VALIDATION REPORT

“Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm”
In
South Africa

Report No CCL0093/RCWF/18112011
Revision No 02, 03/10/2012

Ground Floor| Block A| 374 Rivonia Boulevard |Rivonia|Johannesburg|2128|Republic of South Africa

VALIDATION REPORT
CDM VALIDATION REPORT N° CCL0093/RCWF/18112011

Executive Summary – Validation Opinion
The validation team assigned by the DOE (Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd.), here after called CCL,
is been assigned by “Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd“ to perform the validation of their
project “Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm”, in South Africa. 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 based on the assessment of the project design document undertaken through
Stakeholder consultations, application of standard auditing techniques including but not
limited to document reviews, site visit, and stakeholder’s interviews, review of the applicable
methodology and its underlying formulae and calculations.
Validation methodology and process
The validation has been performed as described in the VVM version 01.2/B01/ and
constitutes the following steps:
- Publication of the PDD /01/ on the UNFCCC website (28/02/2012 to 28/03/2012)
- Desk review of the PDD /01/ and the relevant documents
- On-site assessment (12/04/2012 – 13/04/2012)
- Issuance of 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 South Africa and the Annex I party is the Netherlands. Both parties fulfil the
participation criteria and have approved // the project and authorized the project participants
Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd and Electrabel NV/SA. The DNA of South Africa
confirms /05-a/ that the project assists in achieving sustainable development.
The project correctly applies the baseline and monitoring methodology ACM0002, version
12.3.0, “Consolidated baseline methodology for grid-connected electricity generation from
renewable sources” /B02/.
The project results in reductions of CO2 emissions that are real, measurable and give longterm 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 South Africa.
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
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design and it is CCL’s opinion that the project participants are able to implement the
monitoring plan.
By installing the new grid connected wind 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 2,643,070 t of CO2e over a
10 year (fixed) crediting period, averaging 264,307 t of CO2e annually. The emission
reduction forecast /04/ 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 12 findings which include:
07 Corrective Action Requests (CARs); 05 Clarification Requests (CLs); and all findings have
been closed satisfactorily. No FAR has been raised during course of validation.
CCL concludes that the CDM Project Activity “Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm” in South Africa,
as described in the PDD /02/, 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.
The selected baseline and monitoring methodologies (ACM0002 ver.12.3.0) /B02/ are
applicable to the project and correctly applied. The CCL therefore requests the registration of
the project as a CDM project activity with UNFCCC.
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Abbreviations
BE
CAR
CC
CCL
CDM
CDM M&P
CER(s)
CL
CO2
DNA
DOE
DR
EB
EIA
ER
FAR
GHG(s)
GWP
I
IPCC
LoA
MoV
MP
MR
NGO
ODA
PDD
PE
PLF
PP(s)
Ref.
RSA
SD
SS(s)
UNFCCC
VVM

Baseline Emissions
Corrective Action Request
Cross Check
Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd
Clean Development Mechanism
Modalities and Procedures CDM
Certified Emission Reduction(s)
Clarification Request
Carbon dioxide
Designated National Authority
Designated Operational Entity
Document Review
Executive Board
Environmental Impact assessment
Emission Reductions
Forward Action Request
Greenhouse gas(es)
Global Warming Potential
Interview or any follow up action
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Letter of Approval
Means of Verification
Monitoring Plan
Monitoring Report
Non-Governmental Organization
Official Development Assistance
Project Design Document
Project Emission
Plant Load Factor
Project Participant(s)
Document Reference
Republic of South Africa
Sustainable Development
Sectoral Scope(s)
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
Validation and Verification Manual
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1 INTRODUCTION
The organization “Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd” has commissioned /07/ Carbon
Check (Pty) Ltd, herein after referred to as “CCL”, to carry out the validation of the project
activity “Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm” in South Africa.
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 or the simplified modalities and
procedures for small scale CDM project activities (as applicable) 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 scope of validation is an independent and objective review of the project design. Review
of the PDD is conducted against the requirements of the Kyoto Protocol, the CDM M&P and
relevant decisions of the COP/MOP and the CDM-EB. Carbon Check follows a rule-based
approach in the validation focusing on the identification of significant risks for project
implementation and generation of CERs. Validation is not meant to provide any consulting
towards the PP, however, the corrective actions requests (CARs) and clarifications (CLs)
might provide 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 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:
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Referenc
e

