line 

iorities in the Host 

 

P e with social, 
economical, environmental and technological 
well being. 

 OK 
d national pr

Country? 

DD DR/I Project activity is in lin

B.13. Project Management Planning 
It is checked that project implementation is properly 
prepared for and that critical arrangem

     

ents are 
addressed. 

B.13.1. Is the authority and responsibilit
project management clearly described?

y of overall 
 

 

PDD DR/I Board of Directors is the overall authority for  OK 
project management. 

B.13.2. Are procedures identified for train
monitoring personnel? 

ing of 

 

P provide training 
is needs to be 
dence. 

ri  per el 
be provided and necessary formats will 

be provided for monitoring independently. 

 OK DD DR/I The equipment suppliers will 
to the plant operators. Th
supported with necessary evi
 The training for the monito
will 

ng sonn

B.13.3. Are procedures identified for emergenc
preparedness for cases where em rgenc

y 
e ie

cau
s

 

 t proj is  OK 
 can 

se unintended emissions? 

PDD DR/I No GHG emission related
expected to occur. 

o ect 

B.13.4. Are procedures identified for review of reported 
results/data? 

 

e reviewed by 
BoD. 

 OK PDD DR/I All the results and data will b

B.13.5. Are procedures identified for corrective actions in 
order to provide for more accurate future 

PDD DR/I Internal audit will be conducted and the 
report will be reviewed by Board of 

 OK 
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Concl. Concl.  
monitoring and reporting? 

 
Directors.  

C. Duration of the Project/ Crediting Period 
It is assessed whether the temporary boundaries

     
 of the 

project are clearly defined. 
C.1.1.  date and operational 

lifetime clearly defined and evidenced? 
 

P ctivity is stated 
hich is the date 
ting hard rocks 

Proof for the same needs to be provided. The 
 the project is 25 

nsideration prior 

f  f he 
ch a DOE is to 

CL Are the project’s starting DD DR/I Starting date of the project a
to be 16 November 2006, w
for purchase order for blas
during excavation of power house and intake. 

operational life time of
years. 
Proof/evidence for CDM co
to the project needs to be furnished.  
Clarification on the cause o
project proponents to approa
be provided. 

 delay or t

5 OK 

C.1.2. Is the start of
and reasonable?

 the crediting period clearly defined 
 

 
defined as 1 September 2008. However it 
will be from date of registration or from the 
date of commissioning, which ever is later. 

 OK PDD DR/I Starting date of the crediting period is 

D. Environmental Impacts      
Documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts 
will be assessed, and if deemed significant, an EIA should 
be provided to the validator. 
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Concl. Concl.  
D.1. For Small-scale projects      

D.1
 e e

.1. Does host country legisla
of th

tion require an analysis 
roject 

 

P st is less than INR 
illion, it is not required to carry out 

 OK 
nvironmental impacts of the p

activity? 

DD DR/I No, since the project co
1000 m
EIA for the project. 

D.1.2. Does the project comply with environm
legislation in the host country? 

ental 

 

PDD DR/I ces like Pollution 
 provi

 
CL 

All statutory clearan
clearance and MoUs need to be ded. 9 

OK 

D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse en
effects? 

vironmental P er project, does 
of lan and 

 enviro ental 
isaged from the project activity. 

 OK 

 

DD DR/I The project being a run of riv
not involve submergence 
rehabilitation. No adverse
effect is env

d 
nm

D.1.4. Have environmental impacts been identified and 

 

DR/I No adverse environm
from the project activity. 

 OK 
addressed in the PDD? 

PDD ental effect is envisaged 

E. Stakeholder Comments 
The validator should ensure that stakeholder 

     
comments 

have been invited with appropriate media and that due 
account has been taken of any comments received. 

E.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? 
 

P are Department 
venue, Department of Irrigation, Andhra 

ra on Limiter, 
Non conventional Energy Development 
Corporation of Andhra Pradesh Ltd. and local 
village panchayat. 
Details on like minutes of meeting and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK DD DR/I The identified stake holders 
of re

 

Pradesh Transmission Corpo ti
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Concl. Concl.  
location of stake holder onsultation 
conducted, needs to be fu nished for 

cify the media 
 local stakeholder’s 

me needs to be 

ated that no negative 
h ds be 
proof. 

