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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has perfed a validation of the “Reduction in
specific energy consumption ratio by installatidreaergy efficient direct melt technology in
PET film manufacturing unit at, Uttaranchal, Indiarhe validation was performed on the
basis of UNFCCC criteria for the Clean Developmkrgchanism and host Party criteria, as
well as criteria given to provide for consistenbjact operations, monitoring and reporting.

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

The project is being developed as a unilateral @cojwith host Party as India. India fulfils

the participation criteria and has approved the je and authorized the project participant.
The DNA of India confirmed that the project assistsaichieving sustainable development
through its letter of approval dated 17 July 20260/.

The project correctly applies AMS-II1.D “Energy eféncy for industrial facilities”, version
11.

The proposed project activity utilises direct mekthnology in BOPET film manufacturing
process, replacing equipments like extruder, ctiigs&a, feeder and dehumidifier used in
conventional process, thereby resulting in redueksttricity consumption and hence results
in equivalent amount of emission reduction. Heriee groject results in reductions of €O
emissions that are real, measurable and give l@mngitbenefits to the mitigation of climate
change. It has been demonstrated that the progenbt a likely baseline scenario. Emission
reductions attributable to the project are hencealitidnal to any that would occur in the
absence of the project activity.

The total emission reductions from the projecteseémated to be on the average 7 703 40
per year over the selected 10 year fixed credifiagod. The emission reduction forecast has
been checked, and it is deemed likely that theedtaimount is achieved given that the
underlying assumptions do not change.

Adequate training and monitoring procedures havernbienplemented.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the “Reductionspecific energy consumption ratio by
installation of energy efficient direct melt teckogy in PET film manufacturing unit at,

Uttaranchal, India”, as described in the PDD of gan 2 dated 3 May 2010, meets all
relevant UNFCCC requirement for the CDM and all esdnt host Party criteria and

correctly applies the baseline and monitoring metiilogy AMS-II.D, version 11. DNV thus
requests the registration of the project as a CDjgrt activity.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Polyplex Corporation Limited has commissioned DN& perform a validation of the
“Reduction in specific energy consumption ratioitstallation of energy efficient direct melt
technology in PET film manufacturing unit at, Uttachal, India”. This report summarises
the findings of the validation of the project, merhed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria for
the CDM, as well as criteria given to provide fonsistent project operations, monitoring and
reporting. UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 dfet Kyoto Protocol, the CDM modalities
and procedures, the simplified modalities and piaces for small-scale CDM project
activities and the subsequent decisions by the GDbtutive Board.

2.1 Objective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepentierd party assess the project design. In
particular, the project's baseline, monitoring pland the project’s compliance with relevant
UNFCCC and host Party criteria are validated ineottd confirm that the project design, as
documented, is sound and reasonable and meetsdémeified criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all CDM projects and is seen asessary to provide assurance to
stakeholders of the quality of the project andintended generation of certified emission
reductions (CERS).

2.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independahtobjective review of the project design
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against theeiga stated in Article 12 of the Kyoto
Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures aseabre the Marrakech Accords, the
simplified modalities and procedures for small-ec@DM project activities and the relevant
decisions by the CDM Executive Board, including #ygproved baseline and monitoring
methodology AMS-II.D, version 11. The validationate has carried out the validation
activities based on the recommendations in the CBidcutive board Validation and
Verification Manual, version 1.1 /17/.

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

a desk review of the project design documents
follow-up interviews with project stakeholders
the resolution of outstanding issues and tiseiasce of the final validation report and

opinion.
The following sections outline each step in mor&iile

3.1 Desk Review of the Project Design Documentation
The following table lists the documentation thasweaviewed during the validation:

11/

121
13/

141

5/

16/

171

18/

19/

110/

111/

112/

113/
114/

Polyplex Corporation LimitedCDM-SSC-PDD, version 1, dated 6 February 2009 and
revised version 2 dated 3 May 2010
Polyplex Corporation LimitedCER calculation spread sheets
Polyplex Corporation LimitedMinutes of board meeting dated 13 July 2007 for
approval of the project activity.
Polyplex Corporation LimitedContract agreement between Ms PCL and Aquafil
Engineering GmbH dated 4 September 2007, suppiigreopolymerisation process
Polyplex Corporation LimitedContract agreement between Ms PCL and Lindauer
Dornier GmbH dated 21 September 2007, supplierhef direct melt technology,
BOPET film making process
Bruckner Maschinunbau GmbH & Co.KG (Alternatapplier of BOPET film making
process)Certification on direct melt process in PET filmdustry in India dated 23
March 2009, stating the technology is first ofkisd in India and it is real challenge to
project proponent and equipment supplier due tceaiainty of the technology
Lindauer Dornier GmbH (Supplier of BOPET filmaking process)Certification on
direct melt process PET film production in PCL a¢h8March 2009, stating first of its
kind in India and having technological risk for sessful implementation of the project
activity.
Lindauer Dornier GmbHSpecific energy consumption of PET extrusion watscade
extruder dated 29 September 2008
Bruckner Maschinunbau GmbH & Co.K@Gpecific energy consumption data for
cascade extrusion system dated 13 October 2008
Polyplex Corporation Limitedfechnical detail of the PET film plant as providey
the supplier DORNIER
Uhde Inventa-FischetWorlds first multi line BOPET direct film castinddEC)
polymer plant in China by M. Hittorff dated 16 Ap#005, the only one similar
technology with direct melt technology
Polyplex Corporation LimitedRequest for quotation for validation of CDM projext
Polyplex Corporation Limited to DNV dated 4 Febry&009
Extrex®:Technical specifications for Extrex-140 GP melt pum
Polyester Film Industries AssociatioBertificate to PCL as first and only Indian
polyester film manufacturer to be using direct ntetthnology to produce polyester
film dated 17 December 2009. The letter also esthés the technological barrier
associated with the direct melt technology to po®lpolyester
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115/

116/

117/
118/

119/
120/
121/
122/
123/

124/
125/

126/

127/

128/

PCi Film Consulting LimitedQuarterly business report; Quarter Three 2009, neépo
no. 60; page 15- stating PCL direct melt procesfirs of its kind in India and second
in worldwide as only one Chinese company Cifu Il facility.

Polyplex Corporation Limited:and registration deed for the project activity e€ldt8
August 2008

CDM Executive Boardvalidation and Verification Manual. Version 1.1

CDM Executive BoardAMS-II.D, “Energy efficiency and fuel switching nseges for
industrial facilities.” version 11, Sectoral scoge

SPCBConsent to established dated 22 January 2009

DNA of India:HCA dated 17 July 2009

Government of Uttaranchaltotification of approval of land for PCL dated 1 gust
2008

Lindauer Dornier GmbHCommissioning certificate of the project activitstedd 17
March 2010

The Economic TimesArticle on Polyplex Corporation Limited (PCL) datet®
December 2008

Ernst & YoungEngagement letter for CDM project advisory datedd@ober 2007
Polyplex Corporation LimitedAttendance sheet of stake holder consultation m®ce
dated 17 April 2009

Central electricity authority of IndidBaseline Carbon Dioxide Emission Database
Version 4.0 available in http://www.cea.nic.in/

MoEF: Notification vide S.O. 1533 (E) dated 14 Septen@06 for environment
impact assessment. Can be available:

http://envfor.nic.in/legis/eia/so1533.pdf

SEIAA: Environnemental clearance; Ref: EC-9/2009/1.5.&2d& November 2009

Main changes between the version published foBthdays stakeholder commenting period
and the final version submitted for registration:

1. Estimated emission reduction changed from 7 080 x#@num to 7 703 t

CO,e/annum. This is due to the change of extrusiomijyyafor BOPET films per
annum. In earlier version ad hoc 30000 tonnes/anmasn considered. In the revised
version the calculation has been carried out based4 tonnes/hour production
capacity (technical specification of the equipmemtyl 340 days of operation.

The geographical coordinate has been incorporatethée final PDD version as in the
web hosted PDD it was missing.

All the applicability criteria of AMS-II.D versiofl has been discussed in the final
PDD version which was missing in the web hosted PDD

Start date of the project activity has been revi$emn 4 September 2007 to 21
September 2007 when contract with Lindaur Dorngrdupply of film line has been
signed /5/. On 4 September 2007 contract agreefnemteen Ms PCL and Aquafil
Engineering GmbH was signed /4/ which is for polysagion section. As the
polymerisation section is out of the project bourydal September 2007 has been
considered.
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5. The project boundary has been revised in the fueasion of the PDD to restrict the
signal to noise ratio in the project activity asrpgbe applicable methodology AMS-

I1.D version 11.

references of third party evidences of the barrier.

Barrier analysis has been revised in the final w@rsof the PDD with providing

Monitoring procedure of extrusion quantity for BOPHIms per annum has been

revised to restrict the signal to noise ratio iretproject activity as per the applicable
methodology AMS-I1.D version 11.
8. Start date of the crediting period has been revised

3.2 Follow-up Interviews with Project Stakeholders

On 25 and 26 August 2009, DNV visited the corporatiice of Polyplex Corporation
Limited at Noida and the project site in Bajpurtire state of Uttaranchal. DNV performed
interviews with selected project stakeholders toficm selected information and to resolve
issues identified in the document review. Repredesats of Polyplex Corporation Limited,
local villages and consultants Ernst & Young wemeeiiviewed. The main topics of the

interviews are summarized below.

Name of the organisation and

personnel

Interview Topics

Polyplex Corporation Limited >
Mr. N. Ram Mohan — Profit Centre”
Head (India) >
Mr. R. S. Gaur - Plant Head”
(Bajpur)

Mr. A. R. Siddiqui - Heaj>
Engineering >
Mr. R. K. Gypta — Dy. General>
Manager (Projects) >
Mr. Y. P. Arya — Factory Manager| .