/01/
/02/
/03/
/04/

/05/
/06/
/07/
/08/
/09/

/11/
/12/
/13/
/14/
/15/

/16/

/17/

/18/
/19/
/20/
/21/
/22/
/23/

Date of
Document
(DD/MM/YYY
Document
Y)
In case
irrelevant put
“_ _“
PDD [for global stakeholder commenting] version 01.
20/01/2012
PDD [final version], version 04.
05/10/2012
CER and GEF calculation spread sheet corresponding to /01/
-CER and GEF calculation spread sheet corresponding to /02/
-(a) Letter of Approval issued by DNA of South Africa.
21/06/2012
(b) Letter of approval issued by DNA of the Netherlands
22/08/2012
Modalities of Communication
01/10/2012
Validation contract in between Carbon Check (Pty) Ltd. and the 18/11/2011
PP
Proof of project activity start date: Ref- EPC contract between 02/11/2011
Red Cap and Nordex
Proof of intimation to UNFCCC and host DNA:
Intimation to UNFCCC secretariat
12/05/2011
Intimation to DNA and acknowledgement by the DNA
13/05/2011
Final EIA report prepared by GIBB Engineering & Science
March 2011
Statuary clearances:
Approval from Environmental affairs (approval of EIA).
13/06/2011
Proof of the companies name as per the South African
Company Registration / Incorporation Act
Declaration for no ODA funding for the project activity PP
16/02/2012
Proof for GPS co-ordinates of the Project Activity ref: Site 12/07/2011
assessment report” by Nordex confirming that the geocoordinates
Proof of FOIK: Ref- email from Mr. Andre Otto, Project 18/01/2012
Manager, South African Wind Energy Programme, Ministry of
Energy
Relevant proof of LSC:
Stakeholder meeting invitation letter
Stakeholder meeting presentation
Stakeholder minute of meeting / list of stakeholders who raise
question
Original attendance list of the stakeholder meeting
Project layout drawing
NA
Technical specification of the WTGs of the project activity NA
including Document to justify technical lifespan of project
Draft Power purchase agreement between PP and Eskom
NA
Specific onsite organization chart for the CDM project activity
NA
Electricity connection diagram to the grid showing metering NA
location
Project implementation schedule

NA
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/24/

Assessment of the energy production of the proposed Kouga October 2011
Wind Farm in South Africa, prepared by Garrad Hassan &
Partners Ltd (compliance of annex 11of EB 48)

Background investigation and other referred documents/websites:
/B01/

CDM Validation and Verification Manual (Version 01.2)

/B02/

Approved baseline and monitoring methodology ACM0002 Version 12.3 “Consolidated
baseline methodology for grid-connected electricity generation from renewable
sources”.
Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system, version 02.2.1

/B03/
/B04/

1. Guidelines on the demonstration and assessment of prior consideration of the
CDM(version 04), annex 13, EB 62
2. Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality (version 06.1.0), annex
20, EB 69
3. Glossary of terms, Version 06
4. Guidelines for completing the project design document (CDM-PDD) and the
proposed new baseline and monitoring methodology (CDM-NM), version 07
5. Guidelines on additionality of First-of-its-kind project activities, version 2.0, Annex
7, EB 69

/B05/

Website referred:
http://cdm.unfccc.int/
http://www.nordex-online.com/fileadmin/MEDIA/Gamma/Nordex_Gamma_en.pdf , page 12.