 
 
 

CL 

c
r

verification. 
Project proponent needs to spe
used for inviting
consultation. Proof for the sa
provided.  
It has been indic
comments were received. T
demonstrated with supporting 

is nee  to 

10 

E.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to invite 
comments by local stakeholders? 

 

P edia 
stake h rs 

me

CL10DD DR/I Project proponent needs to specify the m
used for inviting local 
comments. Proof for the sa
provided. 

olde
 needs to be 

 OK 

E.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is required 
, has the 

ocess been carried out 
/laws? 

 

PDD DR/I Not specifically required for small hydro 
gislatio

 OK 
by regulations/laws in the host cou
stakeholder consultation pr
in acco dance 

ntry

r with such regulations

project under Indian le n. 

E.1.4. Is a summary of the stakeholder comments 
received provided? 

 
Proof for the same needs to be provided. 

CL10PDD DR/I No negative comments were received.   OK 

E.1.5. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder 
comments received? 

 

PDD DR/I Not accounted for, as no negative comments 
were received. 

 OK 
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Table 3 Resolution of Correctiv n ande Actio  Clarification Requests 
Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

CAR 1 
As the barrier due to tariff has alread
included indirectly in the IR

y being 
R analysis, the 

proponent is requested to justify how the 
e acts as an additional barrier. 

Necessary changes have been 
PDD.  

The PDD has been revised and same 
een deleted. 

OK. CAR 1 is closed. 
sam

B.3.1 made in the 
has b
 

CL 1 
The technical specifications, governor and 

to be 
PR and 

 DPR, 
the installed capacity of the plant is 1.5 MW. 
This needs to be clarified inline with the 
mentioned installed capacity in the PDD. 
 

ns of 
anical Equipm

ich includes 

m
s 
u

n) w
The specification 

m Boving 
Fouress is already furnished to the DOE 
for verification. Therefore, installed 
capacity has been changed to 1.725 
MW for which necessary permission 

fications of the 
ents, 

provided by the supplier, Boving 
s been verified by 

ry license 
e been taken for 1.725 MW, which 

is including the continuous overload. 
The clearance from NEDCAP has been 
verified by DNV. 
OK. CL 1 is closed. 

transformer safety panels needs 
provided for verification along with D
Hydrology data. 
As per the technical specification and

A.3.1 Technical specificatio
h

the Electro 
ent etc., is enclosed. 

The technical speci
electro mechanical equipmMec

Also enclosed DPR wh
Hydrology data.  
PP Response:  
The order for E&M equip
Boving Fouress Limited i
1500 kW with 15% contin
(Page 7 of Specificatio
capacity of 1725 kW. 
for E&M equipment fro

ent with 
made for 

Fouress Limited, ha
DNV. 
 
The clearance and the statuto

ous overload 
hich gives a 

hav
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

was obtained from NEDCAP, the state 
nodal agency.  
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
tabl 2 e 

CL 2 
However it needs to provide the eviden
the total investment cost for the project. 

ce for 

to be 
. 

roject 

roject 
orting 

de. PLF of the 
rated 

 the 
eeds to be provided at 

the level where the IRR of the proposed 
project meets the benchmark IRR and justify 
the unlikelihood of such variation. 
 
 
 
 
 

B

g loan s
to confirm that the invest

c
these developments ar

refor
corrections are incorporate

. Soft copy of IRR an
includes the sources for assum
considered, is attached. The documents 
referred for the assumptions will be sent 
by courier.  

nalysis has been 
d by DNV. The 

selected to the cost 
erified against the 
inancial indicators 

ecked against the 
onal sources. The 
age has been taken 
me tax law, 1961. 
the land has been 

 the IRR analysis 
the same. The total 
een verified from 
etter by Andhra 
, as per the DPR, 

5.94%. The IRR 
r project activity 

6.04%, as the 
ed in the DPR is 
, in the detailed 

ent cost 
has been taken as per the tern loan letter 
of Rs92.9 million and a book value 
depreciation has been calculated 
considering selvage value of 5% and 

Constraints in getting financed needs 
demonstrated with supporting evidence
Detailed project report of the proposed p
needs to be provided. 
Detail IRR analysis of the proposed p
needs to be provided with all supp
evidences on assumptions ma
proposed project needs to be demonst
with the hydrological data of the region. 
 