Mr. Ashoke Sharma — Manag
(projects)

Mr. Abhinav Sharma — Manager

(General management)

eb

Ernst & Young
Mr. Abhishek Bansal - Consultant

Proof of CDM consideration

Applicability criteria for AMS Il D

Determination of project boundary
Determination of baseline scenario and emis
factor

Assessment of project additionality and discus
investment analysis

Uniqueness of project activity

Emission reduction calculations and data used
Review of project design and technology used
Leakage due to shift of existing equipments
Review of monitoring and verification procedure
the organisation and management structure of
organization for the project activity.
Environmental consents and permits

Review of the stakeholder consultation process.

510N

sed

of
the
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Mr. Govind Singh, savapati | » Stakeholder issues and comments
(village leader) of Bikrampur
village

Mr Khem Singh, ex area
panchayat member

3.3 Resolution of Outstanding Issues

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

» It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@n€DM project is expected to meet;
* It ensures a transparent validation process whweeevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated andekeltrof the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tablebe Wifferent columns in these tables are
described in the figure below. The completed vaiata protocol for the “Reduction in
specific energy consumption ratio by installatidrenergy efficient direct melt technology in
PET film manufacturing unit at, Uttaranchal, India’enclosed in Appendix A to this report.

Findings established during the validation canegitbe seen as a non-fulfilment of CDM

criteria or where a risk to the fulfilment of projeobjectives is identified. Corrective action

requests (CAR) are issued, where:

i) mistakes have been made with a direct influenceroject results;

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

iii) there is a risk that the project would not be ate@pms a CDM project or that
emission reductions will not be certified.

A request for clarification (CL) may be used whadslitional information is needed to fully
clarify an issue.
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirementsfor CDM Project Activities

Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

The requirements the
project must meet.

Gives reference to th

legislation or

agreement where the
requirement is found,

e This

is either acceptable based on evide
provided QOK), a Corrective Action Request
(CAR) of risk or non-compliance with state
requirements or a request f@arification (CL)
where further clarifications are needed.

14

Validation Protocol Table

2: Requirement checklist

Checklist Question Reference Means of Comment Draft and/or Final
verification (MoV) Conclusion
The various Gives Explains how The section is This is either acceptable
requirements in Table 2| reference to | conformance with | used to elaborate| based on evidence
are linked to checklist | documents | the checklist and discuss the | provided OK), or a
questions the project where the question is checklist question| corrective action request
should meet. The answer to investigated. and/or the (CAR) due to non-
checklist is organised in| the checklist | Examples of meang conformance to | compliance with the
different sections, guestion or | of verification are | the question. It is | checklist question (See
following the logic of the| item is document review | further used to below). A request for
large-scale PDD found. (DR) or interview | explain the clarification (CL) is used
template, version 03 - in (). N/A means not | conclusions when the validation team
effect as of: 28 July applicable. reached. has identified a need for
2006. Each section is further clarification.
then further sub-divided.

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

Draft report clarifications
and corrective action
requests

Ref. to checklist
question in table 2

Summary of project
owner response

Validation conclusion

a CAR or a CL, these
should be listed in this
section.

If the conclusions from th¢ Reference to the
draft Validation are either

checklist question
number in Table 2
where the CAR or CL i3
explained.

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

This section should summaris
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 final validation report underwent a technialiew before requesting registration of the
project activity. The technical review was perfodnigy a technical reviewer qualified in
accordance with DNV’s gualification scheme for CD#lidation and verification.

3.5 Validation Team

Type of involvement
2 X
s 3
5| |3 ¢
| = s| &2 5
S|z |2 6 ® S
o %) =S| L o
~|> |5l g £ &
812|853 &
Role/Qualification Last Name First Name Country | @ | ® | x| ® = W
CDM validator / Biswas Soumik India |v |V |V |V
technical team leader
GHG auditor / Sector | Rana Indrajit India |v |V |V v
expert
GHG auditor Kapoor Nitin India v
Technical reviewers Kakaraparthi Venkata India v
Raman

The qualification of each individual validation teanember is detailed in Appendix B to this

report.
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4 VALIDATION FINDINGS

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

The final validation findings relate to the projetesign as documented and described in the
revise and resubmitted project design documentagosion 2 dated 3 May 2010.

4.1 Participation Requirements

The host Party is India and the project particigarthe private entity Polyplex Corporation
Limited (PCL) of India. The project activity is grosed as a unilateral activity and no Annex-
| Party project participant has been identified. y€he host Party India meets all the
requirements for participating in a CDM project.eTletter of approval for the project from
the DNA of India dated 17 July 2009 /20/ has bagmstted to DNV. The letter of approval
also confirms that the project meets the sustagndélVelopment criteria for the host country.
It has been also verified from the CDM India wedsit
(http://cdmindia.nic.in/cdmindia/projectList.jsp?se@=search that the project has indeed
been approved by the DNA of India.

The validation did not reveal any information thaticates that the project can be seen as a
diversion of ODA

4.2 Project Design

The project activity aims to improve the energyicééincy in the PET manufacture by the
introduction of direct melt technique for produciB@PET films in the green field plant of
Polyplex Corporation Limited (PCL), located at Barpvillage of Udham Singh Nagar
district in the state of Uttarakhand (erstwhiledddinchal) of India.

The project activity involves the installation ofimect melt continuous process instead of the
commonly used conventional chips manufacturingextdusion batch process for production
of BOPET films. In the conventional technology fh@ymer melt produced is converted into
polymer chips which are stored intermediately befbeing re-melted, extruded and then
converted into films of different grades. Hence tmmventional technology has a separate
extrusion section before the filming section. Theeat melt technology is a continuous
process and the polymer melt produced in the coatia polymerization process directly
goes into the film making section. Hence the direwlt technology does not include
equipments like extruder, crystallizer, feeder dabumidifier which are used in the extrusion
section of the conventional process. Hence thedimelt technology involves the removal of
equipments like extruder, crystallizer, feeder detiumidifier. DNV has compared the two
technologies, conventional and direct melt, andioms that the only difference in terms of
operating equipment between the two technologiesesabove four equipments. The direct
melt continuous BOPET film production process hasrbsupplied by Lindauer Dornier
GmbH /5/ and commissioned on 17 March 2010 /2Zrafthich the operation of the direct
melt continuous process have been handed overlypl®o Corporation Limited. Lindauer
Dornier GmbH is renowned in the field of PET fillmchnologies, and the project design
reflects good engineering practices.
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Beside this project activity Polyplex Corporatiomited have PET film production unit in
India, Thailand and Turkey and its existing capai§t110 000 MTPA making it the world’s
fourth largest producer of thin polyester film /2B1 all these units conventional technology
which involves extruder, crystallizer, feeder amdhamidifier is used. Thus, in the absence of
the project (of using the direct melt technologydnventional technology for BOPET film
production would have been installed.

The operation of direct melt process results inrggs of equivalent amount of electricity
from the grid leading to emissions reductions @03 tCQe per annum.

The starting date of the project activity is 21 ®egber 2007, i.e. the date on which the
contract agreement for the direct melt process@PBT film production /5/ has been issued
to Lindauer Dornier GmbH. The lifetime of the prdjels 20 years which is deemed
appropriate for PET film manufacturing facility. @tproject has selected a fixed crediting
period of 10 years starting from the date of regtgin of the activity as a CDM project or 1
September 2010, which ever occurs later.

4.3 Baseline Determination

The approved small scale methodology AMS-II.D, “Ejye efficiency for industrial
facilities”, version 11 has been applied for theojpct activity. The selected baseline
methodology is applicable since:

* The project involves energy efficiency in a greaidf industrial facility for BOPET
film manufacture by implementing direct melt progasstead of the conventional
process. Total electricity saving achieved by th@get activity is 9.629 GWhper
annum which is less than 60 GWannual electricity savings as stipulated by the
methodology AMS-II.D, version 11.

* In the project activity it is possible to directtgeasure and record the energy use
(electricity) within the project boundary as debed in the section 4.5 of this report.

* In the baseline emission calculation specific epergnsumption of the removed
equipments and output of molten polymer from malnp has been used. It has been
evidenced from the certificates of two technologgvider’s /8//9/ that, the value of
the specific energy consumption at the highesusidn throughput of 4 MT/hour has
been considered. This is deemed conservative aisid the fact that at lower
throughputs, specific energy consumption per tasfrtiroughput will be higher. The
output of molten polymer from melt pump (Extrex-1@@) will be monitored, which
provides the inflow of virgin molten polymer at theelt pump. Thuex-antefixed
specific energy consumption in extruder, crystatijzfeeder and de-humidifier is
conservative and deemed appropriate. Thus thereoisignal to noise ratio in
measurement of the energy saving in the projeatigct

Two alternatives to the project have been idemtifiad discussed:

i.  Continuation of conventional technology of BOPEIMfimanufacture as used in
the country /14/ /15/ and by the project proponeénttheir other manufacturing
units, i.e. implementing conventional BOPET filnoguction line

ii.  Implementation of the project activity as energficedncy measures at the PCL
unit without the CDM benefits.

DNV considers the list of realistic and credibleeatatives to be complete.
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As per the barrier analysis discussion presenteskation 4.4 below, alternative ii) is not a
realistic and credible alternative since it facesvpiling practice barrier and technological
barrier.

Hence in absence of the project, the conventio@PBT film production line would have
been implemented and the extruder, crystallizesddée and de-humidifier installed in the
conventional plant would have consumed electricayresponding to the specific electricity
consumption of these equipments as mentioned byetttenology provider /8//9/. Thus the
electricity consumption by the above equipmentstr@eber, crystallizer, feeder and de-
humidifier) in a conventional BOPET film productidine has been selected as the baseline
scenario.

The project boundary is clearly defined in linelwihe methodologyThe project boundary
is the physical, geographical site of the industdamining and mineral production facility,
processes or equipment that are affected by thgegractivity. Thus the BOPET film line
up to melt pump which starts after molten polymegding unit and ends at out put line of
melt pump has been included in the project boundary

The application of the baseline methodology isgpament and conservative.

4.4 Additionality

The project additionality has been assessed asAptachment A to Appendix B of the
simplified modalities and procedures for small-ed@aDM project activities.