http://www.energy.gov.za/files/media/pr/upload/N.pdf
/B06/

Website used for the validation of Grid Emission Factor:

http://www.eskom.co.za/live/click.php?u=%2Fcontent%2FCEF_CalculatorFINAL2010
-2011%7E2.xls&o=Item%2B236&v=62a438
http://financialresults.co.za/2011/eskom_ar2011/profile_key_facts02.php
http://www.ipccnggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/pdf/2_Volume2/V2_1_Ch1_Introduction.pdf table 1.2
and 1.4 (other kerosene and other bituminous)
http://www.eskom.co.za/live/click.php?u=%2Fcontent%2FFuelConsumptionElctriccity
Gen.xls&o=Item%2B236&v=977d99
http://financialresults.co.za/2011/eskom_ar2011/downloads/eskom-ar2011.pdf page
324
2.2 Follow-up actions
The project is a Greenfield power plant and large scale project. During the desk review, the
relevant documents including the EPC contract /08/ and EIA report /11/ as well as their
approvals /12/ and other relevant documents /15/, /18/, /19/, /24/ were provided and
assessed. CCL could confirm the project design, and all baseline information from the
documents mentioned above. Since, project start date is considered as date of signing of
EPC term sheet on 02/11/2011 /08/ but construction of project has not started at the time of
start of validation. CCL could confirm that the proposed project has not commenced to
commissioning or operate /23/ at the time of interview on 12/04/2012. In addition, according
to EIA/11/ , no resettlement was involved in the project. Given no further information would
have been available to assess on site, CCL decided that a physical site visit for this project

9

VALIDATION REPORT
CDM VALIDATION REPORT N° CCL0093/RCWF/18112011

not necessary during the validation process. This is in conformity with the paragraph 59- 62
of validation and verification Manual/B01/
The follow up interview was held by validation team in the office of Red Cap Kouga Wind
Farm (Pty) Ltd. on 12/04/2012 and 13/04/2012 with the CDM Consultants i.e. Tractebel
Engineering, Belgium and the project owner and PP, Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm ( Pty) Ltd.
The key personnel interviewed and the main topics of the interviews are summarized in the
table below:
Date
12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012

Name and Role
David Nicol
Director

/b/

12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012

Lance Blaine

/c/

12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012

Van Innis
Francois
CDM Consultant

Tractebel
Engineering

/d/

12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012

Bencic Rovea
Mauricio
CDM Consultant

Tractebel
Engineering

/e/

12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012
12/04/2012 –
13/04/2012

Errol Oloeff
cilliers
Conrad Dreyer

Land owner

Information on project status
Development of wind farm
projects in Eastern Cape, South
Africa, Starting date of project
and crediting period
Project design, Baseline
identification, Monitoring and
additionality. Sustainability
criteria, Local Stakeholders
meeting process.
Project design, Baseline
identification, Monitoring and
additionality.
Sustainability criteria, Local
Stakeholders meeting process.
Local stakeholder consultation

Land owner

Local stakeholder consultation

/a/

/f/

Organization
Red Cap
Kouga Wind
Farm ( Pty)
Ltd.
Red Cap
Kouga Wind
Farm ( Pty)
Ltd.

Topic
Decision to undertake the
project as CDM. Descriptions
and history about Project

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:
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•

•
•

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

The requirements the Makes reference to the
project must meet.
documents where the
answer to the requirement
is found.

Conclusion

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
Comments
Question
The various
Makes
Explain how
The
requirements
referenc conformance with
discussion
in Table 1 are e to
the checklist
on how
linked to
docume question has been
the
checklist
nt(s)
investigated.
conclusion
questions
where
Examples are
has been
which the
the
document review
arrived at
project should answer
(DR), interview or
and the
meet. The
to the
any other follow-up conclusion
checklist is
checklist actions (I), cross
on the
organized in
question checking (CC) with complianc
five different
or item
available
e with the
sections.
is found. information relating checklist
to projects or (N/A) question
means not
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

Final
Conclusion
OK is used
if the
information
and
evidence
provided is
adequate to
demonstrate
compliance
with CDM
 requireme
nt.
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applicable.
above.
Validation Protocol, Table 3 – Resolution of Corrective Action Requests and Clarification
Requests
Corrective Action Reference to Table 2 Response by project
Validation
Request and/or
participant(s)
Conclusion
Clarification
Request
The CAR(s)
Reference to the
The responses given by The validation
and/or CL(s)
checklist question
the project
team’s assessment
raised in Table 2
number in Table 2
participant(s) to
and final conclusion
are repeated here. where the CAR or CL address the CAR(s)
of the CAR(s)
is explained.
and/or CL(s).
and/or CL(s).

