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VFCE . CDM: Proposed new methodology expert form
l__,ﬂ.[..-—’ (version 04)

(To be used by methodology experts providing desk review for a
proposed new methodology)

Name of expert responsible for completing and Jirg Fiissler
submitting this form

Related F-CDM-NM document ID number NMO0097 (Black liquor)

Note to those completing this form, as applicable: Please provide recommendations on the proposed
new baseline and monitoring methodologies based on an assessment of COM-NMB and CDM-NMM
and of their application in sections A to E of the draft CDM-PDD, desk reviews and public input.
Please ensure that the form is entirely filled and that arguments and expert judgements are
Substantiated.

A. Evaluation of the proposed new methodologies by desk reviewers:
I. Evaluation of the porposed new baseline methodology:

Title of new baseline methodology:>> “Improvement in recovery of waste biomass from process streams
and use of that biomass in energy generation”

i Conditions under which this methodology is applicable to other potential projects
(e.g. project type, region, data availability):

>>
The methodology is applicable across project types and regions under the following conditions:

1. The project activity consists of an increase of waste biomass from an existing industrial process stream
(more tons of biomass per ton of product) and of the utilization of this additional biomass for energy
generation which displaces fossil fuel(s).

2. The project activity may also include components improving the energy efficiency of waste biomass
recovery from the process stream (less kWh of steam/power needed per tons of biomass recovered) as well
as the improvement of the efficiency of the biomass utilization (generating more kWh of steam or power
per ton of biomass).

3. The local regulations / programs do not constrain the facility from using coal and other fossil fuels to
generate energy;
4. The project is not a common practice in the industry sector for industries of a similar nature and size;

5. The proposed project activity generates additional waste biomass from process stream and use of which
is not prohibited by the national or local regulations;

6. The additional energy produced by the additional biomass would have otherwise been generated using
fossil fuel under the control of the project operator';

7. The process output (e.g., quantity of blown pulp in tons) can be directly correlated to the waste biomass
recovered (e.g., black liquor) concentration in process stream

8. Biomass is not stored in the plant and is directly fired;

9. The level of waste water loading in the baseline case is compliant with the standards of the local/
national laws and regulations.

However, the method has been developed and formulated in the context of a specific blown pulp
manufacturing project. In order that the present methodology and in particular the emission reduction
calculation could be applied for various industrial processes, the methodology (project boundaries, data
parameter definitions, etc.) would need to be formulated much more clearly and consistently.

" This criteria might be removed if e.g. ACM0002 would be used for displaced grid power.
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Also applicability could be increased by seeking consistency with the current activities for the development
of a consolidated biomass methodology.

ii. Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:

>> Strengths: methodology for industrial process with large replication potential, potentially wide
applicability in different processes, use of data that is readily available on site.

Weaknesses: Unclear baseline determination, inappropriate project boundary definition, ambiguous
definition of data and unclear set of equations for emission reduction calculation.

iii. Any changes needed to improve the methodology:

a. Minor changes:>>
1. Section on Leakage NMB Section D.8 should be made more clear: What is the
threshold for leakage to be included?
2. See other issues in the review.

b. Major changes:>>

1. No methodology is provided to select baseline or to demonstrate that continuation of
current practice is the baseline. It is simply assumed that the continuation is the baseline
(see Section 2(a) below). A methodology determining the baseline is the heart of a baseline
methodology and should be added.

2. In NM0097 the additionality tool is used but not adequately applied (see Section 2(c)
below). The additionality tool should be applied without weakening of its requirements for
passing the additionality test.

3. Project boundaries are not adequately selected and the emission reduction calculation
needs to be heavily revised, corrected and clarified to provide reasonable results (see
Section 2(b) below). In particular, the definition of parameters has to be made more clearly
and taking into account the project boundaries.

