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Executive Summary – Validation Opinion
The validation team appointed by the DOE (Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.), here after called CCL, is been
assigned by “Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A” to perform the validation of their project “Hydro electrical
power plant Allipén”, in Chile. The validation was performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria for the
Clean Development Mechanism. The scope of the validation is defined as an independent and
objective review of the project design document, the project’s baseline study and monitoring plan and
other relevant documents. The information in these documents is reviewed against CDM Validation
and Verification Manual (Version 01.2), Kyoto Protocol requirements, CDM Executive Board/UNFCCC
rules.
The report is prepared based on the assessment of the project design document which was
undertaken through Stakeholder consultations, application of standard auditing techniques including
but not limited to document reviews, site visit, stakeholder’s interviews, review of the applicable
methodology and its underlying formulae and calculations.
Validation methodology and process
/B01/

The validation has been performed as described in the VVM version 01.2
following steps:

and constitutes the

/18/

- Signing of contract with Project Participant
dated (24/10/2011)
/01/
- Publication of the PDD on the UNFCCC website (31/03/2012)
/01/
- Desk review of the PDD and the relevant documents
- On-site assessment (01/06/2012 - 02/06/2012)
- Issuance of draft validation report dated 13/08/2012
- Resolution of CARs and CLs
- Issuance of Final Validation Report
Validation criteria
The following CDM requirements have been considered:
- Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol,
- Modalities and procedures for CDM (Marrakech Accords)
- Subsequent decisions by the COP/MOP and CDM Executive Board
- Host country criteria
- Criteria given to provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and reporting.
The host party is Chile and it fulfils the participation criteria and has approved the project and
/16/
authorized the project participants Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A The DNA of Chile confirms
that the
project assists in achieving sustainable development.
The project correctly applies the baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D, version 17.0, “Grid
/B02/
connected renewable electricity generation
.
The project results in reductions of CO2 emissions that are real, measurable and give long-term
benefits to the mitigation of climate change. It is demonstrated that the project is not a likely baseline
scenario. Emission reductions attributable to the project are hence additional to any that would occur in
the absence of the project activity.
The validation did not reveal any information that indicates that the project can be seen as a diversion
of ODA funding towards the proposed project.

Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.|Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard| Rivonia| Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa|
FM 4.9 Validation Report

3

VALIDATION REPORT
CCL0075/HPPA/24102011

The monitoring plan provides for the monitoring of the project’s emission reductions. The monitoring
arrangements described in the monitoring plan are feasible within the project design and it is CCL’s
opinion that the project participants are able to implement the monitoring plan.
By installing the new grid connected hydro electrical power plant, the project activity will result in
reductions of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that are real, measurable and give long-term benefits
to the mitigation of climate change.
The total emission reductions from the project are estimated to be 55,860 tCO2e over a 7 year
(renewable) crediting period, averaging 7,980 tCO2e annually. The emission reduction calculation
/15/
spread sheet has been checked and it is deemed likely that the stated amount is achieved given the
underlying assumptions do not alter.
The validation protocol describes a total of 21 findings which include:
12 Corrective Action Requests (CARs); 9 Clarification Requests (CLs); and all findings have been
closed satisfactorily. No FAR has been raised during course of validation.
CCL concludes that the proposed CDM Project Activity “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén” in Chile,
/05/
as described in the PDD , meets all relevant requirements of the UNFCCC for CDM project activities
including article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, the modalities and procedures for CDM (Marrakesh Accords)
and the subsequent decisions by the COP/MOP and CDM Executive Board.
/B02/

are applicable to the
The selected baseline and monitoring methodologies (AMS-I.D ver.17.0)
project and correctly applied. CCL therefore requests the registration of the project as a CDM project
activity with UNFCCC.
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Abbreviations
BE

Baseline Emissions

CAR

Corrective Action Request

CC

Cross Check

CCL

Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd

CDM

Clean Development Mechanism

M&P

CDM Modalities and Procedures

CER(s)

Certified Emission Reduction(s)

CL

Clarification Request

CO2

Carbon dioxide

DNA

Designated National Authority

DOE

Designated Operational Entity

DR

Document Review

EB

Executive Board

EIA

Environmental Impact assessment

ER

Emission Reductions

FAR

Forward Action Request

GHG(s)

Greenhouse gas(es)

GWP

Global Warming Potential

I

Interview or any follow up action

IPCC

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

LoA

Letter of Approval

MoV

Means of Verification

MP

Monitoring Plan

NGO

Non-Governmental Organization

ODA

Official Development Assistance

PDD

Project Design Document

PE

Project Emission

PLF

Plant Load Factor

PP(s)

Project Participant(s)

Ref.

Document Reference

SD

Sustainable Development

SS(s)

Sectoral Scope(s)

TA

Technical Area(s)

UNFCCC

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

VVM

Validation and Verification Manual
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1 INTRODUCTION
/18/

“Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.” has commissioned Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd, herein after referred to as
“CCL”, to carry out the validation of the project activity “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén” in Chile.
This report summarizes the findings of the validation of the project activity, performed on the basis of
UNFCCC criteria for CDM, as well as criteria given to provide for consistent project operations,
monitoring and reporting. The term “UNFCCC criteria” refers to Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, the
CDM modalities and procedures and the subsequent decisions by the CDM Executive Board.

1.1 Objective
The objective of the validation is to have an independent evaluation of a project activity by a
Designated Operational Entity against the requirements of the CDM as set out in decision 3/CMP.1, its
annex and relevant decisions of the COP/MOP, on the basis of the project design document. In
particular, the project’s baseline, monitoring plan, and the project’s compliance with relevant UNFCCC
requirements and Host Party criteria are validated in order to confirm that the project design, as
documented, is sound and reasonable and meets the identified criteria. Validation is a requirement for
all CDM projects and is seen as necessary to provide assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the
project activity and its intended generation of Certified Emission Reductions (CERs).

1.2 Scope
The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review of the PDD (Project Design
Document against the UNFCCC criteria for CDM.
UNFCCC criteria for CDM refer to Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, “the CDM modalities and
procedures”” and the subsequent decisions by the CDM Executive Board. The validation team has
based on the recommendation in the Validation & Verification Manual employed (latest version), a rule
based approach, focussing on the identification of significant risks for project implementation and the
generation of CERs.
The validation is not meant to provide any consultancy towards the project participant(s). However,
stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective actions may have provided input for improvement of
the project design.

2 METHODOLOGY
Validation was conducted using Carbon Check procedures in line with the requirements specified in
the CDM Modalities and Procedures the latest version of the CDM Validation and Verification
/B01/
Manual
, and relevant decisions of the COP/MOP and the CDM EB and applying standard auditing
techniques.
The validation consisted of the following three phases:
-

Document review

-

Follow-up actions

-

The resolution of outstanding issues and the issuance of the final validation report

The following sections outline each step in more detail.

2.1 Document Review
The following table outlined the documents reviewed during the validation:
Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.|Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard| Rivonia| Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa|
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Reference
/01/
/02/
/03/
/04/
/05/
/06/
/07/
/08/
/09/
/10/
/11/
/12/
/13/
/14/
/15/
/16/
/17/
/18/
/19/
/20/
/21/
/22/

/23/
/24/

/25/

/26/
/27/
/28/
/29/
/30/
/31/
/32/

Document
Webhosted CDM-SSC-PDD “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”,
version 01
CDM-SSC-PDD “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”, version 02
CDM-SSC-PDD “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”, version 03
CDM-SSC-PDD “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”, version 04
CDM-SSC-PDD “Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”, version 05
(Final)
Grid Emission Factor calculation spread sheet corresponding to
/01/
webhosted PDD
Grid Emission Factor calculation spread sheet corresponding to
/02/
PDD
Grid Emission Factor calculation spread sheet corresponding to
/03/
PDD
Grid Emission Factor calculation spread sheet corresponding to
/04/
PDD
Grid Emission Factor calculation spread sheet corresponding to
/05/
PDD
/01/
CER calculation spread sheet corresponding to PDD
/02/
CER calculation spread sheet corresponding to PDD
/03/
CER calculation spread sheet corresponding to PDD
/04/
CER calculation spread sheet corresponding to PDD
/05/
CER calculation spread sheet corresponding to PDD
Letter of approval from Chilean DNA
Modalities of Communication (MOC)
Validation contract in between Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd. and the PP
“Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.”
Declaration for non ODA diversion by Project Participant
• Prior Consideration Form to UNFCCC Secretariat
• Prior Consideration intimation to Chilean DNA
Environmental Impact Statement (DIA) of Hydroelectric Allipén
Regional Evaluation Commission of the Araucania Region;
Resolution of Environmental Qualification for “Central
Hidroeléctrica Allipén”, Resolution No. 31
Secretariat Ministry of the Presidency: “Environmental General
Basis Law 19,300”
Memorandum of understanding of water rights transfer to
Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A., between Gestión de Proyectos
Electricos S.A. (hereafter GPE S.A.) and Ascociación de
Canalistas Canal Allipén
Evidence of the public announcement of the stakeholder meeting
in the local newspaper, invitations sent to the stakeholders through
the community council
Evidence of the energy delivered to the grid with the latest bills
issued to the final consumers by the PP.
Company incorporation “Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.”
Project activity start date: Purchase agreement of turbines with
technical provider (Ossberger GmbH + Co)
Technical specifications of the installed meter provided by
Schneider Electric.
Contract between the CDM consultant (Deuman Ltda.) and GPE
S.A.
CEDEC-SIC excelsheet report of energy generation of Allipén
power plant for crosschecking values.
First payment to the technical provider, Ossberger GmbH + Co,

Date of Document
(DD/MM/YYYY)
In case irrelevant
put “_ _”
27/01/2011
12/11/2012
10/12/2012
14/12/2012
20/12/2012
----------03/12/2012
14/12/2012
24/10/2011
19/10/2012
21/04/2010
21/04/2010
09/2010
14/03/2011

01/03/1994
27/03/2009

12/04/2011

-20/05/2009
13/07/2011
-28/09/2010
-18/01/2012
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/33/
/34/
/35/
/36/
/37/
/38/
/39/
/33/
/34/
/35/

/36/
/37/
/38/
/39/
/40/
/41/
/42/
/43/
/44/

/45/

Commercial Invoice No. 1-12-009
Calibration certificate of electricity meter issued by Cam Chile S.A.
CEDEC-SIC Power Balance Billing Report
Construction company Invoice issued by “Constructora Capreva
S.A”
Evidence of the comissioning date; Commissioning Record issued
by Ossberger GmbH + Co
Attendance List of the Stakeholder Consultation meeting
GPE S.A. Board Decision which makes reference to the intention
of including the project in the Clean Development Mechanism
Generator Plate
Letter from Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A. to the National Commission
of Energy informing the commissioning
Evidence of the PLF; Technical report issued by third party
engineering company “General Power Ltda”.
E-mail from Mr. Carlos Bravo from General Power Ltda. to Mr.
Antonio Sanz-Guerrero from GPE S.A., which gives evidence of
the validity of the Technical Due Diligence supporting the PLF.
Environmental Ministry; DNA web page;
http://www.mma.gob.cl/1304/w3-article-45012.html
Central Interconnected System, SIC web page; https://www.cdecsic.cl/index_es.php
Non Conventional Energy Sources Law; Law 20,257,
http://www.leychile.cl/Navegar?idNorma=270212
Google: Satellite overview of the project site
Republic of Chile; F-CDM-PRT-REC ver01 PRT_002
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change; Clean
Development Mechanism web site, http://cdm.unfcc.int/
Website of the National Commission of Energy (Spanish; Comisión
Nacional de Energía “CNE”) – www.cne.cl
2006 IPCC Guidelines on National GHG Inventories
Micro-scale additionality (recommendation from DNA)
http://cdm.unfccc.int/DNA/submissions/files/2012/0402_chile_res.p
df
Photo of generator plate of capacity 1.34 MW and P.F. Cos(φ) =
0.9.

06/10/2011
09/2012
19/07/2012
14/05/2012
21/11/2011
14/07/2009
-24/04/2012
06/09/2011
12/12/2012

----23/03/2012
---

Background investigation and other referred documents/websites:
/B01/
/B02/
/B03/
/B04/
/B05/
/B06/

/B07/
/B08/
/B09/
/B10/

CDM Validation and Verification Manual (Version 01.2)
Baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D version 17.0, “Grid connected
renewable electricity generation”.
Guidelines for demonstrating additionality of micro-scale project activities” (Version
04) EB 68 Annex 26.
Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system, version 02.2.1
Guidelines on the demonstration and assessment of prior consideration of the
CDM(version 04), annex 13, EB 62
Guidelines for completing the simplified project design document (CDM-SSC-PDD)
and the form for proposed new small scale methodologies (CDM-SSC-NM), version
05
Glossary of terms, Version 06
Procedures for Modalities of Communication between Project Participants and the
Executive Board, EB 45, annex 59
Clean development mechanism project design document form (CDM-SSC-PDD),
version 03
Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of equipment Annex 15, EB 50.
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/B11/

Guidelines on Assessment of Debundling for SSC Project Activities Annex 13, EB
54

2.2 Follow-up actions
In order to reach to a validation opinion a site visit along with an interview was planned for 01/06/2012.
Prior to the interview salient points to be discussed were planned. Date of interview, interviewees and
their organisations are given in the following table.
The key personnel interviewed are summarized in the table below:
Date
Name

Organization

/a/

01/06/2012 -02/06/2012

Cristián González

Deuman

/b/

01/06/2012 – 02/06/2012

Pablo Cárdenas R.

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A

/c/

01/06/2012 -02/06/2012

Thomas Schweiger

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A

/d/

01/06/2012 – 02/06/2012

Matías Haiml

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A

2.3 Resolution of outstanding issues
The objective of this phase of the validation is to resolve any outstanding issues which need to be
clarified for CCL’s conclusion on the project design.
To guarantee transparency a validation protocol has been customized for the project. The protocol
shows in a transparent manner the requirements, means of verification and the results from validating
the identified criteria. The validation protocol serves the following purposes:
It organises, details and clarifies the requirements of a CDM project is expected to meet;
It ensures a transparent validation process where the validator will document how a particular
requirement has been validated and the result of validation.
The validation protocol consists of four tables; the different columns in these tables are described in
the figure below (see Figure 1). The completed validation protocol is enclosed in Appendix A to this
report.
A corrective action request (CAR) is raised if one of the following occurs:
•

The project participant(s) have made mistakes that will influence the ability of the project
activity to achieve real, measurable additional emission reductions.

•

The CDM requirements have not been met.

•

There is a risk that the emission reductions cannot be monitored or calculated.

A clarification request (CL) is raised if information is insufficient or not clear enough to determine
whether the applicable CDM requirements have been met.
A forward action request (FAR) is raised during validation to highlight issues related to project
implementation that require review during the first verification of the project activity. FARs shall not
relate to the CDM requirements for registration. CARs, CLs and FARs identified are included in the
validation protocol in Appendix A of this report.
Figure 1 Validation protocol tables
Validation Protocol, Table 1 – Mandatory Requirement
Requirement
Reference

Conclusion
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The requirements the
project must meet.

Makes reference to the
documents where the
answer to the requirement is
found.

This is either acceptable based on
evidence provided (OK), or a Corrective
Action Request (CAR) is being raised in
case of a requirement not being met. A
Request for Clarification (CL) is used
when the validation team has identified a
need for further clarification and a
Forward Action Request (FAR) is being
raised to highlight issues which require
review during the first verification of the
project activity.

Table 2 is for the draft report; any updates in the final report are discussed in Table 3.
Validation Protocol, Table 2 – Requirement Checklist
Checklist
Ref.
MoV
Question
The various
Makes
Explain how
requirements in reference conformance with the
Table 1 are
to
checklist question
linked to
documen has been
checklist
t(s)
investigated.
questions
where
Examples are
which the
the
document review
project should
answer
(DR), interview or any
meet. The
to the
other follow-up
checklist is
checklist
actions (I), cross
organized in
question
checking (CC) with
five different
or item is available information
sections.
found.
relating to projects or
(N/A) means not
applicable.

Comments
The
discussion
on how the
conclusion
has been
arrived at
and the
conclusion
on the
compliance
with the
checklist
question so
far.

Draft
Conclusion
OK is used if
the
information
and evidence
provided is
adequate to
demonstrate
compliance
with CDM
requirement.
For CAR, CL
and FAR see
the
definitions
above.

Final
Conclusion
OK is used if
the
information
and
evidence
provided is
adequate to
demonstrate
compliance
with CDM
11requireme
nt.

Table 3 is for the description of finding by DOE, corrective action by PP and DOE assessment.
Finding
Classification
Description of finding
Corrective Action #1
DOE Assessment #1

Conclusion

No. of finding
CAR
CL
FAR
Validation team shall provide a complete and transparent description of
finding.
PP shall write a detailed and clear corrective action as per finding.
The assessment shall encompass all open issues in annex A-1. In case
of non-closure, additional corrective action and DOE assessments (#2,
#3, etc.) shall be added.
Tick the appropriate checkbox
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

2.4 Internal quality control
Before the assessment begins, members of the team covering the technical area(s), sectoral scope(s)
and relevant host country experience for evaluating the proposed CDM project are appointed. The final
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validation report underwent a technical review by a qualified independent technical reviewer in
accordance with CCL’s qualification procedure for CDM validation and verification that meets the
criteria of EB guidelines for qualification.

2.5

Validation team

X
X
X

Technical
Reviewer

X
X
X

Reporting
support

X
X
X

X

Technical
Expert input

X
X

&

X

Report
protocol
writing

1.2, 3.1, 13.1
1.2, 13.1
1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1
--1.2
1.2, 3.1, 13.1

Site visit &
Interview

Prakash Kumar Mishra
Dhananjay Kumar
Ravi Shankar
Stephanie Crichton
Pamela Gonzalez
Gaurav Sharma
Vikash Kumar Singh

Desk review

Supervision
of work

The validation team and the technical reviewer(s) consist of the following personnel:
Type of Involvement
Validation Team
Full Name
Appointed
for
Sectoral scopes
(Technical
Areas)
X
X

X
X
X
X

3 VALIDATION FINDINGS
The findings of the validation are stated in the following sections. The validation criteria (requirements)
the means of validation and the results from validating the identified criteria are documented in more
detail in the validation protocol in Appendix A.
The final validation findings related to the project design as documented and described in the revised
and resubmitted project design documentation.