4.4.1 CDM consideration and continued action to secure CM status

The start date of the project activity is 21 Seften2007 which is the date on which contract
agreement with Lindauer Dornier for supply of direwelt BOPET film line has been signed
/5/. Although Polyplex Corporation Limited has sghContract agreement with Aquafil
Engineering GmbH for polymerisation unit on 4 Sember 2007 /4/, contract agreement for
direct melt BOPET film manufacturing process is thist commitment to expenditures by
Polyplex Corporation Limited towards this projectigty as polymerisation unit is outside
the project boundary. Hence, the start date ofptiogect activity has been considered as 21
September 2007.

The installation of the direct melt BOPET film mdacturing process was approved by the
board of directors of PCL as a CDM project activity 13 July 2007 /3/. In the board
approval note the top management mentioned thenodmfiical barrier and implementation
risk associated with the project activity as thied melt technology was so far not used in
India by any PET film manufacturer. But the top m@ament confirmed that this risk would
get off set to some extent in view of availabilitiycarbon credits. Subsequently, the contract
agreement with Lindauer Dornier for supply of direwlt BOPET film line on 21 September
2007 /5/ was signed. Moreover within one month fribra start date of the project activity
(i.e. 21 September 2007) the project proponent iapgmb CDM consultant on 13 October
2007.Thus it is evident that the project proponsat aware of CDM prior to the project
activity start date, and that the benefits of the#MCwere a decisive factor in the decision to
proceed with the project.

The following chronology of events to establishlraad continuous action to secure CDM
benefits was also evidenced:
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* Appointment of CDM consultant Ernst & Young on 18tGber 2007 /24/
* Request for quotation from DOE on 4 February 2029 /

» Local Stakeholder consultation for project activaty 17 April 2009 /25/

» The PDD was webhosted on 16 April 2009

The above chronology events establish that the gaye between two events for securing
CDM status for the project activity is less thanotwears which implies the continuous
procedures towards securing CDM status and denatestsufficient efforts to secure CDM
status in parallel with the implementation.

4.4.2 Barrier analysis

The project proponent has demonstrated the addliignof the project activity through
prevailing practice barrier and technological arshich prohibit the implementation of the
project activity with out CDM benefit.

4.4.2.1 Prevailing practice barrier: Not only in India, but globally the penetrationdfect
melt BOPET film production technology is poor. Frahe following third party documents
DNV has validated that the project activity is fig$ its kind in India.

* Bruckner Maschinunbau GmbH & Co.KG (alternate sigpmf BOPET film making
process): Certification on direct melt process ETHilm industry in India dated 23
March 2009, stating the technology is first ofkiisd in India /6/

* Lindauer Dornier GmbH (Supplier of BOPET film magiprocess): Certification on
direct melt process PET film production in PCL db®eMarch 2009, stating first of its
kind in India and having technological risk /7/

* Polyester Film Industries Association: Certificate PCL as first and only Indian
polyester film manufacturer to be using direct metthnology to produce polyester
film /14/

e PCi Film Consulting Limited: Quarterly business agp Quarter Three 2009, report
no. 60; page 15- stating PCL direct melt proce$sssof its kind in India and second
in worldwide as only one Chinese company Cifu tasl facility /15/

Thus it is DNV’s opinion that the barrier due tecepailing practice for implementation of
direct melt technology instead of conventional BOPEmM production line is real and
prohibits the upcoming of the technology in PCL &edce the project is deemed additional

4.4.2.2 Technological Barrier: The direct melt technology in BOPET film production
directly integrates the polymerization section witle film processing section. Where as in
conventional process intermediate polymer chipspaoeluced and these polymer chips are
further processed for film making separately. Sirtbe conventional process has an
intermediate extrusion step, the process is matdestind does not lead to production losses.
This intermediate step is removed in the directtntethnology, and thus this technology
destabilizes the conventional procedure of BOPHM fproduction process. Hence any
disturbance in polymerization will destabilize tfien processing and vice versa. As per
Lindauer Dornier GmbH /7/, one of the BOPET film kimy technology providerthe new
direct melt process would involve removal of sonsy lkequipments involved in the
conventional manufacturing process and lead to Esble production, make the process
vulnerable to any fluctuations in the out put af holymerization unit and also make it risky
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to operaté. Other BOPET film making technology provider Bkiner Maschinunbau GmbH
& Co.KG /6/ says the successful commissioning operation of thisgmtojvould promote the
adoption of such advanced production process inpilgmer processing industry in India
and eventually also across the glbb€he only other similar technology was implemehie
Shaoxing P.R. China. This multi-line BOPET DiredntCasting (DFC) line is the world’s
first and largest plant of its kind and is recogeizas a revolutionary technology step /11/.
The project was also a tremendous challenge foh llo¢ project proponent as well as
supplier of the film line due to the instability tife technology /6/ /7/. This instability of the
plant results in frequent stoppages of the prodagtrocess and reduction in quality of the
product which results in monetary and market logsds However the PP could not able to
forecast the risk due to failure of the new techgglas they do not have any earlier record of
that. A successful implementation of this plantw@DM benefit will promote the use of this
energy efficient technology in the BOPET film maaeturing industry and lead to sustainable
development.

Hence in DNV’s opinion the technological barries@sated to the project activity is deemed
appropriate. These barriers are not associatedtigticonventional procedure of BOPET film
production process since in the conventional peeship manufacturing process is involved
in between which effectively isolates the film muadki process from the polymerization
process and creates a buffer such as process itleatain in the polymer section does not
affect the film making process and vice-versa.

From the above discussion, it is DNV’s opinion thia¢ project activity faces significant
barriers those are not faced by the selected basdlhus the project activity is thus deemed
additional.

4.5 Monitoring

The monitoring plan is in accordance with the maniig methodology AMS-II.D, version
11. The monitoring plan will give opportunity foeal measurements of achieved emission
reductions. The extrusion quantity for BOPET filper annum, specific volume flow through
melt pump, density of polyester and specific enezrggsumption by extruder, crystallizer,
feeder and dehumidifier, will be required to cadtalelectricity saving and these parameters
have been addressed in the monitoring plan.

45.1 Parameters determined ex-ante

The monitoring plan contains all necessary parammete required by the methodology AMS-
[I.D version 11. In compliance with the methodolpgiye following parameters have been
determinedex-anteby Polyplex Corporation Limited and will remairxdid for the entire
crediting period:

» Baseline emission factor of the Grid has been figadcex-antebasis based on the
baseline Carbon Dioxide Emission Database Versidn/26/ published by CEA
which is a statutory organization under MinistryRdwer. Theex-antefixed value is
0.8 tCQ/MWh for the NEWNE grid to which the manufacturiagit is connected.

» Density of Polyester has been fixed from technggcifications of Extrex-140 GP
melt pump /13/. Thex-antefixed value is 1.15 gm/c

» Specific volume flow through melt pump has beemdiXrom technical specifications
of Extrex-140 GP melt pump /13/. Te&-antefixed value is 1493 cfrevolution
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» Specific energy consumptions by extruder, crysetl|ifeeder and dehumidifier have
been fixed orex-antebasis based on two technology suppliers’ dataehabindauer
Dornier GmbH and Bruckner Maschinenbau GmbH & C&. KAs per Lindauer
Dornier GmbH /8/ specific energy consumption byredeér, crystallizer, feeder and
dehumidifier is 0.2971 kWh/kg and as per Brucknerskhinenbau GmbH & Co. KG
/9/ the value is 0.295 kWh/kg. Thus specific enempnsumption provided by
Bruckner Maschinenbau GmbH & Co. KG at 0.295 kWhgkdymer is conservative
and hence this value has been considered for thssim reduction calculations
(specific energy consumption of Extruder crystalljzfeeder and dehumidifier are
0.185 kWh/kg, 0.1 kWh/kg, 0.01 kWh/kg and O kWh/aspectively). In DNV’s
opinion it is deemed justified to consider the s$fi@energy consumption of the
removed baseline equipment only rather than theifspenergy consumption of the
entire plant to avoid the noise to signal ratiotlasre are other factors that would
influence the specific energy consumption of thiéremprocess..

4.5.2 Parameters monitored ex-post

In the project activity no additional equipment Wbie installed with respect to baseline
scenario (conventional BOPET film making proceOnly four major equipments, i.e.
extruder, crystallizer, feeder and dehumidifier, tbe conventional process have been
removed in the direct melt technology for BOPEMfilnaking. Thus metering of the energy
use of the additional equipment installed is ntvant for this project activity. In compliance
with the methodology, the following parameters Wil monitored oex—postasis:

» Extrusion quantity for BOPET films per annum wik Inonitoredex-post The value
will be monitored based on the number of revolutdbthe melt pump and thex-ante
fixed density of poly ester and specific volume oélt flow through melt pump.
Revolutions of the melt pump will be monitored bip& Induction Proximity Switch.
The data will be monitored shift wise. The DC Intioic Proximity Switch will be
calibrated annually.

The project proponent is capable of abiding bydheve mentioned monitoring procedures.
The readings will also be available by electronistem and same will be transferred to log
book. The shift in charge would be responsiblerfmmitoring and recording the necessary
values and all the data archived for creditingquert 2 years.

4.5.3 Management system and quality assurance

The management structure for monitoring the emmsséaluction has been well defined. The
ex-postparameters would be monitored and logged in logeslby the respective shift in

charge. Based on the logged data a report woulgrépared by CDM supervisor on a
monthly basis. The CDM supervisor will forward treport to the CDM coordinator at head
office where the data is compiled. The data woudd reviewed by conducting an inter
department review meeting once in 6 months. Thérabpanel log sheet is audited regularly
according to the specified procedure.