4. The project foresees the increase in the production level of the industrial process (e.g. to
produce more tons of blown pulp per year). It is not clear how this increase of service
should be dealt with. NM0097 takes the increased level into account, but not in a consistent
way. A possible solution by the desk reviewer is proposed in Section 2(b), Step 5. EB
guidance is sought on how to deal with increased service levels in efficiency projects.

Il. Evaluation of the proposed new monitoring methodology:

Title of new monitoring methodology: >>*“Monitoring improvement in recovery of waste biomass from
process streams and use of that biomass in energy generation”

i. Conditions under which this methodology is applicable to other potential projects
(e.g. project type, region, data availability):

>>See Section A.L(i.) above.

ii. Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:

>> See Section A.L(ii.) above.

iii. Any changes needed to improve the methodology:
a. Minor changes:>> See Section A.L(iii.) above.
b. Major changes:>> See Section A.L(iii.) above.

B. Details of the evaluation of the proposed new methodology by the desk reviewer:

I. Proposed new baseline methodology (specify title here): >>“Improvement in recovery of waste
biomass from process streams and use of that biomass in energy generation”

(1) Short description of the methodology, including an assessment of which approach
from paragraph 48 of the CDM modalities and procedures was used:
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a) Describe the methodology:

>>

The methodology calculates emission reductions from biomass replacing coal” as fuel in boilers and from
efficiency gains in biomass pre-processing and biomass use in an industrial context.

The project activity consists of the following elements:

The project activity consists of an increase of waste biomass from an existing industrial process stream
(more tons of biomass per ton of product) and of the utilization of this additional biomass for energy
generation which displaces fossil fuel(s).

The project activity may also include components improving the energy efficiency of waste biomass
recovery from the process stream (less kWh of steam/power needed per tons of biomass recovered) as well
as the improvement of the efficiency of the biomass utilization (generating more kWh of steam or power
per ton of biomass).

All efficiency gains are assumed to reduce the amount of steam (and/or power?) to be produced by old coal
fueled boilers.

The methodology defines the resulting emission reduction as the difference between

the savings in emissions by the project due to efficiency gains and increased use of biomass (i.e. "BEy")
and the increase in emissions with the project due to the additional energy consumed by the new equipment
as compared to the baseline equipment (i.e. "PEy"):

ERy = BEy — PEy — Leakage (Equation 9)

(The terms used for BEy and PEy, "Baseline" and "Project emissions" respectively, are somewhat
misleading.)

For the determination of additionality, an interpretation of the EB’s additionality tool is used. For a
discussion of the additionality test see Section (2) below.

b) State the approach selected:
>>48(a): Existing actual or historical emissions, as applicable

¢) Indicate (in summary form) why the approach selected is the most appropriate. Please provide
your expert judgement on the appropriateness of the selected approach to the project category:

>>Approach 48(a) may be used in the present case in principle. However, the methodology has to provide
evidence that the continuation of the current practice in absence of the registration as a CDM project is the
most probable scenario. This is challenged by the fact that the methodology is applicable to projects that
foresee an increase in production capacity (e.g. an increase in the production level of blown pulp), which
often leads to a renewal of production equipment and increased efficiencies anyway. 48(a) should only be
used if the increased production level can be achieved with the old equipment. Therefore 48(c) might be
more appropriate in the present case.

2 maybe other fossil fuels, the methodology is here not consistent.
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(2) Basis for determining the baseline scenario:

a) State whether the documentation explains how the baseline scenario is to be chosen and
identified:

>>The description of the baseline selection in NBM Section D.1 is project specific for the Bhadrachalam
project. It is not clear how project alternatives are identified and evaluated. No generic methodology for
baseline selection is provided in the NMB.

b) State the basic underlying rationale for algorithms/formulae used (e.g. marginal vs. average
basis) (see also section 4 below):

>>The project boundaries (as defined in NMB Section D.5) include energy (steam, electricity) consumers,
but do not include any direct emission sources relevant for the project (see Section 5 below). The
inadequate definition of boundaries may have contributed to the ambiguities and inconsistencies in the set
of parameters and equations for the emission reduction calculation in NMB Sections D.6 to D.9.