3.1 Approval and Participation
/16/

The project participant is Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A of Chile. Letter of approval from the host country
/16/
have been submitted to the DOE by project participant. The LoA was found to be unconditional with
/B01/
respect to § 45 (a) to (d) VVM, ver 01.2
.
/16/

The LoA
from host country confirms the contribution of the proposed project activity to the
sustainable development in Chile.
/05/

The project participants are correctly listed in table A.3 of the PDD and the information is consistent
/05/
with the contact details provided in Annex 1 of the PDD . Participation in the project activity of the PP
/16/
has been authorized, as confirmed from the LoA
issued by the DNA of Chile. Validation team
verified the UNFCCC website and found that DNA of Chile listed there in the listed DNA. Based on that
/16/
/B01/
submitted LoA is valid and thus confirms to the requirement of § 47 and § 48 of VVM, ver 01.2
,
/16/
the following table summarizes the details of the LoA :
Project participant
Party involved
Project activity title
APPROVAL
LoA received
Date of LoA

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.
Chile (Host Country)
Hydro electrical power plant Allipén

LoA received from
Validation of authenticity

Project participant
A coloured copy of the LoA with the seal of DNA was received from
the project participant; hence Validation team does not doubt

Yes
03/12/2012
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Validity of LoA
Additional information
PARTICIPATION
Party is party to Kyoto
Protocol
Voluntary participation
Project contribution to SD

authenticity of LoA.
Yes, validation team considers the LoA in accordance with § 45 to
/B01/
48 VVM, version 01.2
No, LoA does not contain any additional specification of the project
activity like PDD version number etc.
Yes. Chile has ratified the Kyoto Protocol on 26/08/2002
Yes stated in the LoA
Yes stated in the LoA

The validation of approval and participation is carried out in accordance with § 45-48 and §52-53 of
/B01/
VVM version 01.2
and thus validation team confirms that the proposed project activity meets the
/B01/
requirement of § 44 and § 51 of VVM version 01.2
.
Moreover in this regard CAR 1 was raised and closed successfully during the course of validation.

Validation of ODA
Based on interview with the PP and review of the PDD, it is it is observed that there is no ODA
/19/
involved in the proposed project activity. Moreover, a declaration of non-ODA submitted by the PP is
assessed to be appropriate.
However, CL 4 was raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.

Confirmation of MoC
/17/

The Modalities of Communication (MoC)
signed on 14/12/2012, was received from the PP.
Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A. is the focal point for all communications to UNFCCC. As required in
Procedures for Modalities of Communication between Project Participants and the Executive Board,
the Validation Team has verified that for the Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A., the name of Mr. Fernando
Renz Tamm as sole (primary) authorised signatory for future communication related to the
corresponding scope of authority with UNFCCC.
/17/

/B08/

The MoC is assessed against requirement of EB 45 annex 59
and found correct. The Validation
/17/
Team confirms that the signatory and contact details on the MoC are authorized and credible.

3.2 Project design document
The PDD

/05/

for the project activity has been the basis for the validation process.
/B09/

Validation team confirms that the above mentioned PDD is based on the PDD template
that was
available on the UNFCCC-website and valid at the time of completion in accordance with the
/B06/
applicable guidance document
.
Several CARs and CLs were raised during the course of validation and successfully closed.

3.3 Project Design
Starting date of project
The starting date of the CDM
project
activity
was
on
13/07/2011, corresponding to
the signature of the contract for
/28/
the purchase of the turbines .

Expected project operational
lifetime
150,000 operational hours.
This is based on the default
value for operation lifetime of
Hydro turbine is provided in EB

Crediting period
First crediting period of 7 years
starting from 31/01/2013 or the
effective date of registration,
whichever is later.
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/B10/

50 Annex 15

.

This is the earliest date on
which
the
PP
commits
expenditures related to project
specific implementation and
construction
as
per
the
Glossary of CDM Terms and §
67 of EB 41 meeting report.
Herewith, the validation team summarizes major changes between webhosted PDD
/05/
version of PDD for submission as follows:
Subject
PDD ( project
participants
involved/ project
location /project
technology etc)
Parties
Project participants
Project location

Scope

Methodologies and
tools applied ( scope
and version
numbers)
CER calculations
(formula applied/
amount of emission
reduction)
Project Start Date
Monitoring
(parameters /
frequency )

/01/

title/

/05/

/01/

and final

Webhosted
Hydro electrical power
plant Allipén

Validated PDD
Hydro electrical
plant Allipén

Chile (host)

Chile (host)

No Change

Hidroeléctrica
Allipén
S.A.
Los
Laureles
town,
Cunco
Commune,
Cautín Province, IX
Region of La Araucanía.
I – Energy industries
(renewable - / nonrenewable sources)
AMS-I.D Version 17.0

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.

No Change

Los Laureles town, Cunco
Commune,
Cautín
Province, IX Region of La
Araucanía
I – Energy industries
(renewable
- /
nonrenewable sources)
AMS-I.D Version 17.0

No Change

8,944 tonnes of CO2 e
per annum.

7,980 tonnes of CO2 e.

power

Assessment
No changes

No changes

No changes

Please refer to
the CAR 2 and
CAR 7 and its
closure.
No changes
No changes

13/07/2011
13/07/2011
Quantity of net electricity Quantity of net electricity
generation supplied by generation supplied by the
the project plant/unit to project plant/unit to the
the grid in year y
grid in year y
Crediting period (
07 Years (Renewable)
07 Years (Renewable)
Please refer to
type / start date)
Start date of crediting Start date of crediting the CAR 7 and
period 01/06/2012
period 30/01/2013
its closure.
Please refer to Appendix A of this report for details of each change between webhosted PDD and the
final PDD for submission. The Validation Team has carried out the validation process based on the
Webhosted PDD and raised CARs/CLs against the project by issuing the validation protocol.
With the updated information and corrections done on final PDD, the PP has addressed all the CARs
/CLs that were raised by the Validation Team.
It is concluded that the Validation Team has reviewed the project in line with the VVM (version 01.2)
and all the evidence, corrections, justifications and updating done on the final PDD with respect to
CARs /CLs raised are accepted and closed by the Validation Team, issuing the positive validation
opinion for project registration.
The proposed project activity is a green field small scale hydro power project based on renewable
energy source (water) and is run of the river type (hydro) without having reservoir. Project involves the
/28/
installation and operation of 2 Ossberger turbines with an individual capacity of 1.450 MW with total
/28//45/
installed capacity of 2.9 MW along with two generators having capacity 1.34 MW each
. The
proposed project activity is connected to the grid i.e. Central Interconnected System (SIC) of Chile.
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/36/

Hydro electrical power plant. This hydro power plant has been commissioned in June 2012 , and
therefore the project activity displaces the predominantly fossil fuel based power generation in the grid
and hence reducing the GHG emissions.
The verified technical details of the turbine
project activity are as below:
Parameter

/32/ /36/

and generator

/39/ /32/

to be implemented under the

Turbines

Generators

Provider

Ossberger

Ossberger

Number of units

2

2

Type

Cross-flow

Three phase synchronous

Install capacity (MW)

1.45 each

1.34 each

Output (kVA)

-

1,486 each

Speed (r.p.m)

139

1000

Run-away speed (r.p.m)

306

2200

Voltage (V)

400

400

Frequency (Hz)

50

50

Nominal design flow (m /s)

7.75

-

Net head (m)

20

-

3

/05/

As per the PDD , the project activity is located in Los Laureles town, at Cunco Commune, Cautín
Province, IX Region of La Araucanía, Republic of Chile. Geographical coordinates i.e. latitude and
longitude of project location is 38º 59’ 52.88” S and 72º 13’ 22.95” W respectively which are consistent
/20/
with prior consideration form submitted to UNFCCC and DNA
and Environmental Impact
/21/
Assessment Report (DIA) .
The proposed project activity is expected to generate 12,372 MWh/year of electricity (with a plant load
/34/
factor of approximately 48.7%), the same was verified from the third party PLF report
(General
Power Ltda, technical due diligence report) dated 06/09/2011, and hence in line with the requirements
of Annex 11 of EB 48 for determination of Plant Load Factor. The plant load factor has been
1
determined ex-ante by the consultancy company General Power Ltda . It is a third party, engineering
and consultancy company, specialized in renewable energy project consultancy. Validation team
confirms the compliance of annex 11 of EB 48. The GHG emission reductions are estimated to be
/05/ /15/
/05/
average 7,980 tCO2e per annum
and 55,860 over the seven years renewable crediting period
/15/
. The project activity will thus reduce Green House gas (GHG) emissions associated with the SIC
(Central Interconnected System) grid of republic of Chile.
However, CARs 6 and 7 were raised and successfully closed during the course of validation in this
regard.
The hydro power technology employs environmentally sound and safe features in the host country of
Chile
/05/

A renewable crediting period of seven (07) years is chosen for the proposed project, expected date
of crediting period, 31/01/2013, or the effective date of registration, whichever is later. CL 7 was raised
and successfully closed during the course of validation in this regard.

1

www.renovables.cl
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The life time of the project has been taken a default value for operation lifetime of hydro turbines as per
EB 50 Annex 15, which is 150,000 operational hours and acceptable.
Based on the information gathered during onsite visit, interview and documents review, it is concluded
/19/
that there is no ODA involved in the proposed project. Moreover, a declaration
furnished by the
project participants regarding the non-ODA involvement is provided.
Geographical and physical boundaries of the project are clearly defined and found to be in line with the
/B02/
applied methodology AMS-I.D
version 17.0.
Carbon Check was able to verify all the documented evidence listed above during the validation
process and can confirm that data and considerations are complete and accurate.
Carbon Check confirms that the description of the proposed CDM project activity, as contained in the
/05/
PDD sufficiently covers all relevant elements, is accurate and complete and it provides the reader
/05/
with a clear understanding of the nature of the proposed CDM project activity. The PDD complies
/B02/
/B04/ /B010/
/B09/
/B03/ /B05/ /B06/ /B011/
with the relevant methodology
, tools
, forms
and guidance
at the time of
PDD submission for registration.

3.4 Application of selected baseline and monitoring methodology
The project applies the Approved consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D, version
/B02/
17.0
which also uses the “Tool to calculate the emission factor for electricity an electricity system”
/B04/
version 02.2.1
/B02/

The selected methodology is AMS I.D. version 17.0
. The applied version of methodology is the
latest version available at the moment of the request for registration.
/B02/

Applicability criteria for the baseline methodology
are assessed by the validation team by means of
/DR/
/I/
document review
and interview . It is agreed in the validation team’s opinion that the project activity
fully met the criteria as described below:
/B02/

Applicability criteria as per methodology

(a)

Supplying electricity to a national or
a regional grid; or

Validation Assessment
The project activity is a run-of-river
hydroelectric greenfield small scale project
where no renewable power plant was
operating prior to the implementation of the
/21//22/
project activity
. This was confirmed during
the onsite observation and interview with PP
and local stakeholders.

(b)

Supplying electricity to an identified
consumer
facility
via
national/regional grid through a
contractual arrangement such as
whee3ling.

The electricity generated by the project activity
will be supplied to the SIC grid (Central
/26/
Interconnected System)
of Chile. This was
verified during the site visit and from the
/26/ /22/ /21/
document provided
.

Paragraph1: This methodology comprises renewable
energy generation units, such as photovoltaic, hydro,
tidal/wave, wind, geothermal and renewable
biomass:

Hence the validation team confirms based on
/21//22//26/
document
review
and
onsite
observation and interview that the project
activity is a grid-connected renewable power
generation project activity that involves
installation of a greenfield plant.
Paragraph 3 This methodology is applicable to
project activities that (a) install a new power plant at
a site where there was no renewable energy power
plant operating prior to the implementation of the
project activity (Greenfield plant); (b) involve a

On the basis of documents review such as
/21/
Environmental Impact Statement (DIA)
and
Regional Evaluation Commission of the
Araucania
Region;
Resolution
of
Environmental Qualification for “Central
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/B02/

Applicability criteria as per methodology
capacity addition; (c) involve a retrofit of (an) existing
plant(s); or (d) involve a replacement of (an) existing
plant(s).

Validation Assessment
/22/
Hidroeléctrica Allipén”, Resolution No. 31
dated 14/03/2011, validation team can confirm
that the project is an installation of a new hydro
power plant project. Moreover, the power plant
is already started generation and supplied to
/26/.
the grid
At the time of interview and on-site
assessment, the “Hydro electrical power plant
Allipén” project was under construction and in
final phase. The validation team confirms that
the project activity is a green field power
/05/ 21/ /22/
plant
at a site where no renewable
power plant was operated prior to the
implementation of the project activity
(greenfield plant).

Paragraph 4: Hydro power plants with reservoirs that
satisfy at least one of the following conditions are
eligible to apply this methodology:
•

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

•

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

•

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

The project activity is a run of river power plant
without reservoir. The same has been checked
/05//21//22/
from the document review
and onsite
observation and interviews with PP and
stakeholders, and hence this paragraph of
methodology is not applicable for the
candidate project.

Paragraph 5: If the new unit has both renewable and
non-renewable components (e.g. a wind/diesel unit),
the eligibility limit of 15 MW for a small-scale CDM
project activity applies only to the renewable
component. If the new unit co-fires fossil fuel, the
capacity of the entire unit shall not exceed the limit of
15 MW.

The proposed project has only one component
that is a renewable source for generate
electricity. The validation team checked the
/22/
environmental authorization
for the project
activity and confirms that the PP is available to
generate renewable energy by the use of the
course of Allipén channel and no authorization
for co-fire fossil fuel in the project site.

Paragraph 6: Combined heat and power (cogeneration) systems are not eligible under this
category.

The project activity is a run of river power
plant, the same has been checked from the
/05/ /21/ /22/
document review
and from the
interviews, and hence this paragraph of
methodology is not applicable for the
candidate project.

Paragraph 7: In the case of project activities that
involve the addition of renewable energy generation
units at an existing renewable power generation
facility, the added capacity of the units added by the

Proposed project is a green-field grid
connected hydro power project as verified from
/05/ /21/ /22/
the provided documents
and from the
onsite visit and interviews, validation team
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/B02/

Applicability criteria as per methodology
project should be lower than 15 MW and should be
physically distinct from the existing units.

Validation Assessment
confirms that it is not a case of addition of
renewable energy generation units at an
existing renewable power generation facility;
hence this paragraph is not applicable for the
subject project case.

Paragraph 8: In the case of retrofit or replacement, to
qualify as a small-scale project, the total output of
the retrofitted or replacement unit shall not exceed
the limit of 15 MW

Proposed project is a green-field grid
connected hydro power project as verified from
/05/ /21/ /22/
the provided documents
and from the
onsite visit and interviews, validation team
confirms that it is not a case of retrofit or
replacement; hence this paragraph is not
applicable for the subject project case.

The selected baseline and monitoring methodology is an approved methodology which was verified
/41/
from the UNFCCC website . Based on above assessment Carbon Check confirms that the project
/B02/
activity meets the applicability conditions of the methodology
and concludes that the project activity
/B02/
correctly applies the approved baseline and monitoring methodology AMS-I.D, version 17.0
.
/B01/

Carbon Check Confirms the requirement laid down in § 66 to §69 of VVM version 01.2
/B01/
assessment also complies with the requirement of §65 of VVM version 01.2
.

. The above

CAR 3 and CL 5 were raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.

3.5 Project boundary and baseline identification
/B02/

As per the methodology
, the spatial extent of the project boundary includes the project
power plant and all power plants connected physically to the electricity system that the proposed CDM
/B02/
project is connected to. In line with the requirement of the applied methodology AMS-I.D
,
project boundary encompasses the physical and geographical site of the 2.9 MW hydro power
project and includes the power house with turbines and generators, transformers, transmission
lines and metering equipment. The spatial extent of the project boundary is clearly defined in the
/05/
/B02/
section B.3 of the PDD . The defined project boundary is in line with AMS-I.D (version 17.0)
.
In summary, the project boundary is correctly identified in accordance with the methodology AMS-I.D,
/B02/
version 17.0
. The greenhouse gas emissions occurring within the proposed project activity
boundary as a result of the implementation of the proposed CDM project activity is negligible and
/05/
appropriately addressed in the PDD .
Identified project boundary and selected sources of emissions are justified for the project activity type.
Based on the review of supporting document evidence provided by the project participant, onsite
inspection and sectoral expertise, Carbon Check confirms that the project boundary and emission
/05/
sources described in the PDD are accurate and complete, and also that the selected sources and
gases are justified for the proposed project activity type.

3.5.1 Baseline identification
Identified baseline scenario (since the project activity is an installation of a new grid-connected
/21/ /22/
/B02/
renewable power plant)
,in line with the methodology AMS-I.D, version 17.0
, is the scenario
where the electricity delivered to the grid by the project activity would have otherwise been generated
by the operation of grid-connected power plants and by the addition of new generation sources, as
reflected in the combined margin (CM) calculations described in the “Tool to calculate the emission
factor for an electricity system” Version 02.2.1. Equivalent electricity that would have been generated
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in absence of the project activity, by the operation of the grid-connected power plants belonging to SIC
(Central Interconnected System).
Validation team confirms that the identified baseline scenario in the PDD
/B02/
requirement of applied methodology
.

/05/

confirms to the

In the baseline scenario the electricity delivered from the project activity to the grid would have been
generated by fossil fuels grid-connected power plants and by the addition of new generation sources.
This is reflected in the combined margin (CM) – the weighted average of the operating margin (OM)
emission factor and the build margin (BM) emission factor. The weightings are set to be respectively
50% and 50%, which are the default values stipulated by “Tool to calculate the emission factor for an
/B04/
electricity system”, version 02.2.1
for hydro projects.
Carbon Check verified all the documented evidence during the validation process and can confirm that:
/05/
• all the assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the PDD , including
their references and sources
• all documents referred under section 2.1, are relevant for establishing the baseline scenario
/05/
and correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD
• assumptions and data used in the identification of the baseline scenario are justified
appropriately, supported by evidence and can be deemed reasonable
/B02/

has been correctly applied to
Carbon Check confirms that the approved baseline methodology
identify the most reasonable baseline scenario and the identified baseline scenario reasonably
represents what would occur in the absence of the proposed CDM project activity.
CARs 5 and 6 were raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.

3.5.2 GHG Emission Reductions:
Determination of Baseline Emission
/B02

The baseline emissions under the applied methodology
are the product of electrical energy baseline
EGBL,y expressed in MWh of electricity produced by the renewable generating unit multiplied by the grid
emission factor. The baseline emissions are calculated as follows which is in line with the applied
methodology:

BE y = EGBL , y * EFCO2 , grid , y
Where:

BE y

= Baseline Emissions in year y (t CO2)

EGBL , y

= Quantity of net electricity supplied to the grid as a result of the implementation of
the CDM project activity in year y (MWh)

EFCO 2 , grid , y

= CO2 emission factor of the grid in year y (tCO2/MWh).

Emission factor of the grid (EFCO2,grid,y) is calculated the combined margin (CM), which consists of the
combination of operating margin (OM) and build margin (BM) according to the procedures prescribed
in the “Tool to calculate the Emission Factor for an electricity system” which is in line with option (a) of
/B02/
§12 of applied methodology AMS I. D. version 17
.
/B02/

The above equation as provided by the applied methodology
/02/
the PDD , checked by the validation team.

has been transparently provided in

Calculation of the EFCO2,grid,y
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A combined margin (CM), consisting of the combination of operating margin (OM) and build margin
(BM) according to the procedures prescribed in the ‘Tool to calculate the Emission Factor for an
electricity system’ version 02.2.1.{not the latest version of the tool however can be used(not later than
the calendar day (at 24:00 GMT) eight months from the publication date of EB 70 meeting report) as
per paragraph 60 of EB 70 meeting report, in accordance with paragraph 36 of the “Procedure for the
submission and consideration of requests for revision of approved baseline and monitoring
methodologies and tools for large-scale CDM project activities”}.,
Table below shows the assessment steps of Emission Factor determination:

Step

Description

Determination and Assessment of GEF calculation /15/

1

Identify
the
relevant
electricity
systems.