4.6 Estimate of GHG Emissions

The emission reductions have been calculated usimgervative estimates. The baseline
emissions have been calculated as multiplicatiothefextrusion quantity for BOPET films
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per annum with specific energy consumption by adru crystallizer, feeder and
dehumidifier and grid emission factor. The extrasguantity for BOPET films have been
calculated as multiplication of revolutions of theelt pump with density of polyester and
specific volume flow through melt pump. Specificeegy consumption by extruder,
crystallizer, feeder and dehumidifier provided byu&kner Maschinenbau GmbH & Co. KG
is conservative /8//9/. Thuex-antefixed value is 0.295 kWh/kg (specific energy camgtion

of extruder, crystallizer, feeder and dehumidifeme 0.185 kWh/kg, 0.1 kWh/kg, 0.01
kWh/kg and 0 kWh/kg respectively).

In the project activity there is no project emissas there is no excess energy consumption
due to direct melt film making process insteadarfvention film making process.

Since the direct melt process for BOPET film makimplemented under the project is a
green field project, there is no leakage emissioa t transfer of equipment from another
activity or to another activity.

The data sources as well as the emission reductitmulations have been checked by DNV
and found to be correct. The project results inssion reductions of 7 703 tG®©per annum.

4.7 Environmental Impacts

The project activity has been implemented in PHM fimanufacturing facility. As per the
Notification vide S.O. 1533 (E) /27/ dated 14 Segter 2006 published by Ministry of
Environment and Forests (MoEF), Government of Indiaenvironmental clearance from the
State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authdstyequired before implementation
PET film manufacturing facility. The continuous paierisation plant of PCL has obtain, an
environmental clearance from State Level EnvironmBmpact Assessment Authority,
Uttarakhand under schedule 5 (f) of this notifioati28/ and all the necessary clearances have
already in place for operating the plant. The prbjeas valid consent to establish from
Uttaranchal state pollution control board dated@&uary 2009 /19/.

The project is also not likely to create any adeezsvironmental effects and there are no
trans-boundary impacts due to the praject

4.8 Comments by Local Stakeholders

The local villagers, the employees of PCL and tetdgy supplier and contractor have been
consulted as local stake holders. The local villsgeere approached through a meeting dated
17 April 2009 /25/. During the validation site wisDNV interviewed local village
representatives Mr. Govind Singh, savapati (villdgader) of Bikrampur village and Mr
Khem Singh, ex area panchayat member for theirvigmd comments on the projects. All of
them are aware of the project activity and nonthein expressed any areas of concern on the
project. Thus it is DNV’s opinion local stakeholdeconsultation process for this project is
adequate.

4.9 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs

The PDD of 6 February 2009 was made publicly abéslan the CDM website and Parties,
stakeholders and NGOs were through the CDM website
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/Validation/DB/D4GSKYW6LC34CJUSI13PSDXMOGMO
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/view.html ) invited to provide comments during a 30 daysquefrom 16 July 2009 to 14
August 2009.

No comment was received.
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Table 1 Mandatory Requirement for Clean DevelopmenMechanism (CDM) Project Activities
Requirement Reference Conclusion

About Parties

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Aninexachieving compliance with | Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2 OK
part of their emission reduction commitment under 3.

2. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties intigoating to the ultimate Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2. OK
objective of the UNFCCC.

3. The project shall have the written approval of wbéury participation from the Kyoto Protocol OK
designated national authority of each Party invblve Art. 12.5a,

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40a

4. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties inexghg sustainable developmentKyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, OK
and shall have obtained confirmation by the hoehty thereof. CDM Modalities and Procedures 840a

5. In case public funding from Parties included in @rr is used for the project Decision 17/CP.7, OK
activity, these Parties shall provide an affirmatibat such funding does not resuyfEDM Modalities and Procedures
in a diversion of official development assistannd & separate from and is not | Appendix B, § 2
counted towards the financial obligations of thBaeties.

6. Parties participating in the CDM shall designatetional authority for the CDM.,| CDM Modalities aRdocedures §29 OK

7. The host Party and the participating Annex | Pahgll be a Party to the Kyoto | CDM Modalities §30/31a OK
Protocol.

8. The participating Annex | Party’s assigned amotallshave been calculated andCDM Modalities and Procedures §31b OK
recorded.

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

About additionality

10.Reduction in GHG emissions shall be additionalry #hat would occur in the Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5 OK
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
absence of the project activity, i.e. a CDM progdivity is additional if CDM Modalities and Procedures 843 —6L
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases bgesoare reduced below thosg cLs
that would have occurred in the absence of thestexgid CDM project activity. CAR3

CARA4

About forecast emission reductions and environmentampacts

11.The emission reductions shall be real, measuratnegyeae long-term benefits Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b OK
related to the mitigation of climate change.

About small-scale project activities (if applicablé

12.The proposed project activity shall meet the elitybcriteria for small scale Simplified Modalities and Procedures for OK
CDM project activities set out in 8§ 6 (c) of the ivikech Accords and shall not b&mall Scale CDM Project Activities CAR1
a debundled component of a larger project activity. 812a,c

13.The proposed project activity shall confirm to arfi¢he project categories define®implified Modalities and Procedures for OK
for small scale CDM project activities and useghmaplified baseline and Small Scale CDM Project Activities 822¢
monitoring methodology for that project category.

14.1f required by the host country, an analysis oféhgironmental impacts of the | Simplified Modalities and Procedures for OK
project activity is carried out and documented. Small Scale CDM Project Activities 822¢

About stakeholder involvement

15. Comments by local stakeholders shall be invitesijramary of these provided andCDM Modalities and Procedures 837b OK
how due account was taken of any comments received.

16. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NG@lstshve been invited to | CDM Modalities and Procedures 8§40 OK
comment on the validation requirements for minin@®days, and the project
design document and comments have been made publailable.

Other

17.The baseline and monitoring methodology shall le¥ipusly approved by the | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837e OK
CDM Executive Board.
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
18. A baseline shall be established on a project-sipdudfsis, in a transparent manneCDM Modalities and Procedures 845c,d OK
and taking into account relevant national and/otcsal policies and
circumstances.
19. The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn CBRdecreases in activity | CDM Modalities and Procedures 847 OK
levels outside the project activity or due to foneajeure.
20.The project design document shall be in conformavittethe UNFCCC CDM- | CDM Modalities and Procedures OK
PDD format. Appendix B, EB Decision
21.Provisions for monitoring, verification and repagishall be in accordance with | CDM Modalities and Procedures 8§37f OK
the modalities described in the Marrakech Accord$ralevant decisions of the
COP/MOP.
A-3
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
A. General Description of Project Activity
The project design is assessed.
A.1. Project Boundaries
Project Boundaries are the limits and borders wiefy the
GHG emission reduction project.
A.1.1. Are the project’s spatial boundaries /1/ DR/l | Yes. The project activity has beenct2 | OK
(geographical) clearly defined? implemented within the plant premises of
M/s Polyplex Corporation Limited, at village
Bajpur, district Udham Singh Nagar in the
state of Uttaranchal in India
However the PP is requested to provide the
longitude and latitude of the location of the
project activity in the PDD
A.1.2. Are the project’s system boundaries (componentsl/  DR/I | The project boundary includes the entirést2 OK
and facilities used to mitigate GHGS) clearly manufacturing process of the BOPET film
defined? production from the raw material input to
finished product to the market. However, as
observed during the site visit, the project
would affect only the process from the
continuous polymerization process il
feeding to the film section. The project
proponent is thus requested to suitably
modify the project boundary to include only
the relevant systems are included in the
project boundary.
A.2. Participation Requirements
Referring to Part A, Annex 1 and 2 of the PDD a# we
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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Draft Final

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

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

Participant.

A.2.1. Which Parties and project participants are /11~ DR The private entity Polyplex Corporatior OK

participating in the project? Limited is the project participant and the host
Party is India.

A.2.2. Have all involved Parties provided a valid and /1/ DR/l The Ministry of Environment & Forest OK
complete letter of approval and have all _ (MoEF), Government of India, the DNA of
prlvatg/publlc project participants been authorized India has approved the project. The project
by an involved Party? proponent has submitted the letter of

approval dated 17 July 2009 to the validator.

A.2.3. Do all participating Parties fulfil the participati = /1/ = pr  The Ministry of Environment and Forests OK
requirements as follows: (MOEF) is the DNA of India.

- Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol India ratified the Kyoto Protocol on 26
- Voluntary participation August 2002.

The Party has confirmed their voluntary

- Designated a National Authority T
participation.

A.2.4. Potential public funding for the project from /11 DR The project does not have any public funding OK
Parties in Annex | shall not be a diversion of from any Annex | Party.
official development assistance.

A.3. Technology to be employed

Validation of project technology focuses on thggrb
engineering, choice of technology and competence/
maintenance needs. The validator should ensure that
environmentally safe and sound technology and Kmow-is
used.