Many equations/definitions are not consistent with their verbal description. E.g. BEy is defined as "baseline
emissions" (eq. (1)), but in fact it describes (inadequately) the emission reductions (i.e. the difference
between baseline and project activity) due to efficiency improvements and biomass use.

PEYy is defined as "total project emissions" (eq. (6)), but it describes emissions from additional steam and
electricity that is used in the project activity.

There is also some ambiguity in the definitions of parameters and equations:

The difference between "ENPi = energy of type i used in by the project by processes whose efficiencies
have improved" (eq. (8f.)) and "EN_P = steam consumed to process biomass in project (tonnes)" (eq. (4)) is
not clear from the NMB, it is only in the PDD that it becomes clear that ENPi is related to electricity
consumption for the biomass pre-processing (that increases with the project activity) and EN_P is related to
the steam consumption for biomass pre-processing (that decreases with the project activity).

The methodology seems wrong in equation (3), which should describe "EP_bio = Energy generated from
additional biomass generated by the project (kcal)", but which only describes the impact of improved
biomass boiler efficiency on emissions displaced by the additional biomass in the project activity, the
emissions displaced by the additional biomass with the project (at baseline boiler efficiencies) seems to
have been forgotten. Eq. (3) might read correctly:

"EP_bio = ((SBIOP* Enth_SBIOP)/BIOP) * ((BIOP/PP- BIOB/PB) *(PB))".

Similar, eq. (8) should describe PE ex-y, i.e. the "Incremental energy for other processes inside the project
boundary", but it describes only the incremental energy (electricity) needed with the new equipment (e.g.
evaporator, biomass boiler) for the increase in biomass produced, not for the baseline biomass. The
definition of DELTA_EN might read correctly:

"DELTA_EN = (SENPi/BIOP- SENB/BIOB)*(BIOP)"; or, assuming baseline levels of production (to be
consistent with eq. (3)): "DELTA_EN = (SENPi/BIOP- SENB/BIOB)*(BIOP*PB/PP)".

It is not clear why the methodology claims that “project emissions” can be “shown to be zero”.

Some of the errors or/and ambiguities may have slipped in because in the NMB the set of equations sums
up process by process the differences between project and baseline case (which is rather complicated and
not very clearly laid out), rather than simply summing up the emissions for the processes for both the
baseline and the project case and subtracting project from baseline emissions. To arrive at a consistent and
clear set of equations, the following steps are recommended:

1. Redefine project boundaries to include all relevant emission sources, including coal fired steam boilers
(to the extend that they provide steam for the pre-processing of biomass or that their steam production is to
be displaced by increased biomass use), other boilers or CHPs that produce steam or electricity that may be
displaced by biomass, and all emissions related to the pre-processing of the biomass and the operation of
the biomass boiler (for the generation of steam, hot water, electricity), be it onsite or offsite for both the
baseline and the project scenario.

2. Reformulate the set of equations and calculate the emission reductions with the project due to the
increase in biomass available with the project (BIOP — BIOB). For this, use specific (different) emission
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factors for every source (for steam, hot water or power) that is displaced by the increased biomass use.

3. Calculate the total emissions related to the biomass pre-processing and the operation of the biomass
boiler in the baseline. For this, use specific (different) emission factors for every energy (steam or power)
that is consumed.

4. Calculate the total emissions related to the biomass pre-processing and the operation of the biomass
boiler in the project case. For this, use specific (different) emission factors for every energy (steam or
power) that is consumed.

5. Calculate the total emission reductions. The project foresees the increase in production levels. However,
baseline and project scenario should provide the same level of services: For this, it may be assumed that
project emissions and emission reductions due to increased biomass use count only to the extend that the
same product output as in the baseline is achieved (similar as in NMB equation (3)). Under this assumption,
the total emission reduction of the project (ER) is calculated as follows:

ER = (total emissions related to the biomass pre-processing in the baseline)
- (total emissions related to the biomass pre-processing in the project)*PB/PP
+ (emission reductions with the project due to the increase in biomass available)*PB/PP

PB and PP are the product output (e.g. in tons of Blown Pulp) attributable to the waste biomass source in
the baseline and the project, respectively (as in NMB eq. (3)).
CDM EB guidance on the viability of the approach proposed here in step 5 is sought.