Sensitivity analysis for the IRR of
proposed project also n

.3.1  
1. The total investment e
the project activity is Rs.9
as evidenced in the DP
furnish supportin

nvisaged for 
3.10 millions 
R. We also 
anction letter 
ment on the 
d.  

ng finance: 
ctance from 
 due to high 
ertainty. All 
e informal 
e necessary 

d in the PDD. 

closed.  

alysis which 
ptions 

The detailed IRR a
provided and verifie
benchmark has been 
of debt and has been v
bank loan letter. The f
have been cross ch
DPR and other nati
depreciation and salv
as per the Indian inco
The depreciation of 
considered to be 0 and
has been done as per 
investment cost has b
tern loan sanction l
Bank. The project IRR
without CDM, is 
analysis provided fo
shows an IRR of 
investment cost assum
Rs93.1 million whereas
financial analysis the investm

project is properly estimate
 
2. Constraints in getti
Initially there was relu
bankers to fund the project
cost as well as tariff un

discussions and the

 
3. Detailed project report en
 
4
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

in the 
DPR is Rs93 million which is little higher 
than the cost of project considered in the loan 

ectify 

A SLM depreciation of 3.4% has been 
ify the 

basis of taking depreciation of 3.4% and as 
per which guideline? 
 
The salvage value needs to be clarified as the 

 

 

d of 16 ye
i
s

The financial analysis have been revised 
based on project cost of Rs.92.9 million 

ade in the 

As per Income Tax Act, 1961 SLM 
eciation for hydro units is 3.4% and 

scanned copy of relevant portion of the 
Act is furnished for verification.  
 
PP Response: 

and, as per the 
hus, 

crease of 0.1% in 

has been done for 
, PLF and O&M 

tion where it touches 
ark. The proponent has 

ted the likelihood 
mark. 

nt cost of Rs.92.9 
ion has been cross checked from the 

term loan sanction letter by Andhra 
Bank. 
 OK. CL 2 is closed. 

 

CL 2 continues: 
 
The total cost of the project provided 

sanction letter. The PP is requested to r
the same. 
 

considered. The PP is requested to clar

 
5. PLF is estimated base
generation. The DPR co
separate chapter on h
Section 3 which has given
estimation of power gen
hydrology data is based on
of discharges let out
Thotapally regulator into 
river for a perio

d on power 
100% for cost of l
prevailing industrial practice. T

nsists of a 
ydrology at 
the basis for 
eration. The 
 daily record 

from the 

there has been an in
the project IRR. 
Sensitivity analysis 
the project cost, tariff
cost up to the varia
the benchm

the Nagavali 
ars (1989-90 
s maintained 

adequately demonstra
of achieving the bench
The total investmeto 2004-05) and the data 

by AP Irrigation authoritie
PP Response:  

.  mill

and necessary changes m
PDD.  
PP Response: 

depr
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

same has been taken as 5% of the total p
cost; where as th

roject 
e depreciation of the land is 

considered to be 0. 

len & 
, has 
he PP 

de the date of DPR 
vident 

st and 
uested 

clarify if the tariff is fixed for the project 
life time and provide the sensitivity analysis 
up to the benchmark for the tariff and O&M 
cost. 
 

reciation of land is 
0, investment analysis is revised.  

Incorporated date of DPR in the PDD 
 

nt analysis for the above 
arameters is furnished and necessary 

changes incorporated in the PDD.  
 

 

 
Detailed project report, prepared by E
Lite consultancy services, Hyderabad
been provided and verified by DNV. T
is requested to inclu
preparation in the chronology of the e
provided in the PDD.  
Sensitivity analysis for the project co
generation has been provided. PP is req
to 

Considering that dep

 
PP Response:  

 
 
PP Response:  
The investme
p
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
tabl 2 e 

CL 3 
PPA needs to be provided. This needs to be 

re the 
ect. 

 the total 
 state 

ity. 