Validation Protocol, Table 4 – Forward Action Requests
Forward Action
Reference to Table 2 Response by project
Request
participant(s)
The FAR(s)
Reference to the
Response by the
raised in Table 2
checklist question
project participant(s)
is/are repeated
number in Table 2
on how forward action
here.
where the FAR is
request(s) will be
explained.
addressed prior to first
verification.

Validation
Conclusion
If any

2.4 Internal quality control
The final 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
The validation team and the technical reviewer(s) consist of the following personnel:

4.5,

X

X

X

X

X

Technical
Reviewer

3.1,

X

Reporting
support

3.1,

Technical
Expert
input

Mr.Barun Kumar
Mr.Amit Anand

2.2,

Report &
protocol
writing

Mr.Pankaj Kumar

1.2,2.1,
13.1
1.1,1.2,
13.1
-1.2

Site visit
&
Interview

Mr.Ravi Shankar

Type of Involvement
Desk
review

Validation Team
Appointed
for
Sectoral
scopes
(Technical Areas)

Supervisi
on
of
work

Full Name

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.
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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
The project participants are Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd of Republic of South Africa
and Electrabel NV/SA of Netherlands. Letter for approval from both the host country /05-1/
and annex-1 party /05-b/ have been provided in the list of documents. The letter of approvals
/05/ were found to be unconditional with respect to § 45 (a) to (d) VVM, ver 01.2 /B01/.
The letter of approval from host country confirms the contribution of the proposed project
activity to the sustainable development of Republic of South Africa.
The project participants are correctly listed in table A.3 of the PDD and the information is
consistent with the contact details provided in Annex 1 of the PDD /01/. Participation in the
project activity of the PPs has been authorized, as confirmed in the LoAs issued by the DNA
of the parties concerned. Validation team considers that the submitted LoAs are authentic
and thus confirms to the requirement of § 45 VVS, ver 02/B01/. In line with the requirements
of § 47 and § 48 of VVM, ver 01.2 /B01/, the following table summarizes the details of the
LoA:
Project participant /05/
Party involved /05/
Project activity title
/05/
APPROVAL
LoA received /05/
Date of LoA /05/
LoA /05/ received from
Validation of
authenticity

Validity of LoA

Additional information

PARTICIPATION
Party is party to Kyoto
Protocol

Voluntary participation

Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm Electrabel NV/SA
(Pty) Ltd
Republic of South Africa (Host
Netherlands
Country)
Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm
Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm

Yes
21/06/2012

Yes
22/08/2012

PP
The LoA was received from the
project
participant.
The
Validation team does not doubt
authenticity of LoA, hence did
not further cross verified the
authenticity by means of
communication with the DNA
as required in § 48 VVM, ver
01.2/B01/.
Yes, validation team considers
the LoA in accordance with § 45
to 48 VVM, ver 01.2 /B01/

PP
The LoA was received from
the project participant. The
Validation team does not
doubt authenticity of LoA,
hence did not further cross
verified the authenticity by
means of communication
with the DNA as required in
§ 48 VVM, ver 01.2/B01/.
Yes,
validation
team
considers the LoA in
accordance with § 45 to 48
VVM, ver 01.2 /B01/
No, LoA does not contain any No, LoA does not contain
additional specification of the any additional specification
project activity like PDD version of the project activity like
number etc.
PDD version number etc.

Yes. Republic of South Africa Yes. The Netherlands has
has ratified the Kyoto Protocol ratified the Kyoto Protocol
on 31/07/2002
on ratified Kyoto Protocol on
02/12/2004
Yes stated in the LoA /05 (a)/.
Yes stated in the LoA /05
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Project contribution to
SD

Yes stated in the LoA /05/.