Electricity generated by the proposed project activity will be
supplied to one of the four electric systems in Chile. All four grid
systems are independent to each other, and that is confirmed by
the website of the National Commission of Energy (Spanish;
/42/
Comisión Nacional de Energía “CNE”)
– www.cne.cl

Justified
Yes
No

The project is connected to the Central Interconnected
/37/
System
(Spanish: Sistema Interconectado Central (SIC)),
which extends between the towns Taltal and Chiloé with 71.03%
of the installed capacity in the country. The SIC is a private
entity which is constituted by the generators and distributors,
which is regulated by the Economic Load Dispatch Center
(CDEC-SIC), that is an organization defined in the General Law
of Electrical Services.

2

3

Choose
whether
to
include
offgrid
power
plants in the
project
electricity
system
(optional).

Select
a
method
to
determine the
operating
margin (OM).

The project activity is connected to one of the national grid of
Republic of Chile and hence for the purpose of estimation of
baseline emission factor the consideration of SIC grid is
appropriate and correct and is in line with the requirements
/B04/
specified in the tool
The project is connected to SIC grid and it did not include off
grid power plant in the project electricity system. The same is
verified in the various documents e.g. CEDEC-SIC data base
/37/
used for the calculations , Environmental Impact Statement
/21/
(DIA) of Hydroelectric Allipén
and memorandum of
undersatnding of water rights transfer to Hidroeléctrica Allipén
S.A., betweeen Gestión de Proyectos Electricos S.A. (hereafter
/24/
GPE S.A.) and Ascociación de Canalistas Canal Allipén .
Validation team confirms that the project has considered only
grid connected power plants for the calculation of grid emission
/B04/
, hence is
factor and the same is in line with the tool
acceptable to the validation team.
Option (b) Simple Adjust OM, one of the four methods provided
/B04/
in the tool
for calculating the operating margin is selected.

Yes
No

Yes
No

The Simple Adjust OM method is selected by the PP in the
/05/
PDD and justified appropriately by; the average participation
of the power plants "Low cost/must run" in the SIC for the years
/15//37/
2006 - 2010 as more than 50% (59%)
. This was checked
/37/
by the validation team with the CDEC-SIC database
and
found it traceable and acceptable. The ex-ante option for
determining the Simple Adjust OM is opted by the PP, which is
/B04/
as per the tool
.
The currently available information of the CEDEC-SIC at the
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time of validation is the daily power generation of the electricity
system until 2011, but the amount and type of fuel used for each
plant is not available yet. Therefore, the PP has used the data
/2001/
/37/
value from the yearbook
-2010
issued at the official
website of the Economic and Charge Dispatch Centre of the
Central Interconnected System (CEDEC-SIC) for calculation of
the grid emission factor, year 2008, 2009 and 2010, considered
the most recent data available at the time of submission of the
/01/
PDD to the DOE for validation and the same is in line with the
/B04/
tool
acceptable to the validation team.
4

Calculate the
operating
margin
emission
factor
(EFgrid,OM,y)
according to
the selected
method.

The simple adjusted OM emission factor (EFgrid,OM-adj,y), is
calculated as the generation weighted average CO2 emissions
per unit net electricity generation (tCO2/MWh) of all generating
power plants serving the system, where the power plants/units
(including imports) are separated in low-cost/must-run power
sources (k) and other power sources (m).

Yes
No

/B04/

As per the tool
the simple adjusted OM is calculated by
Option A, based on the net electricity generation and a CO2
emission factor of each power unit.
EFEL,m,y is determined in line with option A1 of the applied
/B04/
tool
. The PP used the data of NCV from national average
/B04/
default values (second option of the tool
) sourced from
National Energy Balance 2008 of the National Commission of
Energy, while the value of emissions factors EFCO2, i, y was taken
from IPCC 2006 (default values at the lower limit of the
uncertainty at a 95% confidence interval as provided in table 1.4
of Chapter 1 of Vol. 2 (Energy) of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines on
/43/
National GHG Inventories .
The National Energy Commission does not give the information
if the value is the net or the gross calorific value, therefore, as a
conservative approach the PP decided to use the gross calorific
value for calculations. This is found accepted by the validation
team.
For the determination of EGm,y, the PP provide values according
/B04/
to the requirement of the tool
in monitoring table, the real
annual operation values where considered from the CDEC-SIC
website, what is acceptable by the validation team.
When for a power unit m only data on electricity generation is
available, an emission factor of 0 tCO2/MWh (Option A.3) is
considered by the PP. This approach is conservative and hence
acceptable to validation team.
All the data explained in the spreadsheet presented by the PP
/37/
for the OM calculation are sourced from CDEC-SIC website ;
has considered the national and official published data for
/37/
electricity generation & CDEC-SIC Yearbook
for additional
information e.g. commissioning year, fuel consumption, type
fuel). All this data was cross checked with the source above
mention and found that PP has correctly calculated the
generation weighted average value and this is in line with the
/B04/
tool
.
Therefore, the calculated OM = 0.7216 tCO2/MWh is correct and
/B04/
in line with the requirements of applied tool
.
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5

Calculate the
build margin
(BM) emission
factor.

/B04/

PP has chosen option 1 of the applied tool
to calculated
build margin emission factor. For the first crediting period, build
margin emission factor ex ante based on the most recent
information available on units already built for sample group m
/01/
at the time of submission of the PDD to the DOE for validation
/B04/
i.e., for the year 2010, and the same is in line with the tool
.

Yes
No

The sample group of power units m used to calculate the build
margin was determinate with points (a) (b) and (c) as per the
/B04/
procedure of the tool
The PP identify the 5 most recent
power units, excluding CDM (SET5-units) and the units that
comprise at least 20% of the system generation, excluding CDM
(SET≥20%) for determine the SETsample.
Validation team based on document review confirms that the
AEGSET≥20% > AEGSET-5-units for the SIC grid 2010 and hence
consideration of AEGSET≥20% for the SETsample is a correct
approach. PP has calculated the Build Margin emission factor
ex-ante for data values for 2010.
The validation team confirms that the BM calculation is correctly
/B04/
applied complying with the applied tool
.

6

Calculate the
combined
margin (CM)
emissions
factor.

Therefore, BM = 0.5687 tCO2/MWh is justifiable and acceptable
to validation team.
According to the “Tool to calculate the emission factor for an
/B04/
electricity system” (Version 02.2.1)
, the default weights
applicable for hydro projects are W OM = 0.50 and W BM = 0.50.
The same has been followed by PP and the CM is calculated for
the first crediting period is the 0.6451 tCO2/MWh.

Yes
No

The weighting of OM emission factor and BM emission factor for
calculate CM emission factor is categorized by type of CDM
project.
The calculation of CM = 0.6451 tCO2/MWh is justified.

Assessment of assumptions used in Baseline Emissions
Parameter

Value
Applied

Unit

Source of
Information

DOE Conclusion

BASELINE EMISSIONS
Rated
Capacity of
the plant

2.9

MW

Plant Load
Factor

48.7

%

Commissioning
certificate: Ossberger
GmbH
+
Co.
Commissioning
/36/
Record .
• Purchase
agreement
/28/
(order) of turbines .
Third Party (engineering
company)
technical
/34/
report

•

Cross-checked
with
/36/
commissioning record
dated
14/05/2012 and purchase order
/28
of turbines and found correct.

Technical report issued by third
party engineering company
/34/
“General Power Ltda”
(page
9) clearly states that the PLF is
48.7%. The validation team
confirm that PLF is calculated in
line with EB 48 Annex 11.
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Combined
margin

0.6451

tCO2/MWh

GEF calculation
/10/
sheet

spread

Crosschecked
with
GEF
/10/
calculation
spread
sheet
(please
check
above
assessment)
and
found
acceptable.

Proposed project intends to reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by generating electricity from a
renewable source i.e. hydro, which would be exported to the SIC grid of the Republic of Chile.
There are no GHG emissions arising from the project being a hydro energy project without reservoir in
line with applied methodology AMS I.D version 17.0. Hence, the project emissions are estimated zero
which is acceptable to validation team.
The energy generating equipment i.e. turbines and generators are new equipments which is verified
/28/
/36/
with the purchase agreement , commissioning record and onsite observation and therefore, these
equipments are not transferred from another activity and leakage is not considered for this project.
The calculation approach and calculation of the baseline emission and emission reduction are
/05/
and hence in line with the applied
adequately documented in section B.6.1 and B.6.3 of PDD
/B02/
methodology AMS-I.D version 17.0
.
/05/

According to the final PDD the project is expected to reduce emissions of 55,860 tCO2e over a 7
year renewable crediting period. The DOE has assessed the emission reduction calculation spread
/15/
sheet and parameters used therein, and found that estimated emission reductions are according to
/B02/
/B04/
the applied methodology
and tool
and thus concluded them plausible and conservative for the
proposed project activity.
In summary, the calculation of emission reductions is correctly demonstrated by the PP according to
the methodology AMS I.D. version 17.0 and the referred tool “Tool to calculate the emission factor for
an electricity system (Version)” version 02.2.1. The summary of GHG emission reduction is as follows:
All assumptions made for estimating
GHG are listed in the PDD
All data used by project participants are
listed in the PDD
Their references and sources are also
listed in the PDD
Formulas, parameters, values are
complete, accurate, transparent and
conservative
All the references and documents used
are correctly quoted and conservatively
interpreted in the PDD
Methodology has been applied correctly
to calculate project emissions, baseline
emissions, leakage emissions and
emission reductions
All the emissions of baseline emissions
can be replicated using information
provided in the PDD

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

As per PDD

/05/

As per PDD
Section B.6

/05/

Section B.6
Annex 3 Baseline Information and

As per section B.6 of the PDD
/10/
sheet

/05/

and EF spread

As per section B.6 of the PDD
/10/
sheet

/05/

and EF spread

Yes
No

As per section B.6 of the PDD
/10/
sheet

/05/

and EF spread

Yes
No

As per AMS I.D.
methodological tool,
emission factor for an
/B04/
02.2.1”
.
As per AMS I.D.
methodological tool,
emission factor for an
/B04/
02.2.1”
.

Yes
No

/B02/

version 17.0
and
“Tool to calculate the
electricity system/Version
/B02/

version 17.0
and
“Tool to calculate the
electricity system/Version

CARs 4, 5 and 6 were raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.
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3.6 Additionality
3.6.1. CDM consideration
Project developer has stated the start date of the project activity as 13/07/2011 date in which the
purchase agreement for the turbines was signed with the provider and has submitted a copy of the
/28/
contract
as evidence. The propose project at the time of interview and on-site assessment was
under construction and in final phase. During the validation process the proposed project is
/36/.
commissioned which is verified by the commissioning record
The PP defined the project start date as 13/07/2011 which is the earliest date at which either the
implementation or construction or real action of the CDM project activity begins as per Glossary of
CDM Terms (version 6).
As the start date of the project activity is after 02/08/2008, this is considered a new project activity
/B05/
according with paragraph 2 of Annex 13, EB 62
.
The PDD of the proposed project is webhosted on 31/03/2012 and the project start date is
13/07/2011 the date on which purchase agreement signed with the technology provider Ossberger
/28/
/20/
GmbH . The prior consideration is taken care and PP informed to UNFCCC
and respective
/20/
Chilean DNA
on 21/04/2010 about the intention of proposed project implementation under CDM
which is before the start date.Validation team, therefore, concludes that the PDD confirms to Annex 13,
/B05/
EB 62
.

3.6.2. Alternatives
/B02/

This is a hydro power project and is based on the Methodology AMS-I.D Ver. 17.0
methodology states;

. The

The baseline scenario is that the electricity delivered to the grid by the project activity would have
otherwise been generated by the operation of grid-connected power plants and by the addition of new
generation sources into the grid.
/B01/

Paragraph 105 of VVM
states that PDD is required to identify credible alternatives to the project
activity in order to determine the most realistic baseline scenario, unless the approved methodology
that is selected by the proposed CDM project activity prescribes the baseline scenario and no further
/B02/
analysis is required. Since the approved methodology AMS-I.D
used by the project activity
prescribes the baseline scenario, no further analysis of alternatives is required for the project activity.
Validation Team, therefore, concludes that the PDD and the validation report conforms to the guidance
given by EB vide paragraph 105 of VVM (Ver.01.2).

3.6.3. Approach for Additionality
The approach of additionality of the project is microscale additionality which is in line with §2 (d) of the
/B05/
EB 68 Annex 26
.
/36/

As the project activity is a renewable energy technology with a install capacity of 2.9 MW
smaller
than 5MW and the project activity employs specific renewable energy technologies/measures
recommended by the Chilean DNA and approved by the Board to be additional in the host country
which is in line with Guidelines for demonstrating additionality of micro-scale project activities version
/B03/
03
.
The proposed project employs renewable energy technology of less than 5 MW capacity i.e. 2.9 MW.
/44/
Moreover,
the
validation
team
cross
checked
the
UNFCCC
website
http://cdm.unfccc.int/DNA/submissions/files/2012/0402_chile_res.pdf and found that Board at its sixtythird meeting accepted the DNA recommendations for specific renewable energy technologies/
measures to qualify as conferring automatic additionality of the hydro project which are equal to or less
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than 5MW capacity and ratio of installed capacity of the specific grid connected renewable energy
technology in the total installed grid connected power generation capacity in the host country shall be
equal to or less than 3%.
However, a CAR 4 was raised and closed successfully during validation process.
/B03/

The validation team can conclude that proposal provided by the DNA
of the host country was
/41//44/
adopted by the EB
and this approach is valid until 15 April 2015 for hydro Project with less than 5
MW of install capacity. Hence the proposed project is additional.

3.6.6 Summary
In the above background, validation team concludes that the project comply with the requirement of the
/B03/
“Guidelines for demonstrating additionality of micro-scale project activities” version 04.0
, hence it is
additional.

3.7 Monitoring Plan
The approved baseline and monitoring methodology “AMS-I.D “Grid connected renewable electricity
/B02/
generation”, ver. 17.0
has been applied.
The monitoring plan is in accordance with the monitoring methodology; the monitoring plan will give
opportunity for real measurement of achieved emission reductions.
Based on the verification of all the parameters presented in the monitoring plan against the
requirements of the methodology, validation team concludes that no deviations relevant to the project
activity have been found.
Carbon Check confirms that the monitoring arrangements described in the monitoring plan are feasible
within the project design, and the means of implementation of the monitoring plan are sufficient to
ensure the emission reductions achieved by/resulting from the proposed CDM project activity can be
reported ex post and verified. The same was verified during the onsite visit and interview with the
project implementation team.
CAR 8, 9 and 10 were raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.

3.7.1

Parameters determined ex-ante

The combined margin emission factor is determined ex ante based on the most recent information
/01/
available at the time of PDD was submitted for validation.
Following data and parameters used for the calculation of OM and BM are listed (along with values
/05/
and source in tabular form) in the section B.6.2 of the PDD , checked and found correct and hence
acceptable to the validation team.
The verified (ex-ante fixed) value for OM, BM and CM are listed in below table:
Data and Parameters
Unit
Ex ante Determined value
Operating Margin of Chilean Grid (SIC) (OM)

tCO2/MWh

0.7216

Build margin of Chilean Grid (SIC) (BM)

tCO2/MWh

0.5687

Combined margin emission factor of Chilean
Grid (SIC) (CM)

tCO2/MWh

0.6451

Data and parameter determined ex-ante presented in the PDD
/B02/
/B04/ /B010/
the applied methodology
and referred tool
therein.

/05/

are found sufficient and in line with
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3.7.2

Parameters monitored ex-post

According to AMS-I.D, quantity of net electricity generation supplied by the project plant/unit to the grid
in year y (Chilean Grid) is the only parameter monitored ex-post. The quantity of net electricity
generation supplied by the project plant EGBl,y will be measured by electricity meter at the electricity
delivery point. Data will be electronically recorded and consolidated on a daily basis and aggregated
monthly. These values will be cross checked against measurements results with electricity injection
records published by the CDEC-SIC on monthly basis.
The GHG indicators, parameters, monitoring methods, frequencies and the measurement equipment
were considered to be reasonable and appropriate. The parameter, EGBl,y, will allow the calculation of
the baseline emissions in a proper manner as there are no project emissions and leakage in the
proposed project activity as per the applied methodology.
However, in this regards, CAR 8, 9 and 10 was raised and successfully closed during the course of
validation.

3.7.3

Management system and quality assurance

Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A. formed a structured project management team to ensure proper operation
and continuous monitoring of proposed project activity.
As interviewed during the onsite observation, all the personnel are qualified and trained for the type of
work. From the whole assessment during onsite observation and desk review by the DOE, the project
management planning is found to be adequate and appropriate for type of project monitoring.
/05/

Detailed procedures have been elaborated in the PDD . These will be maintained and implemented
to enable subsequent verification of emission reductions.
The application of the monitoring methodology is transparent and Carbon Check considers that the
project participants are able to implement the monitoring plan.
In Carbon Check’s opinion is that the project participant’s ability to implement the monitoring plan is
adequate in order to measure and demonstrate its compliance as per the applied methodology.

3.8 Sustainable Development
The host party’s DNA, Ministry of Environment of Chile has confirmed the contribution of the project to
/16/
the sustainable development in Chile according to the Letter of Approval for the Project , which was
checked by the validation team to be valid.
The project activity is in compliance with all current applicable legislations. As the project activity does
not lead to generation of hazardous waste and will partly displace fossil fuel based electricity
generation from the grid, there are only benefits derived out of the project and no adverse effects are
envisaged.
In conclusion, the validation team is of the opinion that the project activity is in full compliance with all
applicable requirements for the CDM by leading to emission reductions additional to what would have
otherwise occurred, providing for reliable and measurable emission reductions with sustainable
development in Republic of Chile.

3.9

Environmental Impacts
/21/

The Environmental Impact Statement of the proposed project was carried out in accordance with the
Chilean legislation. Report is also published on http://www.sea.gob.cl/ for public review. An approval to
the report from Chilean DNA is received on 14/03/2011.
/21/
/22/
After assessing the Environmental Impact Statement and the Environmental Approval
, Carbon
Check confirms that project is meeting all national regulations. Carbon Check also confirms that
/21/
Environmental Impact Statement is substantiating the contribution of the creation of employment in
Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.|Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard| Rivonia| Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa|
FM 4.9 Validation Report

26

VALIDATION REPORT
CCL0075/HPPA/24102011

the region, project location and geographical coordinates and proposed project being a green field
project.
The conclusion of the analysis has been described in the PDD
impacts are expected from the project activity.