MW. Reason for the reduction in 
the capacity of the project needs to be 
clarified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B

e
December, 2003. The DPR

6.  
 

certainty of 

after observation of discharges in the 
first phase it was proposed to implement 
the balance capacity of 1.5MW. This 
way the promoter being a first 

vided and verified 
stated that as per 
uld have received 

 kWh, the actual 
PP is less than it. 

been verified from 
ated tariff of Rs 

s been verified from the 
by Ministry of 

ergy Source. 
reduction in the 

city has been adequately addressed. 
le tariff has been 
ERC tariff order, 

s of the events are 
D, along with the 

cause of delay and the CDM 
n established. 
ce barrier has been 

deleted from the revised PDD. 
 
The likely decrease in the discharge of 
water for the project activity needs to be 

clarified if the PPA was signed befo
preparation of DPR of the proposed proj
This remains to be justified as to how
installed capacity of the southern grid or
can be compared with mini hydro capac
It has also been stated that the PPA was 
signed for 3 

.3.1  
The Power Purchase 
executed with APTR
enclosed. The PPA is ex

Agreement 
ANSCO is 
cuted on 6th 
 for 1.5 MW 

The PPA has been pro
by DNV. It has been 
MNES, the project wo
tariff of Rs.3.49 per
tariff received by the 
The actual tariff has 
the PPA. The anticip
3.49 per kWh ha

is prepared in May, 200

Reasons for reduction in 
 
NEDCAP has sanctioned a 
up a 3 MW mini hydro p
In 2004 govt. of Andhra 
started construction of ne
project upstream of the p
Hydel power project. 
construction of the new r
discharges for the propose
be reduced. Due to the u
discharges the PP has 
implement in the first phase 1.5MW

capacity: 

license to set 
ower project. 

promotional policies 
Non Conventional En
The cause for the 
capa

Pradesh has 
w irrigation 

roposed mini 
Due to the 

The present applicab
verified from the AP
dated 7 August 2004. 
The total chronoegulator the 

d project will 

logie
included in the PD

n
decided to 

 and 

consideration has bee
The prevailing practi
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

 
 
 
 
 

elated 
rified. 
at was 

taken in 2000 and all other statutory clearance 
was taken by 2003. The delay in the starting 
of the project activity needs to be justified.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.725 MW which is well below licensed 

Chronology of events is incorporated in 

on of project 
ould not take 
of financial 

ance and the same was obtained in 
September, 2006. Only thereafter he has 

the project 

the financial 

APERC. The PP has executed PPA with 
APTRANSCO in December, 2003 and 
the tariff applicable for the project 
activity at that time was Rs.3.48 per 

 Water 
ource Information System, Govt. of 

Andhra Pradesh. 
OK. CL 3 is closed. 

 
 
The total chronology of the key events r
to the proposed project needs to be cla
The approval from the village panchay

generation entrepreneur w
to meet the requiremen
contribution for the projec
noted that actual capac

ould be able 
t of equity 
t. It may be 

demonstrated.  
This has been verified from

ity installed is 
Res

sanction of 3 MW.  
 

the PDD under Sec.B.5. 
 
The delay in implementati
is mainly because the PP c
any risk without sanction 
assist

immediately commenced 
implementation.  
 
The delay caused in getting 
sanction is due to the tariff fixation by 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 It needs to clarify and demonstrated if the 
proponent has encountered any barrier due to 
the present generation mix of the grid. 
 

 31-03-2004. 
ised the tariff 

the fact that 
projects was 
the State of 
s than 1% of 
the state is 

dro projects. 
at prevailing 
hermal power 
o projects as 
onsoons for 

ration. Since 
te of 

Andhra Pradesh, comparison with 
Southern grid was found not in the 

rections are 

Any barrier due to present generation 
mix: The barrier is basically the 
prevailing practice in the State.:Over 
99% of the installed capacity in the 

 
 

kWh which is valid upto
Thereafter APERC has rev
to Rs.2.69 per kWh.  
The PP was establishing 
setting up of small hydro 
not a common practice in 
Andhra Pradesh as only les
the installed capacity in 
realised through small hy
This proves the fact th
practice in setting up of t
stations and not small hydr
these projects depend on m
water flow and power gene
the project is located in the Sta

context and necessary cor
incorporated in the PDD. 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ces other than 
 that setting 
e is not the 

ese project 
for power 

ence is not 
based power 
ers are more 

er has been deleted 
 corrections 
.  

sed and the 
t activity has 

ent 
nalysis and other barrier. Prevailing 

e to the same 
vised PDD. 