(b)/.
NA

The validation of approval and participation has been done on the basis of § 45-48 and §5253 of VVM ver 01.2 and validation team confirms that the proposed project activity meets the
requirement of § 44 and § 51 of VVM ver 01.2.
Validation of ODA
The validation team did not reveal any evidence that this Project activity can be seen as a
diversion of ODA. It is also confirmed by the interview with PPs during the interview. The
same has also been confirmed by the declaration /14/ provided by PP.
Confirmation of MoC
The Modalities of Communication (MoC) /06/, was received from the PP. Both the PPs are
the joint focal points 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 PP, Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd, the name
of Mr. David Nicol as sole (primary) authorised signatory and Mr. Mark Tanton is the
alternative authorised signatory for future communication related to the corresponding scope
of authority with UNFCCC. For the PP, Electrabel NV/SA, the name of Mr. Nicolas Nore as
sole (primary) authorised signatory and Mr. Vincent Verbeke is the alternative authorised
signatory for future communication related to the corresponding scope of authority with
UNFCCC.
The MOC has been checked as per the requirement of EB 45 annex 59 and found correct.
The Validation Team confirms that the signatory and contact details on the MoC /06/ are
authorized and credible.

3.2 Project design document
The PDD/01/ for the project activity has been the basis for the validation process.
Carbon Check 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 applicable guidance document /B04-4/.

3.3 Project Design
Starting date of project

Expected
project Crediting period
operational lifetime
02/11/2011 (Date of signing 20 years /19/
10 years starting from
of EPC contract /08/). This
06/04/2014 or the effective
can be treated as the
date
of
registration,
earliest date on which the
whichever is later.
PP
has
committed
expenditures
related to
project
specific
implementation
and
construction as per the
Glossary of CDM Terms
and § 67 of EB 41 meeting
report.
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Herewith, the validation team summarizes major changes between webhosted PDD /01/ and
final version of PDD /02/ for submission as follows:
Subject
PDD ( project title /
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)

Webhosted
/01/
Red Cap
Wind Farm

Republic of
Africa
(Host Party)

PDD Validated PDD /02/

Assessment

Kouga Red Cap Kouga Wind
Farm

No change

South Republic of South Africa
(Host Party)

Pleaser refer to
the CAR 2 and
its
detailed
closure.

Belgium
(annex-1
party)
Red Cap Kouga
Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd

Netherlands(annex-1
party)
Red Cap Kouga Wind Pleaser refer to
Farm (Pty) Ltd
the CAR 2 and
its
detailed
Electrabel SA/NV
Electrabel NV/SA
closure.
Near Oyster Bay, Near Oyster Bay, within No change
Kouga
Local
within the Kouga the
Local Municipality of Municipality
of
the
Eastern Cape.
the Eastern Cape.
The nearest city to
the site is Port
Elizabeth,
located
approximately 70 km
to the north east and
the nearest town is
Humansdorp, located
approximately 20 km
to the north.
I – Energy industries
(renewable - / nonrenewable sources)
ACM0002 Version12.2.0

The nearest city to the
site is Port Elizabeth,
located approximately 70
km to the north east and
the nearest town is
Humansdorp,
located
approximately 20 km to
the north.

I – Energy industries No change
(renewable - / nonrenewable sources)
ACM0002 Version-12.3.0 PP
has
updated
the
minor version
of methodology
in the revised
PDD /02/.
305,220 tonnes of 264,307 tonnes of CO2 e, Emission
CO2 e per annum.
reduction
decreases from
the web hosted
PDD to revised
PDD due to
adoption
of
more
conservative
grid emission
factor ( In the
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web
hosted
PDD,
Calculated as
1.0507
tCO2/MWh and
0.9098 in the
revised PDD.
Please
also
refer to the
closure of CL03
No change

Additionality:
NA
NA
(benchmark / input
values/analysis
type/project start
date/IRR or NPV
values etc)
Net electricity export Net electricity export to No change
Monitoring
(parameters /
to the grid by Project the grid by Project.
frequency )
Crediting period (
10 Years (Fixed)
10 Years (Fixed)
No change
type / start date)
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 project involves the installation and operation of 32 Nordex make (model no. N 90 2500
HS) WTGs /08/ of individual capacity of 2.5 MW with total installed capacity of 80 MW. The
proposed project activity /02/ will be connected to the energy system (grid) /20/ of the RSA.
The grid is managed by the state-owned company Eskom which is in charge of generation,
transmission and distribution of power to end-users. Hence the proposed project activity /02/,
/20/ displace the predominantly fossil fuel based power generation and thereby reducing the
GHG emissions.
The verified /08/, /19/ technical details of WTGs to be implemented under the project activity
are as below:

Expected lifetime
Rated power
Cut –in wind speed
Cut-out wind speed
Diameter
Swept area
Speed
Tip speed
Speed control

Operating data
20 years /08/
2500Kw
3 m/s
25 m/s
Rotor
90 m
6,362 m2
10.3 – 18.1 rpm
75 m/s
Variable via microprocessor
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Overspeed control
Construction
Rotor hum height

Pitch angle
Tower
Tubular steel tower
80 m

The technical details of the WTGs of the proposed project activity was further cross verified
by referring the website of Nordex /B05/.
As per the PDD /02/, the project activity is located near Oyster Bay, Kouga Local Municipality
of the Eastern Cape Province of the RSA. The verified /15/ geographic coordinates of the
project activity are as below:
Geographical latitude: 34.1470 S. Geographical longitude: 24.7110 E. Time zone: UTC+2.
The proposed project activity is expected to generate 290,500 MWh/year of electricity ( with
an average capacity factor of approximately 41.5%, which is a P50 estimate) as verified from
“Assessment of the energy production of the proposed Kouga Wind Farm in South Africa,
dated Dec. 2011,( p- 11) prepared by Garrard Hassan & Partners Ltd. /24/. Validation team
confirms the compliance of annex 11 of EB 48. The GHG emission reductions are estimated
to be average 264,307 tCO2e per year /02/, /04/ and 2,643,070 /02/, /04/ over the ten year
fixed crediting period. The project activity will thus reduce Green House gas (GHG) emissions
associated with the Eskom (South African National grid), which are dominated by fossil fuel
based power plants.
The technology used in the project is indigenously available in South Africa and hence there
is no transfer of technology. However, the wind technology employs environmentally sound
and safe features. These turbines are also certified IEC-1 /19/, which shows compliance to
this internationally recognized standard.
A fixed crediting period of ten (10) years has been chosen /02/ for the project, starting from
06/04/2014, or the effective date of registration, whichever is later.
The project technology will not be replaced by any other technology within the crediting
period.
Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is the PP (of host country) of the project activity and the
same was confirmed with Letter of approval /05-a/ obtained from DNA of Republic of South
Africa. The project activity contributes to the sustainable development criteria of the host
country in terms of social, economic, technological and environmental benefits achieved due
to the project activity.
The operational life time of the project has been determined as 20 years according to the
EPC contract /08/. Based on the information and undertaking /14/ furnished by the project
participants, no ODA contributes to the financing of the project. Geographical and temporal
boundaries of the project are clearly defined.
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 PDD sufficiently covers all relevant elements, is accurate and complete and
that it provides the reader with a clear understanding of the nature of the proposed CDM
project activity. The PDD complies with the relevant methodology, tools, forms and guidance
at the time of PDD submission for registration. Nevertheless, CAR 01, CAR 02,CAR 03, CAR
04, & CL 1,CL 2 was raised and closed during the course of validation (Ref. Annex:
Validation Protocol- Table 2)
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3.4

Application of selected baseline and monitoring methodology

The project applies the Approved consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology
ACM0002, version 12.3.0 /B02/, which also uses the “Tool to calculate the emission factor for
electricity an electricity system” version 02.2.1 /B03/.
The selected version of the methodology at the time of hosting of PDD /01/ was ACM0002,
version 12.1.0 /B02/, however PP has updated the minor version of the methodology to
version 12.3.0 in the revised PDD /02/. The applied version of methodology is not the latest
version however request for registration using this version of methodology can be submitted
until 11/01/2013, 23:59:59 GMT.
Applicability criteria for the baseline methodology /B02/ are assessed by the validation team
by means of document review and interview. It is agreed in the validation team’s opinion that
the project activity fully met the criteria as described below:
Applicability criteria as per methodology
/B02/
This methodology is applicable to gridconnected renewable power generation project
activities that (a) install a new power plant at a
site where no renewable power plant was
operated prior to the implementation of the
project activity (greenfield plant); (b) involve a
capacity addition; (c) involve a retrofit of (an)
existing plant(s); or (d) involve a replacement of
(an) existing plant(s).