3.10

/05/

, and no significant environmental

Local Stakeholders Consultation

Stakeholders have been directly asked to comment on the project through a public statement through
an official publication on a regional newspaper (El Austral) on 12/04/2011 as a first approach, which at
the end of the article, the PP invited to send comments and doubts to the contact email address
gerenciagpe@gpe.cl. As a second approach, the PP invited the community to a stakeholder meeting
through the community council. Invitations made to local community organizations and citizens were
mainly through telephone and voice to voice communication. The PP has made available the Mayor’s
contact info and his secretaries contact info for confirming the information. Also, a letter from the
/25/
Mayor’s inviting the “Los Laureles” Drinkable Water Commission has been submitted by the PP . The
meeting was conducted at the Cultural Centre building in Cunco city, on 21/09/2011. 12 people
representing the community council and local stakeholders, assisted to the informative workshop. The
/37/
attendance list was submitted by the PP . The comments received during the local stakeholder
/05/
consultation process has been taken into account by PP, and described in the PDD , which was
checked and found acceptable with regard to the requirement of paragraph 128-129 of VVM version
/B01/
.
01.2
/25/
Validation team reviewed all relevant information of local stakeholder consultation meeting
and
/B01/
confirms that the LSC meeting meets to the requirement of § 127 of VVM, ver 01.2
. The validation
team confirms that the process for conducting the local stakeholders meeting is adequate and credible.
CL 9 was raised and successfully closed during the course of validation.

4.0 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs
/01/

PDD version 01 was made publicly available on the CDM UNFCCC website for Global Stakeholder
Consultation Process for 30 days from 31/03/2012
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/Validation/DB/C8AFXLVD64G96FJRNHUHNDMIWADGYW/view.html).
No comments from global Stakeholders were received during the Global Stakeholders Consultation.
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Appendix A

CDM Validation Protocol
“Hydro electrical power plant Allipén”

Report No. CCL0075/HPPA/24102011
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TABLE 1 MANDATORY REQUIREMENT
Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Annex I in achieving compliance with part of
their emission reductions commitment under Art. 3.

Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2

OK

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

Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2

OK

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

Kyoto Protocol Art.12.5a

OK

4. The project shall assist non-Annex I Parties in achieving sustainable development and
shall have obtained confirmation by the Host Country thereof.

Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2

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

Decision 17/CP.7

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §29

OK

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §30/31a

OK

8. The participating Annex I Party’s assigned amount shall have been calculated and
recorded.

CDM Modalities and Procedures §31b

OK

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §31b

OK

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §43

OK

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

Kyoto Protocol Art.12.5b

OK

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §37b

OK

13. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs shall have been invited to

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40

OK
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Requirement
comment on the validation requirements for a minimum of 30/45 days, and the project
design document and comments have been made publicly available.

Reference

Conclusion

14. Baseline and monitoring methodology shall be previously approved by the CDM
Methodology Panel.

CDM Modalities and Procedures §37e

OK

15. A baseline shall be established on a project-specific basis, in a transparent manner and
taking into account relevant national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances.

CDM Modalities and Procedures §47

OK

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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §37f

OK

Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.|Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard| Rivonia| Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa|

30

VALIDATION REPORT
CDM Validation Report N° CCL0075/HPPA/24102011

TABLE 2 REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST

Checklist Question

Reference

MoV2

Comments

A. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ACTIVITY
A.1 Title of the project activity
A.1.1
Title of the project activity, version number and date
of PDD (section A.1).

/01/, /17/,
/29/

DR, CC

A.1.2

/01/, /05/

DR,CC

Section A.1 of the PDD contains the
project title, version number and the date
of completion. However the title cannot
be verified as Letter of Approval (LoA)
from the Host Party is not yet submitted
to the DOE for validation.
Yes,
the
project
complies
with
“Guidelines for completing the simplified
project design document (CDM-SSCPDD) version 05. However, numbers of
findings (CAR/CLs) have been raised on
applicability
of
CDM-SSC-PDD
guidelines, in the subsequent sections of
this report.

Does the project activity comply with the applicable
requirements for completing PDDs?

A.2 Description of the proposed project activity
A.2.1
Does the PDD contain an accurate description of the
project activity and provide the reader with a clear
understanding of the precise nature of the project
activity and the technical aspects of its
implementation? How was the design of the project
assessed?

2

/01/, /13/,
/14/, /23/,
/25/, /26/

DR, I, CC,
SV

Following is a consolidated clarification in
section A.2 of the PDD: • Installed capacity of the proposed
project activity is not consistent
among section A.2, A.4 and B.5 of
the PDD. Moreover, validation team
also observed inconsistency in
installed capacity during interview of
the CDM consultant and the plant
operators.

MoV: DR document review, I interview, CC cross checking
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•

•

Description that how the proposed
project activity reduces greenhouse
gas emission, is not clearly provided.
Expected
start
date
of
implementation of the proposed
project is not clear from the
information provided.

All the acronyms used e.g. PM, NOx,
SOx required to be clearly elaborated
in the PDD.
The project is a greenfield project and
does not involve alteration.

•

A.2.2

A.2.3

Does the project activity involve alteration of existing
installations? If yes, have the differences between
pre-project and post-project activity been clearly
described in the PDD?

/01/, /13/,
/14/, /23/,
/25/, /26/

Does the project activity qualify as a small-scale
CDM project activity as defined in paragraph 6(c) of
decision 17/CP.7 on the modalities and procedures
for the CDM?

/01/, /11/,
/13/, /14/,
/19/, /29/

DR, I, SV,
CC

DR, I, SV,
CC

Yes. The capacity of the entire unit is
2.96 MW and the power plant will be not
exited the limit of small scale CDM
Project. So the project activity qualifies as
a small-scale CDM project activity as
defined in paragraph 6(c) of decision
17/CP.7
on
the
modalities
and
procedures for the CDM.

OK

OK

OK

OK

CL 2

OK

Based on the site visit, interview, and
cross-check with UNFCCC website, the
project developer Hidroeléctrica Allipén
S.A. does not have any other hydro
projects within 1 km of the proposed
project site.
A.3 Project participant(s)
A.3.1
Have the Party(ies) and project participant(s),
participating in the project activity, been listed in
tabular form in Section A.3 of the PDD and are they
consistent with the information detailed in its Annex
1?

/01/, /09/,
/11/, /17/,
/19/, /29/

DR, CC
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A.3.2

Do all participating Parties fulfil the participation
requirements as following:
a) Party has ratified the Kyoto Protocol
b) Party has a Designated National Authority
Has/have the Letter(s) of Approval (LoA) been
issued?

/01/, /19/,
/17/, /29/

DR, CC

/02/

DR

A.3.4

Do/does the Letter(s) of Approval meet the following
requirements?
a) the LoA confirms that the Party has ratified
the Kyoto Protocol
b) the LoA confirms that participation is
voluntary
c) the LoA confirms that the project contributes
to the sustainable development of the Host
Country
d) the LoA refers to the precise project activity
title in the PDD
e) the LoA was received directly by the DNA(s)
of the participating Parties

/02/

DR

A.3.5

Have all private/public project participants been
authorized by a Party to the Kyoto Protocol?

/01/, /29/

DR, CC

/01/, /13/,
/14/, /30/.

DR, CC,
SV

A.3.3

A.4 Technical description of the project
A.4.1
Has the project location been clearly defined?
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participant (“Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.”)
is a public or private entity.
Moreover, name of the Host party need
to be corrected, as it is found from the
sources that “Republic of Chile” is the
official name of the host party.
Please refer CAR 1 in section A.1.1
above.

CAR 1

OK

CAR 1

OK

CAR 1

OK

Please refer CAR 1 in section A.1.1
above.

CAR 1

OK

In section A.4.1.4, the coordinates of the
project activity have not been presented
in proper format required. (Degrees,
Minutes, Seconds)
Moreover, the details of the project

CAR 2

OK

Host Country approval (LoA) has Not
been provided to DOE for Validation.
Please refer CAR 1 in section A.1.1
above.
Please refer CAR 1 in section A.1.1
above.
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A.4.2

Does the project design engineering reflect current
good practices? Would the technology result in a
significantly better performance than any commonly
used technologies in the Host Country? Is any
transfer of technology from any Annex I Party
involved?

/01/, /13/,
/15/, /24/,
/25/, /26/.

DR, I, SV,
CC

location exceed one page limit which is
not in line with the CDM-SSC-PDD
guideline version 05.
Yes. The technology is renewable energy
generation. As the technology does not
generate emissions the project design
engineering
reflects
current
good
practices.

CL 3

OK

CL 4

OK

CL 5

OK

The technology is well established and
historically has a proven track record of
providing clean energy, resulting in better
performance than the commonly used
technology in the Host Country.

A.4.3

If public funding from Parties included in Annex I has
been used for the project activity, have these Parties
provided an affirmation that such funding does not
result in a diversion of official development
assistance (ODA) and that it is separate from and
not counted towards the financial obligations of
these Parties?

/01/

B. APPLICATION OF A BASELINE AND MONITORING METHODOLOGY
B.1 Methodology applied
B.1.1
Does the project activity apply an approved
/01/, /04/,
methodology and the correct version thereof?
/29/.

DR, I

CC, DR, I

As mentioned under section A.4.2 of the
PDD that “turbine and generator were
imported from Germany”. However, from
the description, it is not clear whether
project involves the technology transfer to
the host country.
In section A.4.4 it is mentioned that no
public funding has been used. Moreover
PP is required to submit the evidence for
the same.

The project has applied AMS ID, Grid
connected
renewable
electricity
generation, version 17 of 03/06/2011,
which is a valid version.
Justification of choice and category of
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project activity is provided in section B.1
and not in section B.2 as required by
CDM-SSC-Form. Please clarify
Moreover, following are the observations
for the justification of choice of
methodology made for the proposed
project activity:1. First
two
paragraphs
of
methodology AMS I.D, version
17 has not been included in the
table of applicability criteria.
2. Add one more column in the
table, specifying the evidence for
the justification provided. Also,
all the evidences are required to
be submitted to the DOE.
B.2 Applicability criteria of the methodology/tools
B.2.1
How has it been validated whether the project
activity complies with the applicability criteria?
B.2.2

In the selected baseline, one of the baseline(s)
described in the methodology and is it confirm the
applicability of the methodology?

/01/, /04/,
/07/

CC, DR

Please refer CL 5 in section B.1.1 above.

CL 5

OK

/01/, /04/,
/07/

CC, DR,I

The selected baseline scenario is in
accordance with the applied methodology
AMS I. D, “Electricity delivered to the grid
by the project activity would have
otherwise been generated by the
operation of grid-connected power plants
and by the addition of new generation
sources into the grid.

CL 5

OK

CAR 3

OK

However to confirm the applicability of
the methodology, refer CL 5 in section
B.1.1 above.
B.3 Project boundary
B.3.1
Has the project boundary area been clearly defined
and in accordance with the applied methodology?

/01/, /04/,
/13/.

DR, I, CC
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not in accordance with paragraph number
9 of the methodology AMS ID, version
17.
B.3.2

What are the system boundaries of the project
activity (components and facilities used to mitigate
GHGs)?

/01/, /04/,
/13/.

DR, I, CC

Refer to CAR 3 in section B.3.1 above

B.3.3

Which sources have been identified for the project
activity?

/01/, /04/,
/07/, /13/,
/22/.

DR, I, CC

Refer to CAR 3 in section B.3.1, above

/01/, /04/,
/07/, /13/,
/22/.

DR, I, CC

Refer to CAR 3 in section B.3.1, above

/01/, /04/,
/07/.

DR, I,
CC.

DR,I

The identified baseline scenario is as per
the applied methodology AMS ID”, Grid
connected
renewable
electricity
generation, version 17 of 03/06/2011,
“Electricity delivered to the grid by the
project activity would have otherwise
been generated by the operation of gridconnected power plants and by the
addition of new generation sources into
the grid.”
The selected baseline scenario is as per
the methodology AMS ID, version 17.

DR,I

The selected baseline scenario is as per

CAR 3

OK

CAR 3

OK

CAR 3

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

Does the identified project boundary cover all
possible sources linked to the project activity?
B.3.4

Does the project activity involve other sources of
emissions not foreseen by the methodology(ies) and
which may question the applicability of the applied
methodology?
Do these sources contribute by more than 1% to the
estimated emission reductions of the project?

B.4 Baseline scenario identification
B.4.1
Which baseline scenario(s) have been identified?
Is the list of identified baseline scenario(s) complete?

B.4.2

B.4.3

How have the other baseline scenarios been
eliminated in order to determine the baseline?

/01/, /04/

What is the baseline scenario?

/01/, /04/.
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the methodology AMS ID, version 17.
Is the way in which the baseline scenario has been
determined in accordance with the guidance in the
applied methodology?
B.4.4

Has the baseline scenario been determined using
conservative assumptions? Does the baseline
scenario sufficiently take into account relevant
national and/or sectoral policies, macro-economic
trends and political aspirations?

B.5 Additionality determination
B.5.1
What tool does the project activity use to assess
additionality? Is this in line with the methodology?

/01/, /04/,
/15/, /35/.

DR, I, CC

/01/, /04/,
/06/, /38/.

DR, CC.

The selected baseline scenario is as per
the methodology AMS ID, version 17.

Latest version of Guidelines for
Demonstrating Additionality of Microscale Project Activities is not applied to
assess and demonstrate additionality of
the project activity.
Following are the observations from the
description provided in section B.5 of the
PDD:1. Justification of applicability of
option (d) of § 2 of apllied
guidelines for demonstrating
additionality
of
micro-scale
project
activity
is
not
appropriately provided as it lacks
in justification of applicability of
sub paragraphs under option (d)
of applied guideline i.e. EB 63
Annex 26.
2. Figure number 5 under section
B.5 is used to perform the
additionality test according to the
Micro-Scale Guideline, however,
it is a mere replication of the
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diagram provided on page 6 of
the guideline i.e. EB 68 Annex
26. The same does provide a
clear identification to the reader
to understand the choice made
for additionality demonstration as
per above said guideline.
3. Referred letter in footnote
number 14 needs to be
submitted to the DOE.
4. PP has demonstrated that
technology contributes less or
equal than 5% to National Annual
Electricity. However it is not as
per
the
“Guidelines
for
demonstrating Additionality of
micro-scale project activities”.
Requirements laid down under §
(d) needs to be followed, e.g. PP
needs to correct the threshold
limit for the latest 3 years and
then demonstrate the same in
the PDD. All the descriptions
must be supported by the
traceable evidences.
5. The intimation for prior CDM
consideration to UNFCCC is
mentioned
as
21/04/2010,
whereas the start date of the
proposed project activity is
13/07/2011. There is a gap of
more than one year. PP is
required to provide the traceable
evidences that the UNFCCC was
intimated for this proposed
project activity only. Also, justify
the gap of more than one year.
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B.5.2

/01/, /04/,
/06/.

DR, CC,
I.

Moreover, the information with
date that DNA of the host country
is intimated about the proposed
CDM project , as per the
requirement of paragraph 2 of
EB 62, Annex 13.
Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

/01/, /13/,
/25/, /26/.

DR, I,
CC, SV.

Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

What is the evidence for serious consideration of
CDM prior to the time of decision to proceed with the
project activity?

/01/, /17/,
/18/, /19/,
/34/.

DR, I,
CC, SV

Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

CAR 4

What initiatives were taken by the project
participant(s) from the start date of the project
activity to the start of validation in parallel with the
physical implementation of the project activity?

/01/, /25/,
/26/, /29/

DR, CC,
I, SV

Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

CAR 4

/01/, /16/,
/25/, /26/,
/34/.

DR, I,
CC, SV

Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

DR, I,

What is the project activity’s additionality mainly
based on?

B.5.3 Prior Consideration of CDM
B.5.3.1
What is the start date of the proposed project
activity?
B.5.3.2

B.5.3.3

B.5.3.4

Does the timeline of the project activity confirm that
continuous actions were taken by the project
participant(s) in order to secure CDM status, in
parallel with the implementation?
B.5.4 Investment analysis
B.5.4.1
What is the analysis method used to determine
whether the proposed project activity is not (a) the
most economically or financially attractive; or (b)
economically or financially feasible, without the
revenue from the sale of certified emission
reductions?

/01/, /06/.

B.5.4.2

Which financial indicator has been used?

/01/

DR, I

Investment analysis method has not been
used, the project participant follows the
“Guidelines
for
Demonstrating
Additionality of Micro-scale Project
Activities”
Moreover, Please refer section B.5.1
above.
NA

B.5.4.3

Does the income tax calculation take depreciation

/01/

DR, I

NA
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into account? Is the depreciation year in accordance
with the normal accounting practice in the Host
Country?
B.5.4.4

Is the time period of the investment analysis and
operating time of the project activity realistic? Has
salvage value been taken into account? Has the
working capital been returned in the last year of the
operation?

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.5

Cross-check of main parameters used in the
financial analysis: electricity generation, electricity
tariff, investment costs, operating and maintenance
costs, taxes, other costs.

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.6

Sensitivity analysis: have the key parameters,
contributing to more than 20% of the revenue/costs
during operating or implementation, been identified?
Sensitivity analysis: is the range of variations in the
project activity reasonable?

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.7

B.5.4.8

Have the key parameters been varied to reach the
benchmark and has the likelihood of this happening
been justified to be small?

B.5.5 Barrier Analysis
B.5.5.1
Are the barriers, which have been identified,
complimentary to a potential investment analysis?

/01/, /06/.

DR, I

Barrier Analysis method has not been
used for the proposed project activity.

OK

OK

B.5.5.2

How has been determined whether the investment
barriers are real? How does CDM alleviate the
investment barriers?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.5.3

Is the project activity being prevented by the
investment barriers?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

Is at least one of the possible alternatives to the
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B.5.5.4

project activity feasible under the same
circumstances?
How has been determined whether the technological
barriers are real?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

How does CDM alleviate the technological barriers?
B.5.5.5

Is the project activity being prevented by the
technological barriers and is at least one of the
possible alternatives to the project activity is feasible
under the same circumstances?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.5.6

How have the barriers due to prevailing practise
been assessed to be real? How does CDM alleviate
the barriers due to prevailing practice?
Is the project activity being prevented by the barriers
due to prevailing practice and is at least one of the
possible alternatives to the project activity feasible
under the same circumstances?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.5.7

B.5.5.8

How have the other barriers been assessed to be
real? How does CDM alleviate the other barriers?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.5.9

Is the project activity being prevented by the other
barriers and is at least one of the possible
alternatives to the project activity is feasible under
the same circumstances?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.6 Common Practice Analysis
B.5.6.1
What are the geographical scopes and scope of
technology of the common practice analysis?

/01/, /06/.

DR, I

OK

OK

B.5.6.2

How many similar non-CDM-projects exist in the
region within the scope?

/01/.

DR, I

Common Practice Analysis has not been
used in the proposed project; hence this
checklist question is not applicable for the
proposed project activity.
NA

OK

OK

B.5.6.3

How have possible essential distinctions between

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK
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the project activity and similar activities been
assessed?
B.5.6.4

Which data sources have been used to assess the
common practice analysis?

/01/.

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.7 Conclusion on the Additionality Assessment
B.5.7.1
What is the conclusion with regard to the
additionality of the project activity?

/01/, /06/,
/38/

DR, I

Please refer CAR 4 in section B.5.1
above.

CAR 4

OK

B.6 Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions
B.6.1 Baseline Emissions
B.6.1.1
Have the calculations been documented according
to the approved methodology and in a complete and
transparent manner?

/01/, /04/,
/07/, /20/,
/22/, /32/.