In emission calculations, use specific efficiencies and emissions factors for steam boilers, CHPs, hot water
boilers etc.

If the methodology should also be applicable to biomass replacing electricity from the grid, the following
approach might be used: For changes in electricity consumption above 15 GWh per annum use the
consolidated methodology ACMO0002 to derive the electricity emission factor. For smaller changes use the
weighted average emission factor for displaced electricity as defined in the simplified modalities and
procedures for small-scale CDM.

c) State whether the documentation explains how, through the use of the methodology, it can be
demonstrated that a project activity is additional and therefore not the baseline scenario. If so,
what are the tools provided by the project participants?

>>No.

The methodology NM0097 claims to use the latest version of CDM-EB’s “Tool for the demonstration and
assessment of additionality”. This would be very adequate. In NMB Section D.3. the application of the
additionality tool in the context of NM0097 is described. The use of barrier rather than investment analysis
is recommended in the NMB. However, rather than providing details on how to apply the additionality tool
in the context of industrial biomass use, listing possible barriers etc., or defining specific cost indicators,
NMB Section D.3. weakens the requirements for passing the additionality test and tends to water down the
tool.

Examples:

Step 0 in the original additionality tool says: “Provide evidence that the incentive from the CDM was
seriously considered in the decision to proceed with the project activity.” This is changed to “evidence
should be provided to the DOE that CDM initiative was seriously considered in the decision to proceed
with the project activity.” in NMB Section D.3.

Step 3 in the original additionality tool requires the discussion of barriers in relation to both the proposed
project and project alternatives, whereas NMB Section D.3. seems to consider only barriers in relation to
the proposed project.

Step 4. Last sentence in Step 4 in NMB is not correct.

Step 5. This step is very much watered down in the NMB compared to the original additionality tool, e.g.
with the phrase “...demonstrated, not necessarily quantitative and conclusive, ...”.

d) State whether the basis for determining the baseline scenario and for assessing additionality is
appropriate and adequate:
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>>No. The NMB provides no basis for determining the baseline scenario. It merely claims the continuation
of the current practice to be the baseline, but provides no method to substantiate this claim in a specific
proposed project. This is neither appropriate nor adequate.

The assessment of additionality is based on the EB’s “additionlity tool”, which would be adequate and
appropriate. However, NMB Section D.3. waters the additionality tool down to a degree where it is of very
limited use (see (c) above). Therefore, it is neither appropriate nor adequate.

(3) Assessment of the description of the proposed methodology and its applicability

a) State whether the methodology has been described in an adequate manner:

>>No. The selection of baseline is not described. The equations for emission reduction calculations are not
very clear and in part erroneous, parameters (energies, efficiencies) are ambiguous. Project boundaries are
not adequate.

b) State whether the proposed methodology is appropriate for the referred proposed project
activity and the referred project context (described in Sections A - E of the draft COM-PDD and
submitted along with CDM-NMB):

>>Yes, under the condition that methodology and set of equations is revised as recommended elsewhere.

c) State whether the application of the methodology could result in a baseline scenario that
reasonably represents the anthropogenic emissions by sources of greenhouse gases that would
occur in the absence of the proposed project activity.

>>No.

Please explain:

>> Reasons:

1. No methodology provided to select baseline or to demonstrate that continuation of current practice is
baseline.

2. The additionality tool is not adequately applied in the NM0097 (see Section 2(c) above)

3. Project boundaries and emission reduction calculation need to be revised/corrected to provide reasonable
results (see Section 2 (b) above).