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revievi= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
A.3.1. Does the project design engineering reflect /1 DR | Yes, the project design engineering reflects OK
current good practices? current good practice
A.3.2. Does the project use state of the art technology ofl/ = DR/I The project proponent is requested to provide OK
would the technology result in a significantly the technical details of the project activity to
better performance than any commonly used the validator
technologies in the host country?
A.3.3. Does the project make provisions for meeting  /1/ | DR/l The project proponent made provisions for OK
training and maintenance needs? meeting training and maintenance needs of
the operators before the commissioning of
the project.
A.4. Contribution to Sustainable Development
The project’s contribution to sustainable developtng
assessed.
A.4.1. Has the host country confirmed that the project /1/ pRr The Letter of Approval dated 17 July 2009 OK
assists it in achieving sustainable development? from the DNA of India confirming the
project's  contribution to  sustainable
development has been submitted to the
validator.
A.4.2. Will the project create other environmental or ~ /1/ DR/l  The project may enhance technolagy OK
social benefits than GHG emission reductions? replication in the polyester film industry. The
project activity reduce electricity
consumption for same level of output in
polyester film production hence contributing
to conservation of non-renewable fossil fuels
like coal, natural gas etc.
A.5. Small scale project activity
Tit is assessed whether the project qualifies aslssnale
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
CDM project activity
A.5.1. Doe_s the p_rc_)ject qual_ify as asmall scale COM /1/ DR/l The project proponent is requested fARE OK
project activity as defined in paragraph 6 (c) of substantiate that the project qualifies as a
decision 17/CP.7 on the modalities and small scale CDM project activity as defined
procedures for the CDM? in paragraph 6 (c) of decision 17/CP.7 on the
modalities and procedures for the CDM and
meets the applicability criteria of maximum
60 GWh annual savings as per the
methodology AMS-I1.D version 11
A.5.2. Is the small scale project activity not a debundled1/ DR/l  There is no registered CDM project activity OK
component of a larger project activity? by the same project proponent. Hence, the
project is not a de-bundled component of a
larger project activity.
B. Project Baseline
The validation of the project baseline establisivegther the
selected baseline methodology is appropriate anetlér the
selected baseline represents a likely baselineasazn
B.1. Baseline Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an gpiate
baseline methodology.
B.1.2. Does the project apply an approved methodologyl/ DR  Approved small scale methodology AMS- OK
and the correct version thereof? I.D, version 11 has been applied for the
project, which was pertinent at the time of
web hosting.
B.1.3. Are the applicability criteria in the baseline /1 DR/l The project proponent is requested @AR2 OK
methodology all fulfilled? substantiate all the applicability criteria of the
small scale methodology AMS-II.D in the
PDD. The PP is also requested to clarify in
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
the PDD whether the project is a Greenfield
activity or a replacement, modification or
retrofit of existing processes.
B.2. Baseline Scenario Determination
The choice of the baseline scenario will be vabdatith
focus on whether the baseline is a likely scenaa],
whether the methodology to define the baselinessiten
has been followed in a complete and transparentnaan
B.2.1. What is the baseline scenario? /1 DR/l The manufacturing process of BOPET film OK
as per the conventional manufacturing
process which includes crystallizer, dryer and
extruder has been selected as the basegline
scenario.
B.2.2. What other alternative scenarios have been /1] DR/l Other than the baseline of conventional OK
considered and why is the selected scenario the BOPET film production, the alternative of
most likely one? project without CDM benefits has been
considered.
B.2.3. Has the baseline scenario been determined 11/ DR @ Yes, determination of baseline scenario OK
according to the methodology? selection corresponds to the methodology
AMS-I1.D, version 11.
B.2.4. Has the baseline scenario been determined usingl/ = DR ' The baseline scenario has been determin&d3 OK
conservative assumptions where possible? 18/ on the basis of the reduction of specific
19/ energy consumption in BOPET film
manufacturing in the project activity.
However the specific energy consumption in
BOPET film production is likely to depend
on the through put of the plant and the grade
of the BOPET film. However it is not been
clear from the certificates provided by the
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft

Concl,

Final
Concl.

technology providers how the specific ene

gy

consumption in extruder, crystallizer, feeder

and de-humidifier vary with the production

and grade of the BOPET film. Thus project

proponent is requested to substantiate
appropriateness of the specific ene

the
rgy

consumption figures assumed in the
calculations. Also as these values are being
fixed onex-antebasis, the PP is requested to

substantiate the conservativeness of
specific energy consumption figures w
proper supporting documents.

the
th

B.2.5. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take int

o /1/

account relevant national and/or sectoral policies,
macro-economic trends and political aspirations?

DR

Yes, relevant national and sectoral policies

have been taken into account.

OK

B.2.6. Is the baseline scenario determination compati
with the available data and are all literature an
sources clearly referenced?

blél/
)/

DR/I

The project proponent is requested to providet+4

the production of the Turkey BOPET fil

plant of Ms PCL and specific energy
consumption of crystallizer, dryer and

extruder of that plant.

n

OK

B.2.7. Havethe majorisksto the baseline been
identified?

11/
18/
19/

DR

The major risk to the baseline has b
identified as specific energy consumption

extruder, crystallizer, feeder and

=3

in

(9}

dehumidifier in the conventional BOPET

film manufacturing process. As these

being fixed on ex-ante basis, the PP i
requested to substantiate the appropriate
and conservativeness of the specific ene

are
S
ness

rgy

OK

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revievi= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
consumption in crystallizer, dryer and
extruder with proper supporting documents.
B.3. Additionality Determination
The assessment of additionality will be validatéith w
focus on whether the project itself is not a likedgeline
scenario.
B.3.1. Is the project additionality assessed according to/1/ | DR/ The project additionality has been assessed as OK
the methodology? per Attachment A to Appendix B of the
simplified modalities and procedures for
small-scale CDM project activities.
B.3.2. Are all assumptions stated in a transparent and /1/ | DR/l In order to establish additionality of the OK
conservative manner? 14 project, the project proponent has considered
151 technological barrier, barrier due to
16/ prevailing practice and other barrier.
7] Technological Barrier During the site visit
181 the project proponent has explained the
19/ difficulties in continuous operation from
11/ polymerisation unit to film production unit.
2/ However this has not been reflected in the
/141 PDD. Thus the PP is requested to elaborate
15/ the technological barrier in the PDD with
16/ proper supporting documents. It has also
1211 been argued that one plant in China with
1241 similar technology needed 1.5 year for
stabilising normal operation. The PP is also
requested to provide supporting documents
for this argument
Barrier due to prevailing practice It has
been argued that the project activity is a f;rs(%l'_6
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl,

Final
Concl.

of its kind activity in the BOPET film
production industry in the host Party Ind
Among the various technology provide

ia.

I's

only one “Bruckner” has confirmed that they

did not provide direct film casting technology

in India. However there are other technolc
providers in this field. Hence the proje
proponent is requested to provide suita

gy
ct

ble

evidence for substantiating that the project

activity is a first of its kind in the BOPE
film production industry in the host Par
India

Other barrier: Under the heading othe
barrier the PP has argued on finan
expenditure and financial risk. The PP
requested to either provide the financ
analysis of the project activity fc
substantiation of financial expenditure a
financial risk in the project activity or remo
the same from the PDD.

The PP is requested to provide

chronology of events for securing CD:
status for the project activity in the PDC
section B.5

T
ty

Cr {0
%_‘

S
ial

=

nd
e

D

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

11/
14/
15/
16/
17l

DR/I

Please refer to B.3.2.

OK

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revievi= Interview
CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2009-1377,.r62
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Draft Final

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

18/
19/
111/
112/
114/
115/
116/
121/
124/

B.3.4. If the starting date of the project activity isbef = /1/ = DR The project proponent has selected @AR4  OK
the date of validation, has sufficient evidence = /4/ September 2007 as the start date of the
been provided that the incentive from the CDM /5/ project activity which is the date on which
was seriously considered in the decision to 116/ contract agreement has been Signed between
proceed with the project activity? 121/ M/s PCL and Aquafil Engineering GmbH for

124/ implementing the continuous polymerisation

process.

Project proponent is further requested to
provide chronology of steps pursued to
ensure CDM benefits for the project activity
in the PDD

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

It is assessed whether the project emissions atedst
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatues
— where applicable — is justified.

B.4.1. Are thecalculationsdocumentedaccording to the  /1/ DR/l The project emission calculation has been OK
approved methodology and in a complete and documented based on the approved small
transparent manner? scale methodology AMS-II.D, version 11.

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revievi= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS graﬂ il
oncl. . Concl.
However in the project activity there are no
project emissions as some unit operation has
been removed from the conventional PET
film making process without addition of any
extra unit operation in the project activity of
direct film making.

B.4.2. Have conservative assumptions been used when'l/ | DR Please refer to B.4.1 OK
calculating the project emissions?

B.4.3. Are uncertainties in the project emission estimated/ = DR @ Please refer to B.4.1 OK
properly addressed?

B.5. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Baselin
emissions
It is assessed whether the baseline emissiondateds
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatues
—where applicable — is justified.

B.5.1. Are the calculations documented according to theél/ DR/l | The baseline emissions have been calculated OK
approved methodology and in a complete and as per the small scale methodology AMS-
transparent manner? I.D, version 11. Emission due to energy

consumption in extruder, crystallizer, feeder
and dehumidifier in the conventional BOPET
film making process for similar out put of the
project activity has been taken as the baseline
emissions.

B.5.2. Have conservative assumptions been used when'l/ DR ' The major risk to the baseline has beeft3 OK
calculating the baseline emissions? identified as specific energy consumption in