DR, CC, I

Following are the consolidated CAR in
section B.6 (i.e. B.6.1, B.6.2, B.6.3 and
B.6.4) of the PDD:
1. The referred documents in the
foot note number 18 is not in
English language. Same has to
be submitted to DOE, along with
the location of referred statement
in that document.
2. PP need to provide the traceable
supporting for the values applied
in calculating the emission factor.
Also, CER calculation sheet
needs to be submitted to DOE.
3. Justification of the choice of data
mentioned in section B.6.2 for
EFCO2,i,y is not appropriate.
4. Justification of the choice of data
mentioned in section B.6.2 for
EGk,y, EGm,y and FCi,m,y, is
mentioned as Official data. PP
needs to mention which official
data is being referred to.
5. All the values used in section
B.6.2 and B.6.3 of the PDD must

CAR 5

OK
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6.

B.6.1.2

Have conservative assumptions been used when
calculating the baseline emissions and have the
uncertainty estimates been properly addressed?

be supported by the traceable
evidences.
In section B.6.4 and A.4.3 of the
PDD, the number of crediting
period counts to be 8 years, PP
need to correct the same in
accordance with CDM-SSC-PDD
guidelines version 05.

/01/, /04/,
/07/, /20/,
/21/, /22/,
/32/.

DR, CC

In section B.6 of the PDD, Tool to
calculate the emission factor for an
electricity system”, Version 02.2.1 of
29/09/2011 has been applied to evaluate
emission factor, but emission factor has
not been calculated based on the latest
three years available data as per the
applied tool.

CAR 6

OK

/01/, /04/.

DR

OK

OK

/01/, /04/.

DR

As per the applied Methodology there is
no direct or indirect project emission from
project activity.
Refer to section B.6.2.1, above.

OK

OK

B.6.3 Leakage
B.6.3.1
Have the calculations been documented according
to the approved methodology and in a complete and
transparent manner?

/01/, /04/,
/26/, /25/.

DR, I, CC

OK

OK

B.6.3.2

/01/, /04/.

DR, I, CC

As per the applied methodology AMS I.D,
no energy generating equipment is
transferred
from
another
activity,
therefore leakage emissions are not
considered.
Refer to section B.6.3.1, above.

OK

OK

B.6.2 Project Emissions
B.6.2.1
Have the calculations been documented according
to the approved methodology and in a complete and
transparent manner?
B.6.2.2
Have conservative assumptions been used when
calculating the project emissions and have the
uncertainty estimates been properly addressed?

Have conservative assumptions been used when
calculating the leakage and have the uncertainty
estimates been properly addressed?
B.6.4 Emission Reductions
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B.6.4.1

Has the methodology been correctly applied to
calculate the emission reductions and can this be
replicated by the data provided in the PDD and
supporting files to be submitted for registration?

/01/, /04/,
/07/, /20/,
/21/.

DR, I, CC

B.6.5 Data and parameters that are available at validation and that are not monitored
B.6.5.1
How have the parameters, available at validation,
/01/, /04/,
DR
been verified?
/07/.
B.7 Monitoring Plan
B.7.1 Data and Parameters Monitored
B.7.1.1
Does the monitoring plan described in the PDD
comply with the requirements of the methodology?

B.7.1.2

Does the monitoring plan contain all necessary
parameters and have they been clearly described?

Refer to section CAR 5 and CAR 6 in
section B.6.1.1 and B.6.1.2 respectively,
above.

CAR 5
CAR 6

OK

PLF for this proposed project activity is
not found provided in accordance with EB
48 Annex 11.

CAR 7

OK

/01/, /04/.

DR, CC

Following are the consolidated CAR for
the section B.7.1 of the PDD:1. Description of measurement
methods and procedures to be
applied for parameter EGBLy, is
not sufficiently described as it
lacks in providing measurement
methods and procedure e.g.
electricity import/export, auxiliary
consumption, losses etc. Also,
source of data to be used for the
same is not clearly described in
line with § 24 table1 of applied
methodology. Furthermore, data
unit used for this parameter is not
correctly provided.
2. Monitoring frequency is not found
in line with applied methodology.

CAR 8

OK

/01/, /04/.

DR, I

A consolidated CAR is raised on the
monitoring plan of the proposed activity
under section B.7.2:

CAR 9

OK

1. Type of meter being installed at
the site need to be mentioned
(Bulk meter or dedicated meter).
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2. How the import and export of the
electricity will be accounted is not
mentioned.
3. Will the single meter will account
both export and import, or two
separate meters accounting both
will be available.
4. It is not clear where the meters
will be installed, at the site
location or substation.
5. Is there any provision of backup
meter available?
6. Apportioning procedure need to
be discussed in detail.
7. As described in section B.7 of
PDD it is not evident that
provision is made for continuous
measurement and at least
monthly
recording
of
net
electricity supplied to grid.
B.7.1.3

B.7.1.4

B.7.1.5

Has the measurement equipment been described?
Has the accuracy of the measurement equipment
been addressed and been deemed appropriate?
Have the requirements for maintenance and
calibration of measurement equipment been
described and been deemed appropriate?
Is the monitoring frequency adequate for all
monitoring parameters? Is it in line with the
monitoring methodology?

/01/, /04/

Is the recording frequency adequate for all
monitoring parameters? Is it in line with the
monitoring methodology?

/01/, /04/

DR, I

/01/, /04/
DR,I

DR, I

Please refer CAR 8 & CAR 9 in section
B.7.1.1 and B.7.1.2 above

CAR 8
CAR 9

OK

Please refer CAR 8 & CAR 9 in section
B.7.1.1 and B.7.1.2 above

CAR 8
CAR 9

OK

Please refer CAR 8 & CAR 9 in section
B.7.1.1 and B.7.1.2 above

CAR 8
CAR 9

OK

OK

OK

B.7.2 Monitoring of sustainable development indicators/environmental impacts
B.7.2.1
Has the monitoring of sustainable development
/01/, /13/,
DR, CC
indicators and/or environmental impacts been
/15/, /19/,
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warranted by legislation in the Host Country?

/35/.

B.7.2.2

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

/01/, /13/,
/15/, /19/,
/35/.

DR, CC.

OK

OK

B.7.2.3

Are the sustainable development indicators in line
with stated national priorities in the Host Country?

/01/, /13/,
/15/, /19/,
/35/.

DR, CC.

OK

OK

/01/, /04/,
/13/.

DR,I

CAR 10

OK

CAR 10

OK

B.7.3 Management, Quality Assurance and Quality Control
B.7.3.1
How has it been assessed whether the monitoring
arrangements described in the monitoring plan are
feasible within the project design?

Section B.7.2. lacks in the following:
•

•

•

•

A clear definition of roles and
responsibilities of personnel
involved in the proposed project
activity, including a review of
their competencies;
Records of arrangements for
training
and
capacity
development for personnel;
Records and documentation
control process for the proposed
project activity;
Measures
for
continuous
improvements
of
the
management system;
refer CAR 10 in section B.7.3.1

B.7.3.2

Have procedures been identified for day-to-day
records handling (including what records to keep,
storage area of records and how to process
performance documentation)?

/01/, /04/.

DR

Please
above

B.7.3.3

Are the data management and quality assurance
and quality control procedures sufficient to ensure
that the emission reductions achieved by/resulting
from the project activity can be reported ex post and
verified?

/01/, /04/.

DR, I

Please refer CAR 10 in section B.7.1.1
above

CAR 10

OK

B.7.3.4

Will all monitored data, required for verification and

/01/, /04/.

DR,I, SV

Yes, The document review and interview

OK

OK
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issuance, be kept for two years after the end of the
crediting period or the last issuance of CERs, for this
project activity, whichever occurs later?

C. Duration of the project activity and crediting period
C.1 Start date of project activity
C.1.1
What is the expected start date of the project activity
and how has this been determined?

with PP confirmed that all monitored data
required for verification and issuance will
be kept for two years after the end of the
crediting period or the last issuance of
CERs, for this project activity, whichever
occurs later

/01/, /25/,
/26/.

DR,I, CC

The project start date is 13/07/2011, date
on which the contract for the purchase of
the turbines was issued.

OK

OK

CL 06

OK

When was the first construction activity?

C.1.2

What is the expected operational lifetime of the
project activity? Is it reasonable?

C.2 Start date of crediting period
C.2.1
What is the expected start date of the proposed
project activity?

/01/, /13/.

DR, I, CC

/01/

DR, I, SV

PP is required to mention the realistic
expected start date of the crediting period
for the proposed project activity, keeping
in mind the CDM registration cycle
procedure.

CL 07

OK

/01/

DR,I

The length of first crediting period can not
be up to 21 years as provided in section
C.2.1.2 of the webhosted PDD. Also
crediting period provided is not in format
as required by CDM-SSC-PDD guideline.

CAR 11

OK

/01/, /13/,
/15/.

DR, I,
SV.

Yes the Analysis of Environmental Impact
is recorded and presented in PDD and in
DIA report /13/.
Moreover, requirement of EIA to be
conducted above 3 MW as mentioned

CL 8

OK

Does the crediting period start eight weeks after the
request for registration?
C.2.2

What is the length of the crediting period? Has it
been clearly defined and reasonable?

D. Environmental Impact
D.1.1
Has an analysis of the environmental impacts of the
project activity been undertaken? Has it been
described sufficiently in the PDD and in a clear
manner?

The
construction
started
after
13/07/2011.
PP needs to provide the proof of 100
years
of
operational
lifetime
as
mentioned under section C.1.2 of the
PDD.
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under section D.1 of the PDD, can not be
verified from the provided reference as
foot notes 22, 23, 24 25, 26.
An approved EIA report is required to be
submitted.
D.1.2

Will the project activity create any adverse
environmental effects? Have trans-boundary
environmental impacts been considered in the
analysis?

/01/, /13/,
/15/.

DR, I, SV

Please refer section D.1.1 above.

CL 8

OK

D.1.3

Is the analysis of the environmental impacts required
by the legislation of the Host Country? If yes, has the
EIA been approved by local Government? Does the
approval contain any conditions that need
monitoring?

/01/, /13/,
/14/, /15/.

DR, I, SV

Please refer section D.1.1 above.

CL 8

OK

D.1.4

Is the project activity in line with the current
environmental legislation in the Host Country?

/01/, /14/.

DR.

Please refer section D.1.1 above.

CL 8

OK

/01/, /27/,
/28/, /36/.

DR, I, SV

Following
are
the
consolidated
observations for section E.1 of the PDD:-

CL 9

OK

E. Local Stakeholder Consultation
E.1.1
Have the local stakeholders been invited by the
project participant(s) prior to the publication of the
PDD on the UNFCCC website?

st

1. The 1 paragraph of section E.1
of the PDD shows a futuristic
view to invite the stakeholders.
2. The attendance sheet pasted is
not in English language a
translated copy is needed to be
provided
to
DOE.
Also,
clarification is sought for if the
villagers, small working group
and other related stakeholders
were not invited? PP needs to
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mention all the types of
stakeholder invited for the
proposed project activity.
3. The description provided in
section E.1 of the PDD, it is not
clear that how stakeholders were
invited for the stakeholder
consultation of the proposed
project activity.

E.1.2

Have the stakeholders been invited to comment on
the proposed project activity and have their
comments been taken into consideration with regard
to the proposed project activity?

/01/, /27/,
/28/, /37/.

DR, I, SV

E.1.3

Has a complete summary of the stakeholders’
comments been received and provided in the PDD?

/01/, /27/,
/28/, /37/.

DR, I, SV

E.1.4

Has due account been taken by the project

/01/, /27/

DR, I, SV
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4. PP has mentioned about the
newspaper communication to
local stakeholders, which is
dated 12/04/2011, whereas, the
meeting has been conducted on
21/11/2011. Clarification needs
to be provided for more than
seven months gap from the date
of invitation and LSC meeting,
5. Section E.2 of the PDD describes
about the workshop where
community
asked
certain
questions
to
the
project
participant. From this it is not
clear whether it is was a Local
Stakeholders consultation or a
workshop.
Refer CL 9 in section E.1.1 above.

CL 9

OK

Yes summary of comments received are
provided in section E of PDD.

OK

OK

Yes due account been taken by the

OK

OK
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participant(s) of any stakeholder comment(s)
received?
E.1.5

If a stakeholder consultation process is required by
regulations/laws in the Host Country, has the
stakeholder consultation process been carried out in
accordance with such regulations/laws?

/01/, /13/,
/15/.

DR, I,
CC.

project participants of all stakeholder
comments received, which was verified
by interview from stakeholder.
prior to LoA the environmental clearance
requires stakeholder consultation in
which a committee evaluates and
approves the project. The DNA of host
country publishes the list of projects,
which has applied for LoA.

Editorial Corrections:1. Official name of Chile is not used throughout
the PDD.
2. All the supporting documents must be
provided in English language.
For camas and decimal points, the international
standard shall be followed in throughout the PDD.
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Table 3: RESOLUTION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUESTS AND
CLARIFICATION REQUESTS
CAR 1

Finding
Classification
Description
finding
(Validators)

CAR
CL
FAR
of Letter of Approval (LoA) is the pre requisite for registration of the project activity as a
CDM project. A copy of the same needs to be provided to DOE.

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

The Letter of Approval (LoA) has been requested. Once the DNA issues it we will send
it.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Closure of CAR 1 is subjected to submission of the LoA to validation team.
CAR is open.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

The Letter of Approval (LoA) has been requested. Once the DNA issues it we will send
it.

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

The Letter of Approval (LoA) has not been provided yet. Closure of CAR 1 is subjected
to the submission of the letter.
CAR is open.

Corrective Action #3
(PP)

The Letter of Approval (LoA) is submitted with version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD.

DOE Assessment #3
(validators)

Letter of Approval (LoA) was made available by the PP. The validation team confirmed
the authenticity of the LoA.
CAR is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
CAR 2

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

In section A.4.1.4, the coordinates of the project activity have not been presented
in proper format required. (Degrees, Minutes, Seconds)
Moreover, the details of the project location exceed one page limit, which is not in
line with the CDM-SSC-PDD guideline version 05.
In the revised version of the PDD the coordinates will be expressed in the proper
format and the project location will not exceed the one page limit.

PP is required to use International symbol for dot, cama etc. in throughout the
PDD. Moreover, the coordinates provided in section A.4.1.4 of the revised PDD
are not lead to the project site. Correction is required.
CAR is open
In version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12), the PP made the required correction
regarding the use of international symbol for dot, coma, etc.
Also in the same, in section A.4.1.4 coordinates have been changed into the
required format, as shown below:
38º 59’ 52,88” S
72º 13’ 22,95” W
Project location is clearly defined; the coordinates of the project activity are
presented in the proper format by the PP in PDD version 2.0. GPS coordinates
were checked with the help of “Google Earth” website and found lead to project
location i.e. Cunco Commune, Cautín Province, IX Region of La Araucanía.
CAR is closed
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CAR 2

Finding
Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

appropriate

CAR 3

Finding
Classification

CAR
CL
FAR
In section B.3 of the PDD, the schematic representation of the project boundary is
not in accordance with paragraph number 9 of the methodology AMS ID, version
17.
In the revised version of the PDD there will be a schematic representation of the
spatial extension of the project boundary, referred to as the new figure 4.1

Description of finding
(Validators)
Corrective Action #1
(PP)

The schematic representation of the proposed project boundary is found
incorporated in section B.3 of the revised PDD.
CAR 3 is successfully closed.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)
Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

appropriate

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CAR 4
CAR
CL
FAR
Proposed project shall apply the latest version of the Guidelines for demonstrating
Additionality of micro-scale project activities (i.e. EB 68, Annex 26) under section B.5 of
the PDD.
Furthermore, following is the consolidated CAR raised under section B.5 of the PDD:1. PP has selected option (d) of paragraph 2 of “Guidelines for demonstrating
Additionality of micro-scale project activities”. However, it is not clear how all the
criteria mentioned in the subparagraphs of paragraph (d) is applicable for the
proposed project activity to demonstrate the additionality. Justify each sub
paragraphs and provide evidence for the same.
2. From figure number 5 in the PDD, demonstration for additionality is not clear for
the proposed project activity. PP need to refer the latest guideline as mentioned in
above paragraph.
3. Referred letter in footnote number 14 needed to be submitted to the DOE.
4. PP has demonstrated that technology contributes less or equal than 5% to
National Annual Electricity. However it is not as per the “Guidelines for
demonstrating Additionality of microscale project activities”, PP needs to correct
the threshold limit for the latest 3 years and then demonstrate the same in the
PDD. All the descriptions must be supported by the traceable evidences.
5. Table number 6 in the PDD, demonstrating the CDM consideration, do not follows
the paragraph number 6 (b) and 7 of EB 62. Annex 13, to show the continuing and
real action for the proposed project activity. Moreover, a column is needed to be
added mentioning the evidence for the real actions taken, which is required to be
submitted to DOE for verification.
6. The intimation for prior CDM consideration to UNFCCC is mentioned as
21/04/2010, whereas the start date of the proposed project activity is 13/07/2011.
There is a gap of more than one year. PP is required to provide the traceable
evidences, that the intimation to UNFCCC was for the proposed project activity
only. Also, justify the gap of more than one year. Moreover, clarification is also
required that DNA was intimated about the prior CDM consideration, as per the
requirement of paragraph 2 of EB 62, Annex 13.
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Finding

CAR 4

Corrective Action #1
(PP shall write a
detailed
and
clear
corrective action as per
finding)

The revised PDD version refer to the latest version of the Guidelines for demonstrating
Additionality of micro-scale project activities (i.e. EB 68, Annex 26).
The submission made by the DNA presented the information that validates the fact that
the technology contributes less than a 3% to the existing installed capacity. This
information (document Chile_demonstration_additionality_microscale final.xls) was
accepted and validated by the secretariat as the correct to be used in this process.
The secretariat accepted the submission made by the DNA justifying the applicability of
the criteria mentioned in paragraph (d) for this particular project and others specified in
Respuesta positiva de adicionalidad de proyectos ERNC Chile.pdf.
In consideration of the recommendation made in this document by the secretariat to the
EB that Hydro, Onshore wind, geothermal and renewable Biomass in Chile that have
less that 5MW of installed capacity will automatically have the additionality, the Allipén
project will be additional once the LOA is issued. The submission letter presented by
the DNA (document Chile_DNA_Submission.pdf) and the secretariat recommendation in
response to it will be referred to in the next PDD version and will also be sent with this
response to validate the additionality of this particular project together with the emission
of the LOA by the DNA (which is still to be issued).
The next PDD version will include an updated list of actions regarding the project activity
with the corresponding evidence for each one of them. All documents will be sent to
DOE.
The list of documents includes the positive resolution for the DIA by the DNA which
occurs in March 2011 justifying the late starting date for the project (document RCA
Nº31 – CH Allipen.pdf). The intimation for prior CDM consideration to both the DNA and
the UNFCC are attached (Documents: Prior Consideration Allipén to DNA.pdf / Prior
consideration Form HPPAllipén.doc). Also considered is the date that power plant
started operating, supported evidence is also referenced.
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Finding
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