(4) Assessment of algorithms/formulae and type of data needed:

a) State whether the description of the methodology includes algorithms and generic formulae
that can be applied to other potential project activities (if not, the proposed new methodology will
be considered as a project-specific methodology):

>>Yes. NM0097 would be generally applicable to other paper, pulp, cardboard or other industries that
produce waste biomass that can be pre-processed and used as a fuel.

b) Explain the spatial scope of data used to determine the baseline and whether the scope is
appropriate:

>>Local scope and IPCC default values. This is appropriate.

c¢) Explain the vintage of data used (in relation to the duration of the project crediting period) and
whether the vintage of data is appropriate, indicating the period covered by the data:

>>Baseline data is monitored over two years. This is appropriate. Data needed for additionality tool is not
specified in detail. Here, new data should be provided for every crediting period.
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(5) Definition of the project boundary related to the baseline methodology:

a) State how the project boundary is defined in terms of:
i) Gases and sources

>> CO2
i) Physical delineation
>> The project boundaries (as defined in NMB Section D.5) include only the net processes of

biomass extraction and the biomass fuelled boiler, the supply of energy (steam boilers, CHP,
generators) being outside the boundaries.

b) Indicate whether this project boundary is appropriate:
>> 1) CO2 is sufficient. No CH4 is considered, because biomass is not stored.

i1) This selection of project boundaries is not appropriate, because no fossil-CO2 emissions take place
within these boundaries and all emissions relevant for the project are outside and therefore not covered.
Redefine project boundaries to include all relevant emission sources, including coal fired steam boilers (to
the extend that they provide steam for the pre-processing of biomass or that their steam production is to be
displaced by increased biomass use), other boilers or CHPs that produce steam or electricity that may be
displaced by biomass, and all emissions related to the pre-processing of the biomass and the operation of
the biomass boiler (for the generation of steam, hot water, electricity), be it onsite or offsite for both the
baseline and the project scenario.

(6) Key assumptions/parameters (including emission factors and activity levels) and data
sources:

a) List the implicit and explicit key assumptions. Identify those, if any, which are problematic and
explain:

>>

(1) All saved energies can be treated with the same emission factor (for coal-fired boilers).

(2) The process efficiencies and energy efficiencies in the waste biomass recovery, steam generation, heat
rate of the boilers, steam use in the process would have remained the same in absence of the registration as
a CDM project (NMB Section D.2).

(3) Increase in biomass use from the considered process replaces use of fossil fuel in boilers.

b) State whether the key assumptions are arrived at in a transparent manner:
>>(1), (2), (3) No arguments are provided to substantiate these assumptions.
c) Give your expert judgement on whether the assumptions/parameters are adequate:

>>(1) This is not adequate. Emission factors (and efficiencies) should be specific to the fuels (coal, oil, NG,
biomass), and sources/processes considered heat only boiler, CHP, rid electricity etc.

(2) The project foresees an increase in the level of industrial production. If new equipment has to be
installed, this may usually lead to an increase in efficiencies and biomass recovery rates. Therefore this
assumption seems not adequate in many cases.

(3) Increase in biomass use from the considered process may also lead to a reduction of biomass use in
another boiler onsite (or may lead to a reduction of electricity drawn from a grid, which might be 100%
hydro). In this case, no net emission reduction would result.

d) Indicate which data sources are used and how the data are obtained (e.g. official statistics,
expert judgement):

>>Biomass, steam, power generated from project: measured

Energy consumption for biomass extraction and pre-processing: fossil fuels, steam, electricity: measured
Fossil fuel characteristics: from fuel supplier, analysed by operator, IPCC

Efficiencies of boilers: not clear from NMB, may be estimated.
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All data (except IPCC) are collected locally by the project operator.

e) Give your expert judgement on whether the data used are adequate, consistent, accurate and
reliable:

>>No for efficiencies and emission factors, which are based on a coal fired steam boilers and should be
specific for each energy source, be it coal/oil/NG boiler, or CHP (or electricity from the grid).
Yes for all other data.