f tariff as per 
Rs.2.25/- per 

kWh w.e.f. 1994-95 as base year for the 
first 10 years, the tariff works out to 
Rs.3.49/kWh for the year 2003-04. The 
extract from the annual report of MNES 

State is realized from sour
small hydro which indicates
up of small hydro in the stat
common practice as th
depend on monsoons 
generation whose occurr
certain unlike fossil fuel 
projects. Since other barri
significant, this barri
from the PDD. Necessary
are incorporated in the PDD
The PDD has been revi
additionality of the projec
been demonstrated with the investm
a
practice and the barrier du
has been deleted from the re
Response:  
Taking into consideration o
MNES guidelines i.e., 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

CL 3 continues: 
The PP is requested to demonstrate or provide 

nd the 
to be extended to 120 000 

acres. The proponent is requested to clarify 
and revise the same. 

ating the above is attached. 

urnished:  
ation System, 

gg.gov.in/html/demoF

the source of tariff of 3.46/kWh. 
 
The existing capacity is 64 000 acres a
same is likely 

 

indic
PP Response:  
Evidence by way of link is f
Water Resource Inform
Govt. of Andhra Pradesh  
http://irrigation.c
uncs.html  

major” 

in 

under link “ongoing” “
PP Response:  
Necessary change made the PDD. 

CL 4 
The NOC GOAP on control on water 
needs to be provided and the above argu
need to be demonstrated with evidence. 
It has been addressed that while prepari
DPR of the project, Rs.3.48/kWh

supply 
ments 

ng the 
 was 

State 
riff at 

on every 
subsequent year for 10 years.  
This needs to be demonstrated with 
supporting evidence. Further, PP needs to 
clarify if the tariff is fixed at Rs.3.48/kWh. 

B vern
dition

The
ditions prove beyond do

e 
nt

 APERC is the final authority, the 
tariff determined by them is considered 
for evaluation. These developments are 
well known even at the time of project 
planning stage.  

ation and CAD 
department, dated 11 August 2003, has 

special conditions 
NOC have been 

fied by DNV.  
The tariff has been considered as per the 
APERC tariff order. The PDD has been 
revised accordingly. 
OK. CL 4 is closed. 

envisaged as per Appellate Tribunal. 
Regulatory Commission has fixed the ta
Rs.2.69/kWh with 5 paisa reducti

.3.1 Copy of NOC from Go
stipulates various con
utlilization is enclosed. 
con

ment which 
s on water 

NOC from the irrig

se 
ubt that, 
project 

been provided. The 
prescribed in the 
veripower generation from th

activity is solely at the co
Government.  
Since

rol of the 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

CL 5 
Starting date of the project activity is st
be 16 November 2006, which is the d
purchase order for blasting hard rocks 

ated to 
ate for 
during 

excavation of power house and intake. Proof 

Proof/evidence for CDM consideration prior 

Clarification on the cause of delay for the 
E is to be 

 
Minutes of the BoD meeting for the CDM 
revenue consideration needs to be provided. 
 

B  of the purchase order

ence of con
CDM revenue is provided f

omme
 
e

nsultan
c capacity in 

ased from 
we got the 
P only in May, 

s ready the 
r Host 

Country Approval and after ensuring 
e c
in

 

or blasting hard 
ation of power house 

ber 2006, 
d verified by 

oard meeting, dated 
een provided and 
he Board has taken 
M considering the 

uncertainty in hydrology and the tariff 
ulation, where the generation is 

capped, up to which the full tariff can 
be claimed.  
OK. CL 5 is closed. 
 

for the same needs to be provided. 
 

to the project needs to be furnished.  
 

project proponents to approach a DO
provided. 

.3.4 Copy  is provided 

oard of 

The purchase order f
rocks during excav
and intake, dated 16 Novem

for verification.  
Extract of minutes of the b
directors as evid sideration of 

or 

nced only 
in 
diately 

has been provided an
DNV. 
The minutes of the b
20 June 2006, has b
verified by DNV. T
decision for the CD

verification.  
 