extruder, crystallizer, feeder and
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
dehumidifier in the conventional BOPET
film manufacturing process. As these are
being fixed on ex-ante basis, the PP is
requested to substantiate the appropriateness
and conservativeness of the specific energy
consumption in crystallizer, dryer and
extruder with proper supporting documents.
B.5.3. Are uncertainties in the baseline emission /1 DR Please referto B.5.2 and B.2.4 CcL3 OK
estimates properly addressed?
B.6. Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions —
Leakage
It is assessed whether leakage emissions are stated
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors aatues
— where applicable — is justified.
B.6.1. Are the_ leakage calculations documented _ /1 DR | The project activity is a green field activity OK
according to the approved methodology and in a and it does not involve any transfer of project
complete and transparent manner? equipment from/to other activities. Hence
there are no leakage emissions in the project
activity.
B.6.2. Have conservative assumptions been used when'l/ | DR @ Please refer to B.6.1 OK
calculating the leakage emissions?
B.6.3. Are uncertainties in the leakage emission /1] DR | Please referto B.6.1 OK
estimates properly addressed?
B.7. Emission Reductions
The emission reductions shall be real, measurable
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
A-14
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
and give long-term benefits related to the mitigati
of climate change.
B.7.1. Are the emission reductions real, measurable andl/ | pr/| The project will result in emission reductions OK
give long-term benefits related to the mitigation over the baseline. The emission reductions
of climate change. are real, measurable and give long-term
benefits related to the mitigation of climate
change. The estimated emission reduction is
7 703 tCQe per annum
B.8. Monitoring Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an gppate
monitoring methodology.
B.8.1. Is the monitoring plan documented accordingto /1/ DR  The monitoring methodology selected OK
the approved methodology and in a complete and complies with requirements of AMS-II.D,
transparent manner? version 11
B.8.2. Will all monitored data required for verification /1/ DR/ The monitored data will be retained and OK
and issuance be kept for two years after the end of preserved for up to 2 years after the credi |ng
the crediting period or the last issuance of CERs, period. Records will be maintained in
for this project activity, whichever occurs later? electronic and/or paper media.
B.9. Monitoring of Project Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan pde& for
reliable and complete project emission data oveeti
B.9.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the /1 DR  There is no project emission related to the OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data project activity.
necessary for estimation or measuring the
greenhouse gas emissions within the project
boundary during the crediting period?
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
B.10.Monitoring of Baseline Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan pdaa for
reliable and complete baseline emission data avee.t
B.10.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the /11 DR/I | The monitoring plan in the PDD has providedARS  OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data for monitoring of quantity of PET sheets
necessary for determining baseline emissions produced per annum to calculate the baseline
during the crediting period? emission by multiplying it with specific
energy consumption of all the proceséses
which has been removed in the project
activity. However as evidenced during the
site visit, quantity of PET sheet produced will
not provide actual production which s
related to the project activity. Thus the PP is
requested to consider the suitable output
which when monitored would represent the
output most logically related to the project
activity for calculating the baseline
emissions.
The project proponent is also requested to
remove the monitoring of emission factor
from section B.7.1 of the PDD since this is
fixed ex-anteand is not monitored within the
crediting period.
B.10.2Are the choices of baseline GHG indicators 11/ DR/ CQO; is the only baseline GHG indicator and OK
reasonable and conservative? the same has been accounted for.
B.10.3Is the measurement method clearly stated for /1/ | DR/l Please refer B.10.1 CARS OK
baseline indicator to be monitored and also
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l

deemed appropriate?

B.10.41s the measuremeaguipmendescribed and 11/ DR/l | Project proponent is requested to describe tife=7 = OK
deemed appropriate? measurement equipment for each monitoring

parameter with accuracy class of the
equipment and measurement interval.

B.10.5ls the measurementcuracyaddressed and 11/ DRI/l | please refer B.10.4 cL7 OK
deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place on
how to deal with erroneous measurements?

B.10.61s the measuremeintterval for baseline data 11/ DRI/l | please refer B.10.4 cL7 OK
identified and deemed appropriate?

B.10.71s the registrationmonitoring, measuremeatd | /1/ | DR/l Yes, registration, monitoring, measurement OK
reporting procedure defined? and reporting have been defined.

B.10.8Are procedures identified fanaintenancef 11/ DR/l please refer B.10.4 cL7 OK
monitoring equipment and installations? Are the
calibration intervals being observed?

B.10.9Are procedures identified for day-to-day records /1/ @ DR/l vYes OK
handling (including what records to keep, storage
area of records and how to process performance
documentation)

B.11.Monitoring of Leakage
It is assessed whether the monitoring plan provides
reliable and complete leakage data over time.
B.11.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the It/ DR | There is no leakage emission related to the OK
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
collection and archiving of all relevant data project activity.
necessary for determining leakage?
B.12.Monitoring of Sustainable Development Indicators/
Environmental Impacts
It is assessed whether choices of indicators aasarable
and complete to monitor sustainable performance ove
time.
B.12.1Is the monitoring of sustainable development  /1/ DR/l The DNA of India does not mandate the OK
indicators/ environmental impacts warranted by monitoring of sustainable development
legislation in the host country? indicators for small scale projects
B.13.Project Management Planning
It is checked that project implementation is prdyper
prepared for and that critical arrangements are
addressed.
project management clearly described? overall project management has been
described clearly.
B.13.2Are procedures identified for training of 11/ DRI/I The procedures for training of monitoring OK
monitoring personnel? personnel has been identified
B.13.3Are procedures identified for emergency 11/ DR/l There is no potential emergency situation OK
preparedness for cases where emergencies can envisaged that might lead to unintended
cause unintended emissions? emissions.
B.13.4Are procedures identified for review of reported /1/ DR/  Yes, procedures for review and internal OK
results/data? audits have been identified.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
B.13.5Are procedures identified for corrective actions inl/ | pr/| Please refer to B.13.1 OK
order to provide for more accurate future
monitoring and reporting?
C. Duration of the Project/ Crediting Period
It is assessed whether the temporary boundariéiseoproject are
clearly defined.
C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and operational /1/ DR/l Earlier the project proponent selected 4 OK
lifetime clearly defined and evidenced? September 2007 as the start date of the
project activity which is the date on which
contract agreement has been signed between
M/s PCL and Aquafil Engineering GmbH for
implementing the polymerisation process.
However as the polymerisation section is out
of the project boundary start date of the
project activity was revised to 21 September
2007 on which date contract with Lindaur
Dornier for supply of direct melt film line for
project activity has been signed
The lifetime of the project has been selected
as 20 years which is deemed reasonable.
C.1.2.Is the start of the crediting period clearly detine /1/ DR  The start date of crediting period is 1 OK
and reasonable? September 2010 or date of project
registration whichever occurs latter.
D. Environmental Impacts
Documentation on the analysis of the environmeniphcts will
be assessed, and if deemed significant, an ElAcheuprovided
to the validator.
D.1. For Small-scale projects
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. 'MoV* COMMENTS graﬂ il
oncl. Concl.
D.1.1. Does host country legislation require an analysis/1/ | pr @ The PP is requested to substantiate that as {8 OK
of the environmental impacts of the project host country legislation, EIA is not
activity? mandatory for the particular project activity.
D.1.2. Does the project comply with environmental /1/ | DR/l Yes, the project has obtained consent to OK
legislation in the host country? 119/ establish from the Uttaranchal state pollution
control board..
D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse environmentall/ | pr/| The project is not likely to create any adverse OK
effects? environmental effect.
D.1.4. Have environmental impacts been identified and /1/ | pr/| There are no negative environmental impacts OK
addressed in the PDD? due to the project activity.
E. Stakeholder Comments
The validator should ensure that stakeholder contsneave beer
invited with appropriate media and that due accoues been
taken of any comments received.
E.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? 11/ DR/l The local villagers, the employees of PCL OK
and technology supplier and contractor have
been consulted.
E.1.2. Have appropriate media been used toinvite  /1/ DR/l The local villagers were approached through OK
comments by local stakeholders? a meeting dated 17 April 2009. During the
validation site visit DNV interviewed local
village representatives Mr. Govind Singh,
savapati (village leader) of Bikrampur village
and Mr Khem Singh, ex area panchayat
member for their views and comments on the
projects. None of them expressed any areas
of concern on the project.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MoV* COMMENTS g(;‘;’]“;tl CF(')rr‘]ac'l
E.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is required /1/ | DR/l = Stakeholder consultation is not mandated by OK
by regulations/laws in the host country, has the the Indian DNA.
stakeholder consultation process been carried out
in accordance with such regulations/laws?
E.1l4.1Is agummary_of the stakeholder comments /1 DR/l Summary of comments received during the OK
received provided? stakeholder consultation process has been
provided in the PDD.
E.1.5. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder /1/ | DR/l The project did not receive any negative OK
comments received? comments from the local stakeholders and
hence no mitigating actions were necessary.
The project proponent has obtained consent
to establish for the plant from the State
Pollution Control Board.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev= Interview
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Table 2b: Additional requirements checklist for VVM version 1 (EB 44)

A.6. Letter of approval

A.1.1 Is the LoA received directly from the DNA through the 1y DR Copy of the 'e“?” of approval has be:en OK
roject participant. received from project participant. How_e:y,r,
P approval of HCA for the project activity
under consideration has been evidenced from
the official web site of MoEF, the DNA of
India.
A.7. Project design
A.2.1 Does the PDD describe the CDM project activiith all 1/ DR/l Yes OK
relevant elements in a transparent and accurat@ way
A.2.2 Has the CDM project activity at the starttoé validation 11/ DR/l i The project activity has been constructed OK
been constructed or does the CDM project activsy existing before the start of the validation.
facilities or equipment?
A._2.3 Is the project a Iarge _scale proj_ect, a sswlle project /1 DR The project is a small scale project. On site OK
with average annual emission reductions above 05@tnhes or visit has been carried out on 25 and 26
a bundled small scale project? Has on-site vighlmarried out? August 2009.
A.2.4 Does the project activity involved alteratioinexisting /1 DR/l Being a green field project the project does OK
installations? If so, have the differences betwaenproject and not involve any alteration of existing
post-project activity been clearly described in RizD? installations.
A.8. Project emissions not addressed by the methodolog
A.3.1 Does the methodology describe all projectssion source /1/ = DR = There will be no project emission and this OK
for the prO]eCt aCtIVIty that contributes all 1%tb€& emission Comp"es with the requirements of the app“ed
reductions? Sources that the methodology consiaero take methodology AMS-I1.D version 11.
into account are not relevant (e.g. cement anddamsumption
for building hydropower plants).
A.9. Documentation of baseline emissions
A.4.1 Documentation of the baseline determination: /1/ | DR/l Baseline determination has been done OK
properly with reasonable data. All
CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2009-1377,.re2 A-22
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a. All assumptions and data used by the project assumptions and data used by the project
participants are listed in the PDD and related participants are listed in the PDD and all the
document to be submitted for registration. The data are properly referenced. Al
data are properly referenced. documentatlon_ is relevant as W(_ell as correctly

b. All documentation is relevant as well as correctly quoted and interpreted. Project has got

: clearance from state pollution control board
quoted and interpreted.
_ and host country approval from MoEF. The

c. Assumptions and data can be deemed reasonable methodology has been correctly applied to

d. Relevant national and/or sectoral policies and identify what would occur in the absence of
circumstances are considered and listed in the the proposed CDM project activity.