f) State possible data gaps:

>>_

(7) Assessment of uncertainties:

a) State whether the methodology includes an assessment of uncertainties regarding:
i) The basis for determining the baseline scenario:
>>No.
ii) Algorithms/formulae:
>>Effect of capacity enhancement on uncertainties are mentioned (NMB Section F) but not discussed.
iii) Key assumptions:
>>No.
iv) Data:
>> Effects of “confidence intervals” on uncertainties are mentioned (NMB Section F) but not
discussed.
b) State whether the uncertainties presented are reasonable:
>>No sufficient discussion of uncertainties is provided.

(8) Leakage:

a) State how the baseline methodology addresses any potential leakage due to the project
activity:

>> Possible leakage might result from emissions due to the production of additional chemicals used for
biomass extraction and reagent usage. This leakage may be neglected, if it can be shown that “leakage
reductions on account of the project are significantly higher than any leakage caused by the project due to
additional chemical or reagent use” (NMB Section D.8). This is not very clear. In any case NM0097 seems
to require the demonstration of evidence that this leakage is negligible.

Leakage due to the storage of biomass (CH4) may be neglected because storage of biomass is excluded by
the applicability criteria of the methodology.

b) Indicate whether the treatment for leakage is appropriate and adequate:

>>The demonstration of evidence that emissions related to the use of additional chemicals/reagents are
negligible is appropriate and adequate. However, NMB Section D.8 should be made clearer: What is the
threshold for leakage to be included?

(9) Transparency and “conservativeness”:

a) Indicate whether the baseline methodology was developed in a transparent way:

>>No.

1. No methodology provided to select baseline or to demonstrate that continuation of current practice is
baseline.

2. The additionality tool is not adequately applied in the NM0097 (see Section 2(c) above)

3. Project boundaries and emission reduction calculation need to be revised/corrected to provide reasonable
results (see Section 2 (b) above).

b) State whether the baseline methodology is conservative:
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>>No. Points 1.-3. above tend to overestimate emission reductions.

(10) Potential strengths and weaknesses of the proposed baseline methodology (please
explain):

>>Strengths: methodology for industrial process with large replication potential, potentially wide
applicability in different processes, use of data that is readily available on site.

Weaknesses: Unclear baseline determination, inappropriate project boundary definition, ambiguous
definition of data and unclear set of equations for emission reduction calculation.

(11) Other considerations, such as a description of how national and/or sectoral policies
and circumstances have been taken into account (p/ease explain):

>> National and/or sectoral policies and circumstances would have been taken into account in the proper
use of the “additionality tool”.

The applicability criteria require that the use of fossil fuel and biomass for energy generation on site be not
prohibited by local regulations.

(12) Applicability of the proposed methodology across project types and regions (please
indicate):

>>

The methodology is applicable across project types and regions under the following conditions:

1. The project activity consists of an increase of waste biomass from an existing industrial process stream
(more tons of biomass per ton of product) and of the utilization of this additional biomass for energy
generation which displaces fossil fuel(s).

2. The project activity may also include components improving the energy efficiency of waste biomass
recovery from the process stream (less kWh of steam/power needed per tons of biomass recovered) as well
as the improvement of the efficiency of the biomass utilization (generating more kWh of steam or power
per ton of biomass).

3. The local regulations / programs do not constrain the facility from using coal and other fossil fuels to
generate energy;

4. The project is not a common practice in the industry sector for industries of a similar nature and size;

5. The proposed project activity generates additional waste biomass from process stream and use of which
is not prohibited by the national or local regulations;

6. The additional energy produced by the additional biomass would have otherwise been generated using
fossil fuel under the control of the project operator’;

7. The process output (e.g., quantity of blown pulp in tons) can be directly correlated to the waste biomass
recovered (e.g., black liquor) concentration in process stream

8. Biomass is not stored in the plant and is directly fired;

9. The level of waste water loading in the baseline case is compliant with the standards of the local/
national laws and regulations.