The project activity c
after sanction of term loan
September, 2006 and imm
thereafter a CDM co
appointed. Since the proje
the first phase was incre
1.5MW to 1.725 MW, 
clearance from NEDCA
2007 . As soon as PDD wa
PP took steps to present fo

t was reg
t 

that the proposal would b
favourably, we have appo
for validation in February, 2008.  

onsidered 
ted the DOE 

CL 6 
It is claimed that the amount of diesel 

B.9.1 Since there is no requirement of Weigh 
Bridge necessary corrections have been 

The quanity of fossil fuel combusted for 
the project acticity has been included in 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

consumed in the DG set during eme
will be monitored by weigh bridge mete
data recorded will be cross checked fro
fuel purchase receipts. However there 
evidence was found during

rgency 
r. The 
m the 
is no 

 site visit on plan 
of installation of weigh bridge at the project 
site. This requires a clarification. 

incorporated in the PDD  
incorporates the 

sel consumption. 
of diesel has been 

included in the monitoring plan, so as ot 
ount for any revision on the IPCC 

default value. 

the monitoring plan.  
The monitoirng plan 
measurement of die
The emission factor 

acc

OK. CL 6 is closed. 
 

CL 7 
It is claimed that Weigh bridge meter will be 

diesel 
d and 

iesel will be measured in 
d NCV of 

 a part 

 
The procedure of measuring the fossil fuel 
quantity needs to be clarified and documented 
in the PDD. 
 

B rrections have
 in the PDD. 

PP Response: 
Incorporated in the PDD. 
 

 measurement procedure for the 
diesel consumption has been addressed 
in the PDD. 
OK. CL 7 is closed. 

used for measuring the quantity of 
consumed. The weigh will be calibrate
maintained as per the industrial standard.  
However, as the d
tonnes, the density of the diesel an
the diesel used needs to be addressed as
of monitoring plan 

.9.4 Necessary co
incorporated

 been The
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

CL 8 
The meters will be calibrated as p
industrial standards.  

er the 

s to be 

calculated 
y 

needs to the net electricity supplied to the 
grid. Same needs to be corrected in the PDD, 
section B.7.1. 

B ll main m
t t
 

ec
static type at the same poin
same accuracy 

The meters will be calibrated as per the 

ction will be 
asis of the net 

city supplied to the grid. The 
nitoring plan has been revised to 

clearly state the same.  
OK. CL 8 is closed. 
 

The accuracy level of the meters need
addressed. 
The emission reduction needs to be 
on the net electricity supplied to the grid. EG

 

.10.5 The PP will insta
type 0.2 class accuracy a
interconnection point and
APTRANSCO install ch

eters of static 
he 

k meters of 
t and of the 

industrial standard. 
The emission redu
calculated on the b
electri
mo

CL 9 
All statutory clearances like Pollution 
clearance and MoUs need to be provided. 

D.1.2 Hard copies of clearances a the Irrigation 
urchase agreement 

 Non conventional 
Energy Development Corporation of 

ted 3 May 2007 
nd verified by 

arance from Andhra Pradesh 
Pollution Control Board, dated 4 
September 2008 has been provided and 
verified by DNV. 
OK. CL 9 is closed. 

re furnished. Clearance from 
department, power p
and clearance from

Andhra Pradesh Ltd, da
has been provided a
DNV. 
Cle
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 
action requests by validation team checklist 

question in 
table 2 

CL 10 
Details on like minutes of meeting 
location of stake holder consult

and 
ation 

d for 

media 
or inviting local stakeholder’s 

to be 

comments were received. This needs to be 
demonstrated with supporting proof. 
 

E er
is

egativ
r local 

ore stakeholder 
proaching 

der and 
ission for starting of 

ity. The stakeholders 
ject activity are: 

hayat 
 after careful 

oject activity have 
ke up the project. 

rance is from 
which is the 

the people of the 
village where the project activity is 
proposed. The village panchayat have 
also examined the proposal and 
provided their clearance as there is no 

 Panchayat, dated 
ay 2000 has been provided and 

verified by DNV. 
OK. CL 10 is closed. conducted, needs to be furnishe

verification. 
Project proponent needs to specify the 
used f
consultation. Proof for the same needs 
provided.  
It has been indicated that no negative 