CAR 4
The latest version is found refer in the revised PDD. The raised CAR point is reviewed
by validation team and found that:
1. The proposed project employs renewable energy technology of less than 5 MW
capacity i.e. 2.618 MW as found described in the PDD. Moreover, the validation
team
cross
checked
the
UNFCCC
website
http://cdm.unfccc.int/DNA/submissions/files/2012/0402_chile_res.pdf and found that
Board at its sixty-third meeting accepted the DNA recommendations for specific
renewable energy technologies/ measures to qualify as conferring automatic
additionality of the hydro project which are equal to or less than 5MW capacity and
ratio of installed capacity of the specific grid connected renewable energy
technology in the total installed grid connected power generation capacity in the
host country shall be equal to or less than 3%.
CAR point is closed.
2. Figure 5 provided in section B.5 of the PDD still not clearly lead that project activity
is additional.
CAR point is open.
3. Foot note 14 provided in the revised PDD is web-link of proposal submitted to
UNFCCC from the DNA of Chile for the approval that hydro-project less than 5 MW
is in positive list for micro-scale additionality. The web-link is cross checked and
found correct.
CAR point is closed.
4. 5% is found changed in to 3% in the revised PDD. Moreover, data available at
UNFCCC website which are submitted by Chilean DNA to Board (UNFCCC) (refer
http://cdm.unfccc.int/DNA/submissions/index.html) for year 2010 is checked and
verified that the proposed project is less than 3% of total installed grid connected
power generation and hence justification provided is acceptable. CAR point is
closed.
5. In table no 6 of the revised PDD, the continuing and real action is provided.
However, most of the supporting documents mentioned in the table are not
submitted for validation. Supporting document provided for prior-consideration is
referred to another project called Mallarauco in Melippilla and not acceptable.
Moreover, nomenclatures of the documents are not in English. Also, ‘action’
st
rd
provided in the 1 and 3 column of the table is not clear.
CAR point is open.
6. The supporting document provided for intimation for prior consideration to UNFCCC
is not acceptable to validation team. Moreover, closure of this CAR point is
subjected to closure of CAR point 5 of CAR 4.
CAR point is open.
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Finding
Corrective Action #2
(PP)

CAR 4
Version 2.0 of the PDD, section B.5, refers to the latest version of the Guidelines for
demonstrating Additionality of micro-scale project activities (i.e. EB 68, Annex 26).
The submission made by the DNA presented the information that validates the fact that
the technology contributes less than a 3% to the existing installed capacity. This
information (document Chile_demonstration_additionality_microscale final.xls) was
accepted and validated by the secretariat as the correct to be used in this process.
The secretariat accepted the submission made by the DNA justifying the applicability of
the criteria mentioned in paragraph (d) for this particular project and others specified in
Respuesta positiva de adicionalidad de proyectos ERNC Chile.pdf.
In consideration of the recommendation made in this document by the secretariat to the
EB that Hydro, Onshore wind, geothermal and renewable Biomass in Chile that have
less that 5MW of installed capacity will automatically have the additionality, the Allipén
project will be additional once the LOA is issued. The submission letter presented by
the DNA (document Chile_DNA_Submission.pdf) and the secretariat recommendation in
response are referenced in version 2.0 of the PDD and are also sent with this response
to validate the additionality of this particular project together with the emission of the
LOA by the DNA (which is still to be issued).
2. In version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) Figure 5 provided in section B.5 was removed
since it was only used as a graphical support. Additionality was already explained and
supported.
5. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) includes an updated list of actions regarding the
project activity with the corresponding evidence for each one of them. All documents will
be sent to DOE.
The correct prior consideration to the EB has been submitted (Prior Consideration
Allipén to EB.pdf).
All supporting evidence is referenced in English.
6. The correct supporting document for prior consideration to EB is sent with version 2.0
of the PDD.
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Finding
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

CAR 4
Version 2.0 of the PDD, date has been revised referring to raised CAR and the
validation team has found that:
1. The PP changed the installed capacity from PDD version 1.0 to version 2.0 to 2.9
MW, which is supported with the “Commissioning Record” generated by the technology
provider Osseberger dated 14/05/2012, which specifies in page 13 that each turbine has
an installed capacity of 1.45 MW.
2. The PP has eliminated figure 5 that was presented in section B.5. Argument provided
for the same is acceptable to validation team.
3. In order to clarify, footnote provided to sustain the approval by the UNFCCC of the
DNA proposal for micro-scale additionality has been changed from footnote 14 in PDD
version 1.0 to footnote 17 in PDD version 2.0. The web-link was crosschecked and
found correct.
5. The following documentation has been provided by the PP in order to demonstrate
continuing and real action:
- Copy of the society constitution between “Gestión de proyectos Eléctricos S.A” (GPE
S.A) and Asociación de Canalistas del Canal Allipén” for Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.
dated 20/05/2009.
- Copy of the GPE S.A. Board Meeting Nº 22 dated 14/07/2009, where they stated the
importance of carbon credits in the project activity.
- Copy of the prior consideration form sent to UNFCCC dated 21/04/2010.
- Copy of the contract signed for CDM feasibility analysis and PDD development with
CDM consultant dated 28/09/2010.
- Environmental approval Nº57 dated 14/03/2011.
- The Project Developer signs the contract for equipment (Turbines) with the provider
dated 13/07/2011.
- Copy of the contract signed with the construction company to start building the power
plant infrastructure, dated 02/11/2011.
- Copy of the contract signed with the DOE for validation service dated 26/11/2011.
- Copy of the commercial invoice Nº 1-12-009 issued by the supplier of turbines for the
purchase of equipment dated 18/01/2012
- Copy of the bills for the months of June, July, August and September has been
provided for the year 2012
- Copy of the invoice issued by the construction company dated 19/07/2012.
However some milestone i.e. date of the uploaded prior consideration form to the
UNFCCC website
CAR point is open.

Corrective Action #3
(PP)

6. Closure of this CAR point is subjected to closure of CAR point 5 above.
5-In table Nº4 of version 3.0 of the PDD, some milestone have been incorporated in
order to show the continuing and real action for the proposed project activity. These
milestones are:
21/04/2010 : Prior Consideration received and uploaded by the UNFCCC.
21/11/2011: Local Stakeholders Meeting was developed.
31/03/2012: Project was uploaded to be object of the Global Stakeholders Consultation.
6-The milestones incorporated in table Nº4 of version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) close
the one year gap between the prior consideration date (21/04/12) and the starting date
of the project activity (13/07/2011), It is also important to mention that there were other
efforts also done in this period that can only see traceable evidence after the starting
date of the project since they require extender work, negotiations and quotations like:
02/11/2011: The P.P. signs contract with construction company to start building power
plant infrastructure
21/11/2011: Local Stakeholders Meeting was developed.
26/11/2011: Selection of the DOE for validation process.
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CAR 4

Finding
DOE Assessment #3
(validators)

The PP has changed milestones table number from No. 6 to No. 4 and it has been
added to the list the Prior Consideration uploaded date and Local Stakeholders meeting,
which is supported with the attendance list dated 21/11/2011. Also the action of Global
Stakeholder Consultation of the PDD has been added.
The evidence document for the commissioning date was changed from the billing of the
last months (july to september) to the technical provider’s commissioning Record dated
14/05/2012, which is acceptable.
CARis closed

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CAR 5

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

Following are the consolidated CAR in section B.6 (i.e. B.6.1, B.6.2, B.6.3 and
B.6.4) of the PDD:
1. The referred documents in the foot note number 18 is not in English
language. Same has to be submitted to DOE, along with the location of
referred statement in that document.
2.

PP need to provide the traceable supporting for the values applied in
calculating the emission factor. Also, CER calculation sheet needs to be
submitted to DOE.

3.

Justification of the choice of data mentioned in section B.6.2 for EFCO2,i,y
is not appropriate.

4.

Justification of the choice of data mentioned in section B.6.2 for EGk,y,
EGm,y and FCi,m,y, is mentioned as Official data. PP needs to mention
which official data is being referred to.

5.

All the values used in section B.6.2 and B.6.3 of the PDD must be
supported by the traceable evidences.

6.

In section B.6.4 and A.4.3 of the PDD, the number of crediting period
counts to be 8 years, PP need to correct the same in accordance with
CDM-SSC-PDD guidelines version 05.
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CAR 5

Finding
Corrective Action #1
(PP)

1.

Foot note is Nº 14, not 18. In the revised PDD version the document in English
will be referred to. On page 64 there is a table that shows the participation of
each input type in the generation of the national grid, which demonstrates that
the average participation of low cost/must run resources between 2006-2010 is
over the 50%. Cdec_sic_english 2011.pdf

2.

All values applied in calculating the emission factor is supported by Emission
Factor Spreadsheet.xls on the next PDD version. Calculo de emisiones Allipen
ok.xls is submitted as CER calculation sheet for validation.

3.

The data used for EFCO2iy was taken from the 2006 IPCC Guidelines on
National GHG Inventories, as referenced on the PDD, because there is no value
provided by the fuel supplier nor reliable documentation published that states
values for it.

4.

The revised version of the PDD supports the choice of data for EGky and EGm
as official, since they are taken from a database https://www.cdecsic.cl/est_opera_publica.php#C5 that contains an hourly based control on
energy production which is shown on Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls.
The revised version of the PDD supports the choice of data for FCi,m,y as
official since it is taken in order of priority from:
i.
CDEC-SIC Statistics Yearbook 2001-2010 page 68-70 (http://www.cdecsic.cl/datos/anuario2011/ingles/xlseng/cdec_sic_english%202011.pdf).
Which is the yearbook from the administrator of the grid to which the
project is connected to.
ii.
Report: "Informe de Precio Nudo Octubre 2008",
Frame nº 6
http://www.cne.cl/cnewww/opencms/07_Tarificacion/01_Electricidad/Otros/
Precios_nudo/otros_precios_de_nudo/precios_de_nudo.html. Which is the
official entity in Chile, in charge of publishing supported information on the
electricity market.

5.

All values and calculations presented in B.6.2 and B.6.3 are supported with the
traceable evidence presented in Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls.

6.

Revised PDD version has shown an exact 7 year (84 month) first crediting
period. In this case that the crediting period will start on January 2013 subject to
registration of the project.
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CAR 5

Finding
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)
The assessment shall
encompass
all
open
issues in annex A-1. In
case
of
non-closure,
additional
corrective
action
and
DOE
assessments (#2, #3, etc.)
shall be added.

1.

2.

-

-

-

-

3.

4.

5.
6.
Corrective Action #2
(PP)

Foot no 18 is found changed in foot no 15 in the revised PDD. The link
provided is in English and page 64 of the referred document is appropriate
and in line with the justification provided. CAR point is successfully closed.
Spread sheet for CER calculation is not found complete and linked properly,
and hence not acceptable to validation team. Moreover the emission factor
calculation spread sheet is checked and following issues are identified:
a) From “BM 2010” sheet:
Calculation of BM 2010 is not found in line with step 5 of the EB63 Annex
19.
The excel sheet shall represent the following steps as per the requirement
of the applied tool:
•
SET 5-units and the respective AEG SET 5-units
•
AEG total
•
SET ≥20%
•
AEG SET ≥20%
•
SET sample
Reference number for each of the CDM projects listed in the sheet is not
indicated.
The entire excel sheet and the name of the file shall be in English.
b) From “OM Emission Factor”:
Net electricity generation presented as “Em,y or Ek,y” which is ambiguous and
not acceptable.
Please clarify why is it referred the Combined Margin in the OM Emission
Factor sheet.
c) From “Lambda ” sheet:
Provide the source for “Gen” values. The Gen values are not linked not
referenced and hence not acceptable.
Indication of the criteria used for the selected options (A.1 or A.2) for the
calculation of emissions associated to the OM is not provided.
d) From “OP” sheet:
Doing the cross check with the total annual generation of SIC (Central
Interconnected System), it is not found consistent with annual generation
provided in the sheet for 2009 and 2010. However, the total generation is
consistent with the subtotal. Clarify why it has been considered the subtotal
and not the total generation.
The calculated OP is not traceable that where it is used in the EF
calculation. Please provide the link for the same.
Date format is not in dd/mm/yyyy.
CAR point is open.
Justification for the choice of data for EFCO2,i,y is provided suitably in the
revised PDD.
CAR point is closed.
Under section B.6.2 of the revised PDD, the justification for the EGk,y, EGm,y
and FCi,m,y, is updated and found appropriate as the above mentioned data
are the published by the SIC (Govt. data). However, closure of this CAR point
is subjected to closure of point 2 of CAR 5 above. CAR point is open.
Reliable evidences are found provided to support the values applied in section
B.6.2 and B.6.3 of the revised PDD. CAR point is closed.
Section A.4.3 and B.6.4 is found corrected as the crediting years is reflecting 7
years i.e. from 2013 to 2019. CAR point is closed.

1. Foot note is Nº 18. In version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) the document was
referred to in English. On page 64 there is a table that shows the participation of
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CAR 5

Finding

each input type in the generation of the national grid, which demonstrates that the
average participation of low cost/must run resources between 2006-2010 is over the
50%. Cdec_sic_english 2011.pdf
2. All values applied in calculating the emission factor are supported in Emission
Factor Spreadsheet.xls accordingly with version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12). Allipen
Emission Calculations.xls is submitted as CER calculation sheet for validation.
a) BM 2010 has been corrected and is now in line with step 5 of the EB63 Annex 19.
All reference numbers have been identified.
Excel sheet and file name have been written in English.
b) Net electricity generation is presented in version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) as Em,y
+ Ek,y. The Operating Margin Emission Factor is now correctly referenced on version
2.0 of the PDD.
c) The source of GEN column on Lambda sheets is a copy paste of the
corresponding hour declared generation on the corresponding OP sheet. The only
difference is that it is arranged from highest to lowest generation value in order to
show on graph. Accordingly the info on the OP sheets are taken from the CDEC-SIC
web page which is referenced on the excel sheet.
Criteria used for the selection of the value of either option A.1 or A.2 is implicit on the
cell that calculates the emissions.
d) Annual generation has been correctly correctly choosen and is consistent with
information taken from the SIC.
The formula for the OP has been reformulated in order to clearly show the
precedence of the data.
Date formats have also been corrected.
3. The data used for EFCO2iy was taken from the 2006 IPCC Guidelines on National
GHG Inventories, as referenced on the PDD, because there is no value provided by
the fuel supplier nor reliable documentation published that states values for it.
4. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) supports the choice of data for EGky and EGm
as official, since they are taken from a database https://www.cdecsic.cl/est_opera_publica.php#C5 that contains an hourly based control on energy
production which is shown on Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls.
Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) supports the choice of data for FCimy as official
since it is taken in order of priority from:
iii.
CDEC-SIC Statistics Yearbook 2001-2010 page 68-70 (http://www.cdecsic.cl/datos/anuario2011/ingles/xlseng/cdec_sic_english%202011.pdf).
Which is the yearbook from the administrator of the grid to which the
project is connected to.
iv.

Report: "Informe de Precio Nudo Octubre 2008",
Frame nº 6
http://www.cne.cl/cnewww/opencms/07_Tarificacion/01_Electricidad/Otros/
Precios_nudo/otros_precios_de_nudo/precios_de_nudo.html. Which is the
official entity in Chile, in charge of publishing supported information on the
electricity market.
5. All values and calculations presented in B.6.2 and B.6.3 are supported with the
traceable evidence presented in Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls.
6. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) will show an exact 7 year (84 month) first
crediting period. In this case that the crediting period will start on January 2013
subject to registration of the project.
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CAR 5

Finding
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

Version 2.0 of the PDD has been revised referring to raised CAR and the validation
team found that:
1. To clarify, in the revised PDD footnote 15 has been changed to footnote 18.
2. Revised spread-sheet for CERs calculation provided, however, following
issues are still not closed:
a) From “BM 2010” sheet:
- AEG SET≥20% in cell O3 is not presented in the correct format.
- Reference number for each of the CDM projects has been incorporated in the excel
sheet, however the reference number is not presented in the proper format.
CAR point is open
b) The PP has clarify that the calculation presented in the OM emissions factor
sheet for net electricity generation are the Em,y + Ek, and that the operating
margin Emission Factor is now correctly referenced on version 2.0 of the
PDD. However, point b) of CAR 5 referred to the “OM Emission Factor”
sheet, no changes in the PDD were required regarding to the same.
CAR point is open
c) The validation team has checked the source for “Gen” values presented in
the new emission factor excel sheet and found appropriate, since the data
mentioned above is published by the CEDE-SIC (Govt. data).
- It has been checked the criteria used for the selection of the values of
option A.1 or A.2, and the validation team has successfully concluded
the approach that was used by the PP for the calculations.
CAR point is closed.
d) From “OP” sheet:
Values for annual generation for the years 2009 and 2010 are still
not in line with the public values of the SIC (Central Interconnected
System). Also the PP doesn’t clarify why it has been considered the
subtotal and not the total generation.
The calculated OP is traceable through the EF calculations in the sheet
power plants data and lambda calculation.
Dates in the EF calculations has been changed to the proper format by the
PP.
CAR point is open
3.

Corrective Action #3
(PP)

Under section B.6.2 of the revised PDD, the justification for the EGk,y, EGm,y
and FCi,m,y, is updated and found appropriate as the above mentioned data is
published by the SIC (Govt. data).

CAR point is closed.
2.a) Along with version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD an updated version of Emission
Factor Spreadsheet.xls has been submitted presenting the “BM2010” sheet with the
correct format for both AEG SET≥20% and the CDM reference numbers.
2.b) Net electricity generation is presented in excel file Emission Factor
Spreadsheet.xls, submitted with version 2.0 of the PDD (10/12/12), as Em,y + Ek,y.
2.d) On the same Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls on “OP” sheets values of annual
generation for all years are in line with public values from the SIC. The emission
factor calculated has been updated. Version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) has also
been updated according to the changes in the emission factor calculation.
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Finding

CAR 5

DOE Assessment #3
(validators)
The assessment shall
encompass
all
open
issues in annex A-1. In
case
of
non-closure,
additional
corrective
action
and
DOE
assessments (#2, #3, etc.)
shall be added.

2. a) Version 3.0 of the PDD and updated EF spread-sheet is found corrected. Also,
the reference numbers of CDM projects were corrected appropriately.
CAR point is closed.
2. b) The PP has submitted the correct answer in order to clarify that the changes
has been made in the Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls, submitted with version 2.0
of the PDD
CAR point is closed.
2.d) From “OP” sheet, values for annual generation for the years 2009 and 2010 are
now in line with the public values of the SIC (Central Interconnected System).
Version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) has also been updated according to the changes
in the emission factor calculation.
However, biuld margin emission factor calculation is not in line with the “Tool to
calculate the emission factor for an electricity system” version 3.0 (EB70, Annex 22).

Corrective Action #4
(PP)

DOE Assessment #4
(validators)

Corrective Action #5
(PP)
DOE Assessment #5
(validators)

CAR point is open
Along with version 4.0 of the PDD (14/12/2012) the correct emission factor
calculation spreadsheet has been submitted, document named Emission Factor
Spreadhseet.xls. The PDD has been corrected in order to reflect the correct values
presented in the submitted document.
The PP has provided the updated EF spreadsheet to the DOE, which is found
appropriated. However, Table 7 of section B.6.3 of the PDD, values for the OM 2010
is not in line with the updated EF calculation spreadsheet.
CAR point is open.
The values in Table 7 of section B.6.3. of version 5.0 of the PDD have been
corrected to be consistent with the EF spreadsheet.
The PP has made the values consistent in Table 7 of version 5.0 of the PDD.
CAR is closed.

Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

appropriate

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)
Corrective Action #1
(PP)

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

appropriate

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
CAR 6
CAR
CL
FAR
In section B.6 of the PDD, Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity
system”, Version 02.2.1 of 29/09/2011 has been applied to evaluate emission
factor, but emission factor has not been calculated based on the latest three years
available data as per the applied tool.
The emission factor has been calculated based on the latest three years available
data (2008-2010) as per the applied tool and as shown on the revised version of
the PDD. All data has been supported on Emission Factor Spreadsheet.xls. with
the corresponding sources.
Validation team checked the section B.3 of the revised PDD and found that recent
three year data are used to calculate emission factor which is in line with the
applied tool.
CAR is successfully closed.
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
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CAR 7

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)
Corrective Action #1
(PP)
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

PLF for this proposed project activity is not found provided in accordance with EB 48
Annex 11.
The revised version of PDD is included the implicit plant load factor dividing the
average capacity output due to the river flow by the installed capacity of the power
plant determined by the equipment installed
Section B.6.5 is formed in the revised PDD which is not consistent with the UNFCCC
template for PDD (CDM SSC-PDD form, version 03). Moreover, still, determination of
PLF is not found in line with the EB 48 Annex 11.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

CAR is open.
Version 2.0 of the PDD, backs up the PLF of 50% with the document presented to the
bank for financing purposes.

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

The new PDD version has been amended in order to be in line with the CDM SSCPDD form, version 03.
However the PP stated a PLF of 50% and provided the document presented to the
bank for financing purposes. From this document provided for financing purposes is
not conclusive and hence can not considered as credible evidence as this is the one
which was submitted to the lending organisation (Bank).

Corrective Action #3
(PP shall write a detailed
and clear corrective
action as per finding)

DOE Assessment #3
(validators)
Corrective Action #4
(PP)

DOE Assessment #4
(validators)

CAR is open.
Since there is no formal evidence of PLF along with documentation submitted for
financing purposes and hasn’t been part of the submitted evidence to the DNA, the
only available option that can fit the guideline is a study from a third party, in this case
by the Chilean government through the Ministry of Energy that published on 2007 a
study developed by the Energy National Commission (CNE) and the Irrigation National
Commission (CNR) as referenced in the PDD. This official study estimates hydraulic
potential associated to irrigation installations along the Republic of Chile’s extension.
In this particular case the study states that for the IX region, where the project activity
is located, an 89% of PLF can be assumed for these projects.
The reference provided in response 3 by the PP is still not in line with EB48 Annex 11.
CAR is open.
According to EB 48 Annex 11, the PP has chosen option (b): “The plant load factor
determined by a third party contracted by the project participants (e.g. an engineering
company)” to determine the PLF used for the Project Activity. Document submitted for
this purpose, Technical Due Diligence_HIDROELECTRICA ALLIPEN S.A.
06.09.11.pdf states on page 9 that the plant load factor is 48.7% for the project activity.
This document was sent by the Studies Engineer Mr. Carlos Bravo from General
Power Ltda. to the Finance and Administrations Manager Mr. Antonio Sanz-Guerrero
from GPE S.A., as supporting evidence Mail from General Power Ltda. to
PP_Technical Due Diligence_PLF for Allipen.pdf is provided to the DOE.
The PP has provided the Technical due diligence issued by General Power Ltda.
(www.renovables.cl) on 06/09/2011. From page 9, the validation team was able to
confirm the PLF of 48.7%. Additionally, as supporting evidence, the PP has provided
an e-mail, which confirms that the report was sent by the contracted third party
engineering company, General Power Ltda., to the PP. This is in line with EB48 Annex
11.
CAR is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
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CAR 8

Finding
Classification

CAR

CL

FAR

Following are the consolidated CAR for the section B.7.1 of the PDD:1. Description of measurement methods and procedures to be applied for
parameter EGBLy, is not sufficiently described as it lacks in providing
measurement methods and procedure e.g. electricity import/export, auxiliary
consumption, losses etc. Also, source of data to be used for the same is not
clearly described in line with § 24 table1 of applied methodology. Furthermore,
data unit used for this parameter is not correctly provided.
2. Monitoring frequency is not found in line with applied methodology.
The revised version of the PDD describes the measurement method of the meter used
Corrective Action #1
(PP shall write a detailed as the source of data and the procedures regarding the responsibility of determining
and clear corrective the official quantity of electricity sold to the grid. The data unit will also be corrected on
action as per finding)
the next version of the PDD.
Continuous monitoring frequency, hourly storage and monthly charge of the informed
generation injected to the system will be declared on the next version of the PDD.
1. Data unit is provided correctly. However, reply of the PP against the CAR point 1
DOE Assessment #1
raised is not found appropriate.
(validators)
Description of finding
(Validators)

2.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

CAR point is open.
Monitoring frequency is found in line with applied methodology and acceptable to
validation team.

CAR point is closed.
1. Version 2.0 of the PDD, specifies that the meter is accounting the NET electricity
injected to the system. This means it is taking into account imports, exports and loses
from the power plant to the connexion point where the meter is placed. It also states
that the data for injected electricity taken from this meter and published by the CDEC
will be the official data for emission reduction calculations.
The data unit is also corrected on the PDD.
2. Continuous monitoring frequency, hourly storage and monthly charge of the
informed generation injected to the system is also stated
1. The PP has reformulated the answer for the point raised. The validation team can
conclude that measurement methods and procedure for EGBLy are sufficiently
described.
CAR point is closed

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
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CAR 9

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

A consolidated CAR is raised on the monitoring plan of the proposed activity under
section B.7.2:
1.

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

Type of meter being installed at the site need to be mentioned (Bulk meter or
dedicated meter).
2. How the import and export of the electricity will be accounted is not
mentioned.
3. Will the single meter will account both export and import, or two separate
meters accounting both will be available.
4. It is not clear where the meters will be installed, at the site location or
substation.
5. Is there any provision of backup meter available?
6. Apportioning procedure need to be discussed in detail.
As described in section B.7 of PDD it is not evident that provision is made for
continuous measurement and at least monthly recording of net electricity supplied to
grid.
The type and model of the meter will be clarified in the next PDD version.
In the next PDD version there is a clear method to determine the import and export of
electricity and the designated entity to determine this.
Next PDD version will clarify that the single, main meter will account both export and
import and that it will be located at the inlet of the grid right where the site location
ends.
There is no provision of a PP backup meter since billing is based on the distribution
company’s meter measurements. The concerning laws and how they act will be
referred to on the next PDD version.
Apportioning procedure and electric energy measurement procedures will be
discussed in detail on the next PDD version.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Next PDD version specifically states that the distribution company will have a
continuous measurement provision, with an hourly recording, a daily report to the PP
and a monthly bill emission for net injected electricity to the grid.
1. Justification provided for this corrective action point (1) is not clear and sufficient
and hence not acceptable.
CAR point is open.
2. Section B.7.2 of the revised PDD is mentioned that the export and import will be
carried out by a single main meter. However, supporting evidence is required to
be provided for the same.
CAR point is open.
3. This CAR point is subjected to closure of CAR point 2 above.
4. It is found mentioned in the revised PDD that meter will installed at the inlet of the
power grid which is end of 3 km transmission line.
CAR point is closed.
5. Made it evident that there is no requirement of back up meter.
6. Apportioning is not found discussed in the revised PDD.
CAR point open.
7. The gate meter is for continuous metering and hourly storage as found mentioned
in the revised PDD. CAR point is closed.
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CAR 9

Finding
Corrective Action #2
(PP)

1. Version 2.0 of the PDD, states that it is a dedicated meter for the single power plant.
2. On version 2.0 of the PDD, it is declared that the import and export is being carried
out by a single main bi-directional meter. A calibration certificate has been referenced
as supporting evidence for this. In case the meter fails, the most conservative
established procedure for generation production will be used, and if there is no
procedure the generation will be assumed 0.
3. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) clarifies that the single, dedicated, main meter
will account both export and import.
4. The meter is located at the inlet of the grid right where the site location ends.
5. There is no provision of a PP backup meter since billing and emission reduction
calculation are based on the official meter. The CDEC validates this data since it is the
official national organization designated to do this. In case the meter fails, the most
conservative established procedure stated in the regulation for generation production
will be used. If there is no official procedure, a conservative method will be applied at
the moment of declaring an injected amount of electricity, which will be assumed 0.
The concerning laws and how they act are referred to on version 2.0 of the PDD
(14/11/12).
6. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) states that apportioning is done by asumming up
hourly into daily and daily into monthly generation.

7. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) specifically states that the distribution company
has a continuous measurement provision, with an hourly recording, a daily report to
the PP and a monthly bill emission for net injected electricity to the grid.
1. The PP has mentioned in the revised PDD that the meter installed was a main
DOE Assessment #2
bi-directional dedicated electronic ION 8600. It is found clear and hence
(validators)
accepted. CAR point is closed.
The assessment shall
encompass all open
2. The calibration certificate referenced by the PP as supporting evidence does
issues in annex A-1. In
not endorse the single main bi-directional meter. Supporting evidence is
case of non-closure,
required to be provided for the same. CAR point is open.
additional
corrective
action
and
DOE
3.
The PP clarifies that the single, dedicated, main meter will account both export
assessments (#2, #3,
and
import. However, supporting evidence needs to be provided. Depends on
etc.) shall be added.
closure of CAR point 2 above. CAR is open
4.

CAR Pont 4 is already closed.

5.

No requirement for back up meter has been declared by the PP since in case
the meter fails, the most conservative established procedure stated in the
regulation for generation production would be used, however at the moment
there is any. If there will not exist an official procedure when this accurs, the PP
will assume a conservative value of 0.
CAR point is closed.

6.

The PP described in section B.7.2 an apportioning method, which is not properly
discussed in the revised PDD.
CAR point is open.
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CAR 9

Finding
Corrective Action #3.
(PP)

DOE Assessment #3
(validators)

2.

The document ION 8600 Bi-directional meter.pdf has been submitted along with
version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) to demonstrate that the model of the meter
installed is a bi-directional meter that measures imports and exports as document
states on page 3, second paragraph. Since the calibration certificate references a
meter model ION 8600, the same in the submitted document it is clear that the
installed meter is bi-directional.

3.

The document ION 8600 Bi-directional meter.pdf has been submitted along with
version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) to demonstrate that the model of the meter
installed is a bi-directional meter that measures imports and exports as document
states on page 3, second paragraph.

6. Moreover, no apportioning method is required since the meter is installed only
for the proposed project activity. This can be cross checked with the supporting
document IFAC 1209.pdf, that is the monthly report of energy generation issued
by the CEDEC. On page 153, the specific name of the meter is provided
(CTRL_ALLIPEN).
3. The PP has submitted along with version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12) the technical
specification of the ION 8600 Bi-directional meter, which gives evidence on page 3
and 5 of the document the mentioned characteristics. CAR point is closed.
6. No apportioning is required since the meter is installed only for the proposed project
activity. On the response, the PP has made reference to the monthly report of energy
generation that was issued by the CEDEC, which provides the name of the specific
meter on page 153. Also, it was confirmed from the interview with the PP and the site
visit that there is no other site that could use the same meter, which can be cross
checked from the energy generation.
CAR point is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CAR 10

Finding
Classification

CAR

CL

FAR

Description of finding
(Validators)

Section B.7.2. lacks in the following:
1. A clear definition of roles and responsibilities of personnel involved in the
proposed project activity, including a review of their competencies;
2. Records of arrangements for training and capacity development for personnel;
3. Records and documentation control process for the proposed project activity;
4. Measures for continuous improvements of the management system;

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

Revised version of PDD, details responsibilities through a definition of roles stated by
laws from the Republic of Chile and the corresponding procedures that will validate the
output of the meter.
Next PDD version will show how the laws that give structure to the electricity market of
the Republic of Chile establish the incentives to train personal in order to maintain
equipment and control quality of information. This incentives on a long term will create
continuous improvement measures for managing distribution systems that in fact
administrate offer and demand for small generators connected to the grid as the
project activity developed by the PP.
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CAR 10

Finding
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

1.

2.

3.

Clear definition of roles and responsible of personnel involved in the proposed
project activity is not found included in the revised PDD.
CAR point is open.
Records for arrangement for training and capacity development of personnel
involved is not found discussed in section B.7.2 of the revised PDD.
CAR point is open.
Detailed description for records and documentation control process is not
provided under revised PDD.
CAR point is open.

4.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

Measure for continuous improvement is not found provided.
CAR point is open.
1. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) shows graphically a structure and its
corresponding definition of roles. Besides the logic of information and responsibility
exchange is clarified with a clear description of the procedure. Competences and
responsibilities are also mentioned.
2. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) shows how the laws that give structure to the
electricity market of the Republic of Chile establish the incentives to each participant
entity to develop capacities and establish procedures in order to maintain equipment
and control quality of information. The CDM responsible named by the PP is
developing capacities regarding knowledge of the electric market regulation and
emission reduction calculations.
Regarding the monitoring device and its maintenance the distribution company is
always training its personnel to maintain a good level of grid service in order to get
good revenues.
3. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) defines a procedure based on responsible
handling of the injection data. The CDEC, based on the report sent by the PP and
elaborated by a sub-contracted third party that consolidates and internally validates
measures taken by the official meter, publishes a monthly report for the official hourly
generation injected to the system. This official report is used for billing purposes and
also for a carbon specialist to calculate carbon emission reductions when verification
period comes.

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

4. Version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) states that revenue backed incentives on a long
term will create continuous improvement measures for administrating offer and
demand trough investment on better equipment and more efficient procedures for
energy transport from small generators connected to the grid as the project activity
developed by the PP to final consumers. As for the PP its incentives are toward a
continuous improvement of power plant management in order to make each new
project cheaper to develop and easier to operate.
1. According to the evidence supported by the PP, the project has started the
operation of the plant and therefore the information in the PDD shall be provided
as per current situation of the proposed project activity and not only in future
tense. Additionally, first paragraph in point (4) of section B.7.2, is not clear.
CAR point is open
2. Arrangement for training and capacity development for monitoring parameters are
not provided and hence CAR point is open.
3. Detailed description for records and documentation control process is found
provided under section B.7.2 of the revised PDD version 02. CAR point is closed.
4.

Measure for continuous improvement is found provided and acceptable to
validation team. CAR point is closed.
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CAR 10

Finding
Corrective Action #3
(PP)

DOE Assessment #3
(PP)

1. Version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD provides information of actions taken in the past
tense as they already have occurred. First paragraph of point (4) in B.7.2 has been
erased since it does not correspond to the correct explanation of the monitoring
organization.
2. On version 3.0 of the PDD (10/12/12), a clear description of an already established
and trained organizational structure for monitoring has been included. The vast
experience they have as explained on the PDD, is also due to the direct and
permanent communication with the power plant operator and telephone
communication with the operations manager. Their daily labours on monitoring,
maintenance and repair of the power plant and monitoring installations are part of a
continuous capacity development as it is part of their responsibilities.
1. The PP has provided the information on the PDD in the correct tense. Moreover,
first paragraph in point (4) of section B.7.2, has been deleted, since the PP
stated that the description didn’t correspond to the correct monitoring
organization. CAR point is closed.
2.

Corrective Action #4
(PP)

DOE Assessment #4
(validators)

The PP has provided the description of the operational and management
structure under section B.7.2. However, the information provided is not
completally adequate, since the PP described the background of the actual
operational and technical staff, which may not necessarily be fixed for the whole
crediting period and therefore the PP shall demonstrate how this staff will be
qualified to implement the monitoring plan. CAR point is Open
2. On version 4.0 of the PDD (14/12/12) a more adequate description of the Training
and Monitoring organization has been made. The PP has now described the
requirements that have to be fulfilled by the operational and management structure in
order to carry out the functions associated to responsibilities of each of the persons
involved in the power plant operation and monitoring.
The need to operate and maintain the power plant facilities demands a continuous
training by the operations manager to the power plant operator and to the power plant
supervisors. A continuous training relationship between the power plant operator and
his power plant supervisors is also mandatory and part of their responsibilities.
In order for the operations and management organizational structure to develop an
understanding along with capacities on CDM projects and how daily operation and
monitoring affect it, the CDM responsible is imparting induction lessons for new
employees and training lessons for the whole operation and monitoring organization in
order for them to improve their daily tasks if deficiencies that can alter CDM project
objectives are identified.
Clear definition of roles and responsible of personnel involved in the proposed project
activity is found included in version 4.0 of the PDD.
CAR point is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)
Corrective Action #1

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CAR 11
CAR
CL
FAR
The length of first crediting period can not be up to 21 years as provided in section
C.2.1.2 of the webhosted PDD. Also crediting period provided is not in format as
required by CDM-SSC-PDD guideline.
In version 2.0 of the PDD, length of the first crediting renewable period is corrected to
7 years or 84 months.
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CAR 11

Finding
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)
Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

Section C.2.1.2 of the revised PDD and found corrected.
CAR 11 is closed.
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

12

Finding
Classification

CAR

Description of finding
(Validators)

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)
Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

Description
finding
(Validators)

FAR

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CL 1

Finding
Classification

CL

Editorial Corrections:1. Official name of Chile is not used throughout the PDD.
2. All the supporting documents must be provided in English language.
For camas and decimal points, the international standard shall be followed in
throughout the PDD.
The official name of Chile, Republic of Chile, will be used in the next version of the
PDD.
All documents that exist in English language will be provided in English. Remaining
documents relevant to the project that don’t have an English version will be provided in
the language they were officially published in, Spanish.
International standard has been used to rectify the use of camas and decimal points
throughout the next PDD version.
1. Republic of Chile is found used throughout in the revised PDD.
2. OK
3. International standard is not followed in the revised PDD.
CAR is open.
1. The official name of Chile, Republic of Chile, is used on version 2.0 of the PDD
(14/11/12).
2. All documents that exist in English language are provided in English. Remaining
documents relevant to the project that don’t have an English version are provided in
the language they were officially published in, Spanish.
3. International standard was used to rectify the use of camas and decimal points
throughout version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12).
International standard is followed in the revised PDD and found corrected.
CAR 12 is closed.

CAR

CL

FAR

of Following is a consolidated clarification in section A.2 of the PDD: •
Installed capacity of the proposed project activity is not consistent among section
A.2, A.4 and B.5 of the PDD. Moreover, validation team also observed
inconsistency in installed capacity during interview of the CDM consultant and the
plant operators.
•
Description that how the proposed project activity reduces greenhouse gas
emission, is not clearly provided.
•
Expected start date of implementation of the proposed project is not clear from the
information provided.
•
All the acronyms used e.g. PM, NOx, SOx required to be clearly elaborated in the
PDD.
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Finding

CL 1

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

In the next PDD version all references to installed capacity of the project will be clearly
defined as 2,618MW. Small differences between this and past estimations are part of
any electricity generation project. When the project is presented for evaluation at the
DNA only base calculations are made with available info. As time goes by more
information is available and better calculations can be made to determine the installed
capacity.
It will be clearly stated in the next PDD version that by injecting electricity to the grid
without burning fuel or flooding terrain for dam building it will reduce the GHG emissions
because mayor power plants connected to the grid are very relevant GHG producers.
Defined start date for the project will be stated in next PDD version along with the start
date for electricity injection to the system.
All acronyms used will be described in the next PDD version.
1. Validation team checked the revised PDD and found consistency in the installed
capacity of the proposed project. However, PP is required to be evidence that the
mentioned installed capacity is valid and appropriate.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

CL point is open.
2.