PDD.

e. The methodology has been correctly applied to
identify what would occurred in the absence of
the proposed CDM project activity

A.10.Documentation of the calculations
A.5.1 A|gOI’itth and/or formulae used to determenassion 11/ DR/l Formulae used to determine emission OK
reductions reduction has been sourced correctly from the
+ All assumptions and data used by the project ppaits methodology AMS-IL.D version 11. All
are listed in the PDD and related document subdnftie assumptions and reasonable data used by the
registration. The data are properly referenced project participants are listed in the PDD and
» All documentation is correctly quoted and interpcet all the data are properly referenced
* All values used can be deemed reasonable in thexdon
of the project activity
* The methodology has been correctly applied to t¢ateu
the emission reductions and this can be replidayetie
data provided in the PDD and supporting files to be
submitted for registration.
A.11l.Implementation of the monitoring plan
A.6.1 How were the plans for implementation of thenitoring . /1/ | DR/l | The Polyplex  Corporation Limited OK
plan, data management, QA/QC procedures assesseal?al management has established QA/QC
CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2009-1377,.r82 A-23
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extent can the emission reductions achieved bpithiect by
monitored ex-post and verified later by a DOE?

procedures for data monitoring and data
management. The emission reduction by the
project activity can be achieved at full extent
by monitoredex-postand verified later by a
DOE.

A.12.CDM consideration prior to starting date

A.7.1 The prior consideration of CDM for the prdjectivity /11 | DRIl | Yes, please refeCDM consideration and OK
complies with EB41 annex 46 continued action to secure CDM statusder
additionality discussion
A-24
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Table 3 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarifcation Requests
Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist

guestion in

table 2
CAR 1 AS5.1 The total annual electricity saving©K. It has been evidenced from the
The project proponent is requested |to envisaged from the proposed proje@ER calculation spread sheet /2/ tqtal
substantiate that the project qualifies as a activity will not exceed 60 GWhhence annual electricity saving is 9.628 GWh
small scale CDM project activity as defined|in the project activity fulfils the eligibility which is less than 60 GWhannual
paragraph 6 (c) of decision 17/CP.7 on [the criteria for project to utilize type llelectricity —savings as per the
modalities and procedures for the CDM and small scale methodologies methodology AMS-II.D version 11. In
meets the applicability criteria of maximum the PDD version 2 this applicability
60 GWh annual savings as per the criteria has been described properly.

methodology AMS-I11.D version 11

CAR is closed

CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2009-1377,.r62
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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
guestion in
table 2
CAR 2 B.1.2 All the applicability criteria as per theOK. All the applicability criteria of the
The project proponent is requested |to small scale methodology AMS-Il.Dsmall scale methodology AMS-II.D hg

substantiate all the applicability criteria of t
small scale methodology AMS-II.D in th

he
e

have now been mentioned in the sect
B.2 of the revised PDD.

iv@en described properly in the PDD.
Being an energy efficiency project, t

1S

ne

PDD. The PP is also requested to clarify in The project is a new installation i.e.| project activity has been implemented
the PDD whether the project is a Greenfield greenfield activity and actuallyin single industrial facility which is a
activity or a replacement, modification pr replacing the conventional productipgreen field project.
retrofit of existing processes. process (involving chips production anfh the project activity it is possible to
extrusion) for production of BOPE[directly measure and record the energy
Films. The same has also beaise within the project boundary.
mentioned in the Section A2 of thepere is no signal to noise ratio [in
PDD. measurement of the energy saving inthe
project activity.
CAR is closed
CAR 3 B.3.2 The barrier associated with finangi@K. The direct melt technology in
Under the heading other barrier the PP |has risk is a notional risk and is npBOPET film production integrates the
argued on financial expenditure and financial specifically quantifiable so the same hamlymerization section with the film
risk. The PP is requested to either provide|the been removed from the PDD. processing section directly. Thus this
financial analysis of the project activity for technology destabilizes the
substantiation of financial expenditure gnd conventional procedure of BOPET film
financial risk in the project activity or remoye production process. Disturbance |in
the same from the PDD polymerization will destabilize the film
processing and vice versa. However the
PP could not able to forecast the rjsk
due to failure of the new technology jas
they do not have any early record |of
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
checklist
guestion in
table 2

Summary of project owner response

Validation team conclusion

that. Hence financial expenditure and

financial risk under the heading oth
barrier has been removed from the P

version 2.

CAR is closed

er
DD
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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

guestion in

table 2
CAR 4 B.3.2 The chronology of events demonstrati@K. The chronology of events
The PP is requested to provide the chronology the implementation timeline and thelemonstrating the implementation
of events for securing CDM status for the steps to secure CDM status of th@meline and the steps to secure CDM

project activity in the PDD section B.5

project have now been included ung
Section B.5 of the revised PDD.

status of the project have been adde
the PDD version 2.

It has been evidenced
chronology that before the start date

from the chronology the time ga
between two events for securing CO

procedures towards securing CO

status.

CAR is closed

CARS B.10.1
The monitoring plan in the PDD has provided

for monitoring of quantity of PET shegts
produced per annum to calculate the baseline
emission by multiplying it with specifi

energy consumption of all the processes
which has been removed in the project

The point of monitoring will be at thé®K. The suitable output which whe
farmonitored would represent the outp
.most logically related to the project
This pump is a positive displacemergctivity for calculating the baseline

melt pump (Extrex-140 GP)
pumping virgin bright melt polyme

pump and has a constant volume feed.emissions is output of molten polymer
The rotations the pump undergoes wififom melt pump (Extrex-140 GP)-El

be monitored on a shift basis by havi

rige project activity this will

CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2009-1377,.r62

A-28

the project activity the PP was well
aware of CDM and the board of director
approved the project for implementatipn
after considering the CDM benefit.
More over it has also been evidenced

d in

from the

of

p
M

status for the project activity is less than
two years which implies the continuous

M

n
ut

n



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2
activity. However as evidenced during the site a counter which totalizes the rotationsnonitored and same has been descr

visit, quantity of PET sheet produced will 1}
provide actual production which is related
the project activity. Thus the PP is reques
to consider the suitable output which wh
monitored would represent the output m
logically related to the project activity fd
calculating the baseline emissions.

The project proponent is also requested
remove the monitoring of emission faci
from section B.7.1 of the PDD since this
fixed ex-anteand is not monitored within th
crediting period.

ot
to
ted
en
ost
Dr

to
or
S

Since the volume feed is constant
corresponding mass throughput will
obtained by multiplying by density ¢
the polymer melt.

Density of Polyester () = 1.15 glcm
Specific volume flow through pum
(SVF) = 1,493 crilrev

(As per data from technicg
specifications for Extrex-140 GP me

pump)

Therefore, the corresponding ma
throughput after N revolutions of th
pump will be = 1.15 * 1,493 * N gramg

The same has also been mentione(
the Section B.7.1 of the PDD

the the PDD version 2.

b®he grid emission factor has been fix

fon ex-ante basis and thus monitoring
emission factor has been removed fr
section B.7.1 of the PDD.

IOCAR is closed.

al
B[t

ASS
e

] in

CL1 A.1.1 | The exact geographical coordinates| gfk. The geographical coordinates |of
The PP is requested to provide the longitude the plant site are; the project activity has been
and latitude of the location of the project Latitude: 29.17° N incorporated in the PDD version 2.
activity in the PDD Longitude: 79.16°E

The same has also been mentioned G IS closed.

the PDD.
CL2 Al2 The project boundary has been modifi€K. As the project would affect only
The project boundary includes the entire in the revised PDD as required. the process from the continuous
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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

guestion in

table 2
manufacturing process of the BOPET film polymerization process till feeding to
production from the raw material input to the film section the project boundary
finished product to the market. However, |as has been revised accordingly in the
observed during the site visit, the project PDD version 2. The project boundary
would affect only the process from the comprises BOPET film line up to melt
continuous polymerization process till feeding pump.

to the film section. The project proponent is

thus requested to suitably modify the project CL is closed.

boundary to include only the relevant systems

are included in the project boundary.

CL3 B.2.4 The certificates issued by th®K. It has been evidenced from the
The baseline scenario has been determined on technology provider provide the valueertificates of two  technology
the basis of the reduction of specific energy of the specific energy consumption |giroviders’ /8//9/ that the value of the
consumption in BOPET film manufacturing the highest extrusion throughput. Thuspecific energy consumption at the
in the project activity. However the specific at lower throughputs, specific energhiighest extrusion throughput 4 MT/hour
energy consumption in BOPET film consumption per tonne of throughpuias been considered. Thus at lower
production is likely to depend on the through will be higher. throughputs, specific energy
put of the plant and the grade of the BORET Thus the values of specific energgonsumption per tonne of throughput
film. However it is not been clear from the consumption as mentioned in theill be higher.

certificates provided by the technology certificate are appropriate as these |[drence the values of specific energy
providers  how the specific energy the lowest possible conservative valuesonsumption as mentioned in the
consumption in extruder, crystallizer, feeder Further, it may also be noted that fdtertificate are deemed appropriate | as
and de-humidifier vary with the production monitoring purpose, the inflow of virginthese  are  the  lowest  possible
and grade _of the BOPET film. Thus project molten polymer at the melt pump |i§onservative values.

proponent is requested to sub_s';antlate the being measured where no additiye§so in the project activity output of
appropriateness of the specific _enejgy have been added. molten polymer from melt pum
consumption figures assumed in the (Extrex-140 GP) will be monitoref
calculations. Also as these values are being

which provides the inflow of virgi
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fixed onex-antebasis, the PP is requested
substantiate the conservativeness of
specific energy consumption figures w
proper supporting documents.

to
the

th

where no additives have been added.
Thus ex-ante fixed specific energ)

feeder and de-humidifier is conservat
and deemed appropriate.

molten polymer at the melt pump,

consumption in extruder, crystallizer,
ve

lr’

d

on

en
th

ne
ne
P

CL is closed.
CL4 B.2.6 No such data from the Turkey Plant ¢&K. As data is not available from the
The project proponent is requested to provide be availed in the prior scenario as theurkey Plant lower specific energy
the production of the Turkey BOPET film specific energy consumption is notonsumption in extruder, crystallize
plant of Ms PCL and specific energy monitored in the plant on equipmerieeder and de-humidifier among the two
consumption of crystallizer, dryer and basis. technology providers (Bruckner
extruder of that plant. Maschinunbau GmbH & Co.KG ar

Lindauer Dornier GmbH) /8//9/ has

been wused for baseline emiss

calculation.