.1.1 The project activity is a v
project of 1.725 MWs. It 
rive project with no n
the local environment o
population. Theref
consultation is made by ap
each and every stakehol
obtained their perm

y small 
 a run of the 

NoC from the village
8

e impact on 
 M

the proj
i
ect activ
d for the pro

NEDCAP 
identif e

1. 
2. AP Trans 
3. Govt. of AP 
4. Local village Panc

All the stakeholder have
examination of the pr
given permission to ta
The most important clea
village Panchayat 
representative of 
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Draft report clarifications and corrective 
action requests by validation team 

Ref. to 
checklist 
question in 
table 2 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

impact from the project activity to the 
local environment. 
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Vidyacharan Astakala 
 

lificatioQualification in accord  D ua n Sc DM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1 

GHG Au Y

ance with NV’s Q heme C

ditor: es 

Technica CDM 
Validator 

DM 
Verifier 

Sector 
rt 

Methodology 
xpert 

Technical 
Reviewer 

l Area C
Expe E

Landfill gas      
Hydro power Jan 2009 Jan 2009  
Wind power    Renewables  
Other renewable   

  
 

Biomass Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 
Grid connection of isolated system       
Cement      
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery      
Efficiency of thermal power plants       
Coal mine methane      
Fuel switch      
Manure management      
Waste / wastewater treatment      
Energy efficiency      
N2O      
HFCs      
Flare reduction      
PFCs      
Charcoal      
CO2 recovery      
Transport      
Non-renewable biomass      
Biofuel      
Pipeline leakage reduction      
SF6      
 

Høvik, 9 January 2009 

 
Michael Lehmann 

Technical Director, Climate Change Services 
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Raman Venkata Kakaraparthi 
Qualification in accord  D ua n Sc DM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1 

GHG Au Yes 

 
lificatioance with NV’s Q heme C

ditor: 

Technical Area CDM 
Validator 

DM 
Verifier 

or 
 

odology 
Expert 

Technical 
Reviewer 

C Sect
Expert

Meth

Landfill gas Jan 2009     
Hydro power Jan 2009   
Wind power 9  Jan 2009 Jan 200Renewables  
Other renewable  

Jan 2009 Jan 2009 
  

Biomass Jan 2009     
Grid connection of isolated system       
Cement      
Waste-heat / waste-gas recove 9   ry Jan 2009 Jan 200 Jan 2009 
Efficiency of thermal power pla  2009   nts  Jan 
Coal mine methane      
Fuel switch  2009    Jan 
Manure management      
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009     
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009   Jan 2009 
N2O      
HFCs Jan 2009 Jan 2009    
Flare reduction      
PFCs      
Charcoal      
CO2 recovery Jan 2009     
Transport      
Non-renewable biomass      
Biofuel      
Pipeline leakage reduction      
SF6      
 

Høvik, 9 January 2009 

 
Michael Lehmann 

Technical Director, Climate Change Service 
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Kumaraswamy Chandrashekara 
Qualification in accord  D ua n Sc DM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1 

GHG Au Y

 
lificatioance with NV’s Q heme C

ditor: es 

Technical Area CDM 
Validator 

DM 
Verifier 

or 
 

odology 
 

Technical 
Reviewer 

C Sect
Expert

Meth
Expert

Landfill gas Jan 2009 Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Hydro power Jan 2009 Jan 2009  
Wind power 9 Jan 2009 Jan 200  Renewables  
Other renewabl Jan 2009 

 2009 Jan 2009 
e Jan 2009  

Jan

Biomass Jan 2009 Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Grid connection of isolated sy Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009 stem Jan 2009  Jan
Cement Jan 2009 Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Waste-heat / waste-gas recove 9 09  2009 Jan 2009 ry Jan 2009 Jan 200 Jan 20  Jan
Efficiency of thermal power pl  2009 Jan 2009 ants Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Coal mine methane Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Fuel switch Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan
Manure management 9  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 200  Jan
Waste / wastewater treatment 9  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 200  Jan
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009 09  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 20  Jan
N2O Jan 2009 Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009  Jan
HFCs Jan 2009 Jan 2009 09  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 20  Jan
Flare reduction Jan 2009  2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan
PFCs Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 
Charcoal Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 
CO2 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 
SF6 Jan 2009 Jan 2009  Jan 2009 Jan 2009 
 

Høvik, 9 January 2009 

 
Michael Lehmann 

Technical Director, Climate Change Services 
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