The project activity is the installation, capacity
addition, retrofit or replacement of a power
plant/unit of one of the following types: hydro
power plant/unit (either with a run-of-river
reservoir or an accumulation reservoir), wind
power plant/unit, geothermal power plant/unit,
solar power plant/unit, wave power plant/unit or
tidal power plant/unit;
In the case of capacity additions, retrofits or
replacements (except for wind, solar, wave or
tidal power capacity addition projects) the
existing plant started commercial operation prior
to the start of a minimum historical reference
period of five years, used for the calculation of
baseline emissions and defined in the baseline
emission section, and no capacity expansion or
retrofit of the plant has been undertaken

Means of Validation
The project activity is a Wind power
project of installed capacity 80 MW /08/
and has been checked from the document
review /02/,/08/ hence validation team
confirms that the project activity is a new
power plant /02/,/08/,/11/ at a site where
no renewable power plant was operated
prior to the implementation of the project
activity (Greenfield plant); The electricity
generated by the project activity will be
supplied to the RSA grid through Eskom
and this has been checked from the
provided documents /02/,//20/,/22/ which
explicitly reveals the fact that the
generated electricity from the project
activity will be sold to the RSA grid.
The project activity is a Greenfield power
plant, the same has been checked from
the document review /02/,/08/,/11/ and
from interviews.

The project activity is a Greenfield power
plant, the same has been checked from
the document review /02/,/08/,/11/ and
from the interviews, and hence this
paragraph of methodology is not
applicable for the subject project.
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between the start of this minimum historical
reference period and the implementation of the
project activity.
In case of hydro power plants, one of the
following conditions must apply:
The project activity is implemented in an existing
reservoir, with no change in the volume of
reservoir; or
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; or
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 present CDM project activity is not a
hydro power plant; hence this paragraph
is not applicable for the subject project
case.

The subject project is a green-field grid
The methodology is not applicable to the connected Wind power project as verified
following:
from
the
provided
documents
/02/,/08/,/11/.
The
present
CDM
project
• Project activities that involve switching
activity
neither
involve
switching
from
from fossil fuels to renewable energy
fossil
fuels
to
renewable
energy
sources
sources at the site of the project
activity, since in this case the baseline or biomass fired power plant or a hydro
may be the continued use of fossil fuels power plant, hence this paragraph is not
applicable for the subject project case.
at the site;
•

Biomass fired power plants;

Hydro power plants1 that result in new
reservoirs or in the increase in existing
reservoirs where the power density of
the power plant is less than 4 W/m2.
In the case of retrofits, replacements, or The subject project is a green-field grid
capacity additions, this methodology is only connected Wind power project as verified
applicable if the most plausible baseline from the provided documents /02/,/08/,/11/
scenario, as a result of the identification of and from the onsite visit interviews.
baseline scenario, is “the continuation of the Validation team confirms that it is not a
current situation, i.e. to use the power case of retrofits, replacements, or capacity
generation equipment that was already in use addition, hence this paragraph is not
prior to the implementation of the project activity applicable for the subject project case.
and
undertaking
business
as
usual
maintenance”.
The selected baseline and monitoring methodology is an approved methodology. Based on
above assessment , Carbon Check Confirms that the project activity meets the applicability
conditions of the methodology and concludes that the project activity correctly applies the
approved baseline and monitoring methodology ACM0002, version 12.3.0 /02/.
•

Carbon Check Confirms the requirement laid down in § 66 to §69 of VVM version 01.2 /B01/.
The above assessment also complies with the requirement of §65 of VVM version 01.2 /B01/.
1

Project participants wishing to undertake a hydroelectric project activity that result in a new reservoir
or an increase in the existing reservoir, in particular where reservoirs have no significant vegetative
biomass in the catchments area, may request a revision to the approved consolidated methodology.
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3.5