CL is closed.
CLS B.3.2 The technical problems envisaged in|t@K. The technical barrier has now be
During the site visit the project proponent has project activity have now beerelaborately described in the PDD w
explained the difficulties in continuouys elaborated in the PDD along withhird party supporting documents.
operation from polymerisation unit to film supporting documents. Except this project only another o
production unit. However this has not been Since, the PP has not been able| pooject in world had used san
reflected in the PDD. Thus the PP is requested obtain the supporting documents frotechnology in China. However the F
to elaborate the technological barrier in the similar technology plant in China, thénas not been able to provide

It

PDD with proper supporting documents.

he

supporting documents for the argument
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has also been argued that one plant in China
with similar technology needed 1.5 year for
stabilising normal operation. The PP is &lso
requested to provide supporting documents

for this argument.

same has been removed from the PD

CL is closed.

D. that the pla@hina needed 1.5 ye
for stabilising normal operation, th
same has been removed from the PD

D.
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CL6 B.3.2 It may be noted that apart frar®@K. From the following third party
It has been argued that the project activity |s a “Bruckner” the other major equipmentdocuments DNV has validated t
first of its kind activity in the BOPET film supplier “Dornier” has also certifiedproject activity is first of its kind in
production industry in the host Party Indja. that they have not supplied direct filnindia.
Among the various technology providers only casting technology to any other . Bruckner Maschinunbau Gmb
one “Bruckner” has confirmed that they did company in India. & Co0.KG: Certification on
not provide direct film casting technology |in Further, an article in a publicatiop, direct melt process in PET filf
India. However there are other technology named ‘Quarterly’ that is published by industry in India dated 23 Marg
providers in this field. Hence the projgct PCI Films Consulting Limited, Seatons 2009, stating the technology
prc_)gonentf is fegUtESt?dt_ to fr:o':/ictjﬁ SUit"{‘b'? Business  Centre, High  Street, first of its kind in India /6/
evidence for substantiating that the projec i i , . i
activity is a first of its kind in the BOPE[T Gullshorough Nothhampstale, «  Lindaver  Domnier  GmbH:

film production industry in the host Party

India

England states in its Report No. 60 Page

15 that

“A direct melt line for polymer chips i
India which can be turned into fin

film. This will make Polyplex only one

of two companies worldwide with th
technology, the other being Cifu
China.”

Thus proving that Polyplex is one of t
only two PET film manufacturin
companies to have implemented 1
Direct Melt technology in the world ar
Polyplex being the first in India.

Further this fact has also be
corroborated by  Polyester Fil
Industries Association of India.

Certification on direct mel
process PET film production i
N PCL dated 9 March 200
stating first of its kind in Indi
and having technological risk /

S« Polyester Film  Industrie
of Association: Certificate to PC
as first and only Indian polyest
ne film manufacturer to be usin
J direct melt technology t
he produce polyester film /14/
d . PCi Film Consulting Limited
Quarterly  business  repo
en Quarter Three 2009, report
m

60; page 15- stating PCL dir
melt process is first of its kind i

H

=5 D

is

n

/

r
g

t;

ct
n
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An article published by Uhde Inventa- India and second in worldwide
Fischer also states that the world’s first as only one Chinese company
and largest multi-ine BOPET Direct Cifu had this facility. /15/

Film Casting (DFC) line has been
implemented in Shaoxing P.R. China.
This article clearly states that the proje¢!| is closed.
was a revolutionary technology step and
was a tremendous challenge for both the
Project Proponent as well as supplier of
the film line.
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CL7 B.10.4 The measurement equipment WDK. The only measurement equipment
Project proponent is requested to describe the mainly consist of the melt pumpwill mainly consist of the melt pump
measurement equipment for each monitoring (Extrex-140 GP) that is used fpfExtrex-140 GP) that is used fpr
parameter with accuracy class of the pumping of virgin bright melt. Thepumping of virgin bright melt. The
equipment and measurement interval pump has a DC Induction Proximifynumber of revolutions of the melt pump
Switch that can measure the number will be monitored by DC Induction
revolutions which can be used [t@roximity Switch from which the total
calculate the mass of polymer input. | molten polymer out put will be
monitored. The frequency of
Parameter: Revolutions (N) measurement is on  shift basis.
Measurement would be done using tt%al_lbratlon of DC Indl_Jctlon Prqulw
. I ) witch of the pump will be carried out
DC Induction Proximity Switch
annually.
Frequency of measurement: Every shift
The same have also been incorporated .
in the section B.7.1 of the PDD. 8?' Is closed.
CcL8 D.1.1 | The Ministry of Environment andoK. The project activity has been

The PP is requested to substantiate that a
host country India legislation EIA is n
mandatory for the particular project activity

5 per
Dt

Forests (MoEF), Government of Ind
has released a Notification vide S.
1533 (E) S.O. 60(E) dated 1
September 2006 27/01/94 that lists
project  activities  requiring a
Environmental clearance. Th
continuous polymerisation plant of P(

has obtained an environmen
clearance from the State Le\
Environment Impact  Assessme

iamplemented in PET filry
Qnanufacturing  facility. As per th
L 4otification vide S.0. 1533 (E) /2]
thated 14 September 2006 published
NMinistry of Environment and Fores
'§MOEF), Government of India, 4
Llenvironmental clearance from the St
lalevel Environment Impact Assessmé
eAuthority is required befor
Nimplementation PET il

e

7/
by

ts

n

ate

Nt

)

-

Authority, Uttarakhand under schedt

lifhanufacturing facility. The continuol

IS
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5 (f) of this notification and all th
necessary clearances are in place
operating the plant.

ppolymerisation plant of PCL has obta
fom environmental clearance from St
Level Environment Impact Assessmé
Authority, Uttarakhand under schedd
5 (f) of this notification /28/ and all th
necessary clearances have already
place for operating the plant.

CL is closed.

n,
ate
2Nt
Ile
e

in
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Indrajit Rana

Qualification in accordance with DNV's Qualificaticheme CDM/JI (ICP-8-1-CDMJI-il1)

GHG Auditor:

Yes

Technical Area

CDM
Validator

CDM
Verifier

Sector
Knowledge

Sector
Expert

Technical
Reviewer

Landfill gas

Hydro power

Renewables Wind power

Other renewable

Biomass

Grid connection of isolated systeim

Cement

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery

Jan 2009

Jan 2009

Nov 2009

Efficiency of thermal power plants

Sept 2009

Coal mine methane

Fuel switch

Sept 2009

Manure management

Waste / wastewater treatment

Energy efficiency

Jan 2009

Jan 2009

N,O

HFCs

Flare reduction

PFCs

Charcoal

CQO; recovery

Sept 2009

Transport

Non-renewable biomass

Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Technical Director, Climate Change Services

Havik, 27 November 2009

Michae!

(tore-

Michael Lehmann
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Soumik Biswas

Qualification in accordance with DNV's Qualificatiicheme CDM/JI (ICP-8-1-CDMJI-il1)

GHG Auditor: Yes |
Technical Area CDM CDM Sector Sector Technical
Validator Verifier Knowledge Expert Reviewer
Landfill gas Jan 2009
Hydro power Jan 2009 Sept 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Other renewable Sept 2009
Biomass Jan 2009 Jan 2009
Grid connection of isolated systeim Sept 2009
Cement Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery| Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Nov 2009 Aug 2009
Efficiency of thermal power plants Sept 2009
Coal mine methane
Fuel switch Sept 2009 Jan 2009
Manure management
Waste / wastewater treatment
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Nov 2009
Nzo
HFCs
Flare reduction
PFCs
Charcoal Sept 2009
CQO; recovery Sept 2009
Transport
Non-renewable biomass Sept 2009
Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Technical Director, Climate Change Services

Havik, 27 November 2009

Michae!

(tore-

Michael Lehmann



CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Nitin Kapoor

Qualification in accordance with DNV's Qualificaticheme CDM/JI (ICP-8-1-CDMJI-il1)

GHG Auditor:

Yes

Technical Area

CDM CDM Sector
Validator Verifier Knowledge

Sector
Expert

Technical
Reviewer

Landfill gas

Hydro power

Renewables Wind power

Other renewable

Biomass

Grid connection of isolated systeim

Cement

Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery

Efficiency of thermal power plants

Coal mine methane

Fuel switch

Manure management

Waste / wastewater treatment

Energy efficiency

N,O

HFCs

Flare reduction

Jan 2009

PFCs

Charcoal

CQO; recovery

Transport

Non-renewable biomass

Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Hgvik, 9 January 2009

Michae! (thns- -

Michael Lehmann

Technical Director, Climate Change Services



DNV

8
D

CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Raman Venkata Kakaraparthi

Qualification in accordance with DNV's Qualificatiicheme CDM/JI (ICP-8-1-CDMJI-i1)

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

Landfill gas Jan 2009

Hydro power Jan 2009 Sept 2009
Renewables Wind power Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009

Other renewable Sept 2009
Biomass Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Grid connection of isolated systeim Sept 2009
Cement Aug 2009
Waste-heat / waste-gas recovery| Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Efficiency of thermal power plants Sept 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Coal mine methane
Fuel switch Sept 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Manure management
Waste / wastewater treatment Jan 2009
Energy efficiency Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
N,O Sept 2009
HFCs Jan 2009 Jan 2009 Nov 2009 Aug 2009
Flare reduction
PFCs
Charcoal
CQO; recovery Sept 2009 Jan 2009 Aug 2009
Transport
Non-renewable biomass
Biofuel

Pipeline leakage reduction

Sk

Hovik, 1 September 2009

fichas!

.

Michael Lehmann
Technical Director, Climate Change Services