Section A.2 of the revised PDD is found incorporated the description for GHG
reduction.
CL point is closed.

3.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

Reply provided by PP for this CL point, is not clear and appropriate. However,
section A.2 of the revised PDD is mentioned that in June 2012, proposed project
was implemented and started producing electricity. Moreover, PP is required to
provide the commissioning certificate of the proposed project activity.

CL point is open.
1. On version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) all references to installed capacity of the project
will be clearly defined as 2.618MW (as stated on Ossberger-Comissioning RecordAllipén.pdf). Small differences between this and past estimations are part of any
electricity generation project. When the project is presented for evaluation at the DNA
only base calculations are made with available info. As time goes by more information is
available and better calculations can be made to determine the installed capacity.
Besides the declared installed capacity on turbines is their maximum.
2. It will be clearly stated on version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) that by injecting electricity
to the grid without burning fuel or flooding terrain for dam building it will reduce the GHG
emissions because mayor power plants connected to the grid are very relevant GHG
producers.
3. Start date for the project is stated on version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) which also
corresponds to the start date for electricity injection to the system. This is backed up with
the commissioning report (Ossberger-Comissioning Record-Allipén.pdf) and the first
issued invoice for consumed electricity(Billing June Allipén.pdf).
4. All acronyms used will be described in the next PDD version.
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CL 1

Finding
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

1.

The PP has responded that the installed capacity is 2.618 MW, which was not
properly justified. Moreover, the PDD declares an installed capacity of 2.9 MW,
which is not consistent.
CL point is open.

Corrective Action #3
(PP shall write a
detailed and clear
corrective action as
per finding)

2.

Already closed.

3.

The start date needs to be consistent throughout the entire document.
However, PP has provided the commissioning certificate of the project activity
(billing of electricity and commissioning report of Ossberger), which gives
evidence that the operational is started in June 2012.
CL point is open.

1. Version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD responded that the installed capacity was 2.618
based on an internal document that was not official nor formal. On the other hand the
initial installed capacity declared by the PP on the Environmental Impact Statement
(Environmental Impact Statement HIDROELECTRICA ALLIPEN S.A..pdf) is validated
since it was presented to the DNA for environmental approval which the PP achieved
through Environmental Qualification Resolution (RCA Nº31 – CH Allipen.pdf). This way
the installed capacity presented on this official document is now presented as the official
value.

2. The start date of the project activity has clearly been declared as 13/07/2012 which is
when the PP signs contract for the equipment. On the other hand the start date for the
operation of the project activity was once the commissioning of the power plant was
carried out on 14/05/2012. Both dates are consistent through out the PDD when
individually referenced.
DOE Assessment #3 1. The installed capacity stated in Version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD is of 2.9 MW
throughout the entire document. However, the reference documents provided by the PP
(validators)
in
response 3 of the PP declares an installed capacity of 2.618 MW.
The assessment shall
encompass all open
issues in annex A-1. In CAR is open
case of non-closure,
additional
corrective 3. The start date has been made consistent throughout the entire document and it has
action
and
DOE been checked with the Turbines Manufacturing Contract dated 13/07/2011.
assessments (#2, #3,
CAR point is closed.
etc.) shall be added.
Corrective Action #4
(PP shall write a
detailed and clear
corrective action as
per finding)

1. In order to clarify the referenced document for installed capacity of the project activity
stated on Response 2, the PP has referenced the installed capacity of 2.9MW based on
the sum of the capacities of the two turbines that compose the power plant, detailed on
the already submitted evidence, Ossberger-Comissioning Record-Allipén.pdf (page 13)
report issued by the equipment manufacturer, signed by the commissioning engineer on
14/05/2012 which states that the commissioning has been accomplished successfully.
This document is the latest evidence available declaring the final installed capacity for
the power plant.
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Finding

CL 1

DOE Assessment #4
(validators)
The assessment shall
encompass all open
issues in annex A-1. In
case of non-closure,
additional
corrective
action
and
DOE
assessments (#2, #3,
etc.) shall be added.

The PP has referenced the 2.9 MW of installed capacity stated in the PDD with the
equipment manufacturer and commissioning records, which were verified by the
validation team.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

Moreover, in response 3 of PP, it is stated that the installed capacity i.e. 2.618 was
based on the preliminary assumption on which the environmental analysis was took
place. However, in later phase, PP purchased the two turbines of 1.45 MW each (total
2.9 MW) capacity. It can be acceptable as the technical description and commissioning
records provided from PP for validation are evidenced the same.
CAR point is closed.
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CL 2

Finding
Classification

CAR

CL

FAR

Description
of In section A.3 of the webhosted PDD, it is not clarify that project participant
(“Hidroeléctrica Allipén S.A.”) is a public or private entity.
finding
Moreover, name of the Host party need to be corrected, as it is found from the sources
(Validators)
that “Republic of Chile”is the official name of the host party.
Corrective Action #1 In the revised PDD version, the project participant is clearly stated as a private entity.
Moreover, the host party name will be corrected over the whole extension of the next
(PP)
PDD version.
DOE Assessment #1 Found corrected in the revised PDD
(validators)
CL 2 is closed.
Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CL 3

Finding
Classification
Description
finding
(Validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

of As mentioned under section A.4.2 of the PDD that “turbine and generator were imported
from Germany”. However, from the description, it is not clear whether project involves
the technology transfer to the host country.

Corrective Action #1
(PP)

The next PDD version will clearly state that no transfer technology knowledge and
expertise is needed for this project activity.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

The turbine and generators are in operation since June 2012. Training shall be provided
before the operation of new equipments. Clarification is required regarding this.
Moreover, description regarding technology transfer is not provided.

CL 3 is open.
Corrective Action #2 There was neither a formal training nor a technology transfer. As version 2.0 of the PDD
(14/11/12) states, there is a solid organizational structure with expertise on hydraulic
(PP shall write a
power plants that is capable of running and maintaining project activity and many other
detailed and clear similar in which GPE S.A. (one of the PP owners) participates. There was a general and
corrective action as informal induction with startup just to revise general topics. A detailed description of the
per finding)
organization in charge of the power plant is described.
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CL 3

Finding
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

In section A.4.2 of version 2.0 of the PDD, the PP has stated that GPE S.A. is the
expertise in running hydro-plant. They have in house expert person to run the hydraulic
power plant efficiently. Moreover, there is no technology transfer involved with the
proposed project as declared by the PP.
CL 3 is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
CL 4

Finding
Classification
Description
finding
(Validators)

CAR
of

Corrective Action #1
(PP)
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

CL

FAR

In section A.4.4 it is mentioned that no public funding has been used. Moreover PP is
required to submit the evidence for the same.
Letter signed declaring under statement that there was no public funding received from
any of the parties classified under Annex I of the Kyoto Protocol will be referenced and
submitted with next PDD version.
Declaration letter is found provided in Annex 2 of the revised PDD. However, proposed
project location mentioned in the declaration is consistent with the section A.4.1.4 of the
PDD.
CL 4 is open.

Corrective Action #2
(PP shall write a
detailed and clear
corrective action as
per finding)
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)
Corrective Action #3
(PP)

DOE Assessment #3
(validators)

Corrective Action #4
(PP)

DOE Assessment #4
(validators)

Letter signed declaring under statement that there was no public funding received from
any of the parties classified under Annex I of the Kyoto Protocol is referenced and
submitted with version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12). The address declared in the project is
the Cunco Comune which is part of the Cautín Province, IX Region of the Republic of
Chile, where the project activity is installed. The address on the bottom of the letter
corresponds to GPE’s address in Santiago, Republic of Chile, where main administrative
and management functions are developed.
Declaration letter provided in the Annex 2 of the revised PDD is mentioned the installed
capacity 2.618, which is not found consistent with the PDD.
CL 4 is open.
Along with version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD a new letter has been submitted to
evidence that there was no public funding received from any of the parties classified
under Annex I of the Kyoto Protocol but with the official declared installed capacity
based on the Environmental Impact Statement, official document submitted to support
this value.
Environmental Impact Statement states an installed capacity of 2.67 MW, however, the
new declaration letter for “Public Funding Certificate” states 2.9 MW of installed capacity
same as in the PDD. This is not consistent. Additionally, this letter in Annex 2 does not
match with the one provided as supporting document.
CL is open
The letter supporting that there was no public funding received from any of the parties
classified under Annex I of the Kyoto Protocol that indicates an installed capacity of
2.9MW based on the Ossberger-Commissioning Record-Allipen.pdf has now been
included on Annex 2 of version 4.0 of the PDD (14/12/12). Moreover the installed
capacity is 2.9 MW of the project which is based on the Ossberger-Commissioning
Record-Allipen.pdf and turbines purchase agreement.
The PP has included the updated version of “Public Funding Certificate” under Annex 2
of the PDD. Additionally, the PP has corrected the reference document of installed
capacity in response 4 which is appropriate and acceptable.
CAR is closed.

Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.|Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard| Rivonia| Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa|

74

VALIDATION REPORT
CDM Validation Report N° CCL0075/HPPA/24102011

CL 4

Finding
Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

5

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

Justification of choice and category of project activity is provided in section B.1 and not
in section B.2 as required by CDM-SSC-Form. Please clarify
Moreover, following are the observations for the justification of choice of methodology
made for the proposed project activity:1.

First two paragraphs of methodology AMS I.D, version 17 has not been
included in the table of applicability criteria.
2. Add one more column in the table, specifying the evidence for the justification
provided. Also, all the evidences are required to be submitted to the DOE.
Justification for category and methodology choice is provided in section B.2 of next
Corrective Action #1
(PP shall write a detailed PDD version as required by the CDM-SSC-Form.
and clear corrective The first two paragraphs of the methodology AMS I.D v17 and a column with the
action as per finding)
evidence for the justification of each criteria were included in the table of applicability
used in the revised PDD version.
Under section B.1 of the revised PDD, reference for methodology I.D version 17 is not
DOE Assessment #1
found appropriate.
(validators)
However, justification for category and choice of methodology is provided under
section B.2 and found that:
1.
2.

Corrective Action #2
(PP)

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

First two paragraphs is included in the table and appropriately justified.
One column is found added in the table to specify the evidences regarding
justification provided.

CL is open.
Category and methodology choice is provided corrected in section B.1 of version 2.0
of the PDD (14/11/12) as required by the CDM-SC-Form.
The first two paragraphs of the methodology AMS I.D v17 and a column with the
evidence for the justification of each criteria are included in the table of applicability
used in version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12).
Under section B.1 of version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/2012), reference for methodology
I.D version 17 is found appropriate.
CL is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

Finding
Classification

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CL 6

Description of finding
(Validators)

CAR
CL
FAR
PP needs to provide the proof of 100 years of operational lifetime as mentioned under
section C.1.2 of the PDD

Corrective Action #1
(PP shall write a detailed
and clear corrective
action as per finding)

The only proof presented on the PDD is the statement on the DIA. This reflects the PP
experience and criteria when developing a power plant. Their objective is to operate a
plant for as long as 100 years but of course considering maintenance and retrofit on
machinery in order to maintain operational efficiency and positive revenues.
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CL 6

Finding
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Corrective Action #2
(PP)
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)

The clarification provided is not appropriate and not in line with the requirement
stipulated under EB 50 Annex 15 for operational life time/ technical lifetime.
CL is open.
The operational life has been restated on version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12). Default
Value of 150,000 operational hours is determined based on the technical lifetime of the
Hydro Turbines.
In section C.1.2. of version 2.0 of the PDD, is found amended the operational lifetime
according to the default value provided in “Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of
equipment” EB 50 Annex 15 i.e. 150,000 operation hours which is acceptable to
validation team.
CL is closed.

Conclusion
Tick the appropriate
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

CL 7

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)
Corrective Action #1
(PP)
DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

Corrective Action #2
(PP)
DOE Assessment #2
(validators)
Corrective Action #3
(PP)
DOE Assessment #3
(validators)

Corrective Action #4
(PP)
DOE Assessment #4
(validators)

Corrective Action #5
(PP)

CAR
CL
FAR
PP is required to mention the realistic expected start date of the crediting period for
the proposed project activity, keeping in mind the CDM registration cycle
procedure.
st
The expected start date of the 1 crediting period has been corrected on next PDD
version to the 01-01-2012, conditioned of course to its official registration as a
CDM activity.
The expected start date of crediting period is found update suitably in section
C.2.1.1 of the revised PDD. However, date provided in the clarification for CL 7 is
not correct. CL 7 is open.
st

The expected start date of the 1 crediting period was corrected on version 2.0 of
the PDD (14/11/12) to the 01-01-2013, conditioned of course to its official
registration as a CDM activity.
Start date for crediting period is not found realistic and need to revise. Moreover,
the date format is also not found correct. CL 7 is open.
On version 3.0 (10/12/12) of the PDD the start date for crediting period has been
correctly updated to 01/01/2013 subject to the date the CDM activity is officially
registered. The date format is now presented properly.
The PP has provided the starting date of the crediting period in the correct format.
However, the start date of crediting period is not realistic. It shall be atleast 4
weeks after the date of upload for registration to the UNFCCC site. Correction in
start date of crediting period is required.
CL is open.
On version 4.0 of the PDD (14/12/12) the start date for crediting period has been
updated to 31/01/2013 subject to the date the CDM activity is officially registered.
The PP has stated in response 4 that the date was changed. However, no change
was done in the PDD. The start date of crediting period is still not realistic in the
revised PDD. Correction in start date of crediting period is required.
CL is open.
On version 5.0 of the PDD, the date of the first crediting period has been correctly
updated to 31/01/2013 or the date of registration of the project activity, whichever
is later.
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CL 7

Finding
DOE Assessment #5
(validators)

Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

The PP has made the correction in the PDD on the start date of the first crediting
period, provided as 31/01/2013 or the date of registration of the project activity,
whichever is later. This is found acceptable by the validation team.
CL is closed.
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

appropriate

CL 8

Finding
Classification

CAR

CL

FAR

Requirement of EIA to be conducted above 3 MW as mentioned under section D.1
of the PDD, can not be verified from the provided reference as foot notes 22, 23,
24 25, 26.
An approved EIA report is required to be submitted.
It
is clearly stated in Law Nº 19,300 – Article Nº10, referenced in the PDD that a
Corrective Action #1
power
plant generation project with an installed capacity of under 3MW does not
(PP shall write a detailed
and clear corrective action need to be submitted to the Environmental Evaluation System. The PDD also
states that the PP voluntarily submitted an Environmental Impact Statement that
as per finding)
already got an Environmental Qualification Resolution that ensures the project
complies with national environmental standards.
In the revised PDD, footnote 33 is found clearly mentioned the environmental law
DOE Assessment #1
of
Chile Nº 19,300 – Article Nº10, states that a power plant generation project with
(validators)
an installed capacity under 3MW does not need to be submitted to the
Environmental Evaluation System. However, voluntarily PP submitted the
Environmental Impact Statement that was approved on 14/03/2011 by the
environmental authorities of the host country (clearly refer in footnote 34 and 35).
Description of finding
(Validators)

CL is closed.
Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed

appropriate

CL 9

Finding
Classification
Description of finding
(Validators)

CAR

CL

FAR

Following are the consolidated observations for section E.1 (Stakeholders
consultation) of the PDD:1.
2.

3.

4.

st

The 1 paragraph of section E.1 of the PDD shows a futuristic view to invite
the stakeholders.
The attendance sheet pasted is not in English language a translated copy is
needed to be provided to DOE. Also, clarification is sought for if the
villagers, small working group and other related stakeholders were not
invited? PP needs to mention all the types of stakeholder invited for the
proposed project activity.
The description provided in section E.1 of the PDD, it is not clear that how
stakeholders were invited for the stakeholder consultation of the proposed
project activity.
PP has mentioned about the newspaper communication to local
stakeholders, which is dated 12/04/2011, whereas, the meeting has been
conducted on 21/11/2011. Clarification needs to be provided for more than
seven months gap from the date of invitation and LSC meeting,
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CL 9

Finding
Corrective Action #1
(PP)

How the stakeholder’s activity was conducted was reformulated in the revised PDD
version since it did not grasp the reality of the intention and purpose of this.
The attendance sheet is presented in English language in the revised PDD
version. Specific clarification is dedicated to stating all the stakeholders invited to
the proposed project activity and how this was done.
The newspaper communication was a first approach to the community. Due its
lack of response, the 7 month period was used for the community council to
personally contact the organizations mentioned on the PDD to have been invited to
the stakeholder’s project activity.

DOE Assessment #1
(validators)

The pictures and high participation of the community council give the impression of
this meeting being a workshop, but the relevance of it is not taken under
consideration since mayor project implications are discussed in the presence of
the relevant stakeholders that assisted to the meeting, setting the perfect
atmosphere for consultations of all kinds. The answers to these considerations are
shown.
1. Although, paragraph 1 of section E.1 of the revised PDD is found corrected
in regards to future statement for LSC. However, as per assessment of
responses by PP and revised PDD, it is found that the futuristic statements
are provided to describe/refer the activities which are already done or in
process. Information in the PDD shall be provided as per current situation of
the proposed project activity and not only in future tense.
CL point is open.
2.

The English translated attendance sheet is found provided in the revised
PDD. Moreover, on the basis onsite assessment and interview, validation
team has found that the LSC was conducted and comment is taken care for
the proposed project activity. CL point is closed.

3.

Section E.1 of the revised PDD is found clearly mentioned that stakeholder
was invited through newspaper initially. Validation team cross checked the
evidence i.e. newspaper and found correct. CL point is closed.

4.

Based on local and sectoral expertise of the validation team, on site
observation and subsequent interview of the local stakeholders and
corrective action provided in the revised PDD, validation team comes to the
conclusion that this type of project activity does not impact the local
population adversely and hence due to this reason none of the local
stakeholders are turned up. In addition to that submitted evidence for
invitation of local stakeholders is verified and found to be appropriate.
CL point is closed.
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CL 9

Finding
Corrective Action #2
(PP)

DOE Assessment #2
(validators)
Conclusion
Tick
the
checkbox

appropriate

How the stakeholder’s activity was conducted was reformulated version 2.0 of the
PDD (14/11/12) since it did not grasp the reality of the intention and purpose of
this.
The attendance sheet is presented in English language in the next PDD version.
Specific clarification is dedicated to stating all the stakeholders invited to the
proposed project activity and how this was done.
The newspaper communication was a first approach to the community. Due its
lack of response, the 7 month period was used for the community council to
personally contact the organizations mentioned on the PDD to have been invited to
the stakeholder’s project activity.
The pictures and high participation of the community council give the impression of
this meeting being a workshop, but the relevance of it is not taken under
consideration since mayor project implications are discussed in the presence of
the relevant stakeholders that assisted to the meeting, setting the perfect
atmosphere for consultations of all kinds. The answers to these considerations are
shown.
On version 2.0 of the PDD (14/11/12) and this DVR all information is provided as
its current state and so written in the corresponding tense.
Response from the PP and information in the PDD is found corrected.
CL point is closed.
To be checked during the first periodic verification
Outstanding finding (not closed)
The finding is closed
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Appendix B
Certificate of Competence
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