However, the method has been developed and formulated in the context of a specific blown pulp
manufacturing project. In order that the present methodology and in particular the emission reduction
calculation could be applied for various industrial processes, the methodology (project boundaries, data
parameter definitions, etc.) would need to be formulated much more clearly and consistently.

Also applicability could be increased by seeking consistency with the current activities for the development
of a consolidated biomass methodology.

(13) Any other comments:

3 This criteria might be removed if e.g. ACM0002 would be used for displaced grid power.
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a) State whether any other source of information (i.e. other than documentation on this proposed
methodology available on the UNFCCC CDM web site) has been used by you in evaluating this
methodology. If so, please provide specific references:
>>-
b) Indicate any further comments:
>> In case of reformulating NM0097, the methodology developers might take into account ongoing work
on approved/consolidated biomass methodologies to assure consistency.
Il. Proposed new monitoring methodology (specify title here): >>“Monitoring improvement in
recovery of waste biomass from process streams and use of that biomass in energy generation”

In respect of the proposed new monitoring methodology, evaluate each section of CDM-NMM to
the draft COM-PDD. Please provide your comments section by section:

(1) Brief description of new methodology:

Describe new methodology:
>>

The following Data is monitored:

1. Biomass, steam, power generated from project: measured

2. Energy consumption for biomass extraction and pre-processing: fossil fuels, steam, electricity: measured
3. Fossil fuel characteristics: from fuel supplier, analysed by operator, IPCC

4. Efficiencies of boilers: not clear from NMB, may be estimated.

Set of equations aims at calculating emission reductions from these parameters due to efficiency gains and
increased use of biomass.

(2) Key assumptions/parameters:

a) List the implicit and explicit key assumptions. Identify those, if any, which are problematic and
explain:

>>See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.

b) State whether the key assumptions are arrived at in a transparent manner:

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.

c) Give your expert judgement on whether the assumptions/parameters are adequate:

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.

(3) Data sources and data quality:

a) Indicate which data sources are used and how the data are obtained (e.g. official statistics,
expert judgement):
>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.

b) Give your expert judgement on whether the data used are adequate, consistent, accurate and
reliable:

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.
c) State possible data gaps:
>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(6) above.
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(4) Assessment of the description of the proposed methodology and its applicability:

a) State whether the proposed methodology has been described in an adequate manner:
>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(3) above.

b) State whether the proposed methodology is appropriate for the referred proposed project
activity and the referred project context (described in Sections A - E of the draft COM-PDD and
submitted along with CDM-NMM):

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(3) above.

c) State whether this proposed monitoring methodology is compatible with the proposed baseline
methodology described in CDM-NMB of the draft COM-PDD:

>>Yes.

(5) Leakage (please elaborate, if appropriate):

>> No data to be monitored for leakage is listed. See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section
B.L.(8) above.

(6) Quality assurance and control procedures (please explain):

>>QC requires regular monitoring and recording of data as well as the regular calibration (at least once a
year) of meters used for the measurement of “critical parameters”.

(7) Potential strengths and weaknesses of the proposed monitoring methodology (p/ease
explain):

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(10) above.

(8) Applicability of the proposed methodology across project types and regions (please
indicate):

>> See discussion of new baseline methodology in Section B.1.(12) above.

(9) Any other comments:

a) State whether any other source of information (i.e. other than documentation on this proposed
methodology available on the UNFCCC CDM web site) has been used by you in evaluating this
methodology. If so, please provide specific references:

>>.

b) Indicate any further comments:
>>-

Signature of desk reviewer JUrg FUSSIer. ..o
Date: 04/ 28/ 2005

Information to be completed by the secretariat
F-CDM-NMex doc id number

Date when the form was received at UNFCCC secretariat

Date of transmission to the Meth Panel and EB

Date of posting in the UNFCCC CDM web site

Version 04/ 04 February 2005 Page 11 of 11