Project boundary and baseline identification

As per the methodology/B02/, the spatial extent of the project boundary includes the
project power plant and all power plants connected physically to the electricity system that
the CDM project is connected to. In line with the requirement of the applied meth, the
project boundary encompasses the physical and geographical site of the 80 MW wind
power project and includes the wind turbine installations, transformers, transmission
lines, metering equipment and connected grid sub-stations . The spatial extent of the
project boundary is clearly defined /02/ as the site of project activity and all power plants
connected physically to the national grid of Republic of South Africa. The defined project
boundary is in line with ACM0002 (version 12.3.0) /B02/.
The validation team was able to confirm that all the identified emission sources which are
impacted by the project activity are addressed by the approved methodology /B02/ and can
be seen in the Table below. Hence a clarification of revision to or deviation from the
approved methodology /B02/ is not requested.
The sources and sinks of greenhouse gas identified in the PDD/02/ are deemed to be
appropriate and assessed below:
Emissions

GHGs involved

Justification / Explanation

Major emission source, which is emitted
from the electricity generation by fossil
Baseline emissions
fuel-fired power plants connected to the
Eskom (South African national grid).
Project emission is regarded as zero as
Project emissions
NA
the project is a renewable energy (wind
power) project.
As per the applied methodology /B02/,
the main emissions potentially giving rise
to leakage in the context of electric
sector projects are emissions arising due
to activities such as power plant
Leakage
NA
construction and upstream emissions
from fossil fuel use (e.g. extraction,
processing, transport). These emissions
sources are neglected, hence leakage is
not considered for this project activity
and acceptable to the validation team.
In summary, the project boundary was correctly identified in accordance with the
methodology ACM0002, ver 12.3 /B02/. All greenhouse gas emissions occurring within the
proposed project activity boundary as a result of the implementation of the proposed CDM
project activity have been appropriately addressed in the PDD /02/.
CO2

The identified project boundary and selected sources of emissions are justified for the project
activity. The validation of the project activity did not reveal other greenhouse gas emissions
occurring within the proposed CDM project activity boundary as a result of the
implementation of the proposed project activity which are expected to contribute more than
1% of the overall expected average annual emission reduction, with respect to the
methodology applied.
Based on the review of supporting documented evidence provided by the project participant,
Carbon Check can confirm that the project boundary and emission sources described in the
PDD /02/ are accurate and complete, and also that the selected sources and gases are
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justified for the proposed project activity.
3.5.1 Baseline identification
The identified baseline scenario (since the project activity is an installation of a new gridconnected renewable power plant):,in line with the methodology ACM0002, version 12.3.0
/B02/, 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”. Equivalent
electricity that would in absence of the project activity, have been generated by the operation
of the grid-connected power plants belonging to the Eskom (South African grid).
Validation team confirms that the identified baseline scenario in the PDD /02/ confirms to the
requirement of applied meth /B02/.
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 75% and 25%, which are the default values stipulated
by “Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system”, version 02.2.1 for wind
farm projects. The South African grid is dominated by coal-fired power plants. It is deemed
likely that coal-fired power plants will continue to dominate the power sector due to the local
availability of low-cost coal. It is expected that renewable capacity additions will not have
significant effects on the mix of the Eskom (South African grid) during the first crediting
period.
Carbon Check was able to verify all the documented evidence during the validation process
and can confirm that:
• all the assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the PDD
/02/, including their references and sources
• all documentation used referred to under section 2.1, is relevant for establishing the
baseline scenario and correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD /02/
• assumptions and data used in the identification of the baseline scenario are justified
appropriately, supported by evidence and can be deemed reasonable
Carbon Check confirms that the approved baseline methodology /B02/ has been correctly
applied to 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.
3.5.2 GHG Emission Reductions:
Determination of Baseline Emission
The electricity baseline under the adopted methodology /B02/ include only CO2 emissions
from electricity generation in fossil fuel fired power plants that are displaced due to the project
activity. The methodology assumes that all project electricity generation above baseline
levels would have been generated by existing grid-connected power plants and the addition
of new grid-connected power plants.
The baseline emissions are to be calculated as follows:

BE y = EG PJ, y ⋅ EFgrid, CM, y
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Where:
BEy

= Baseline emissions in year y (tCO2/yr)

EGPJ,y

= Quantity of net electricity generation that is produced and fed into the grid
as a result of the implementation of the CDM project activity in year y
(MWh/yr)

EFgrid,CM,y

= Combined margin CO2 emission factor for grid connected power generation
in year y calculated using the latest version of the “Tool to calculate the
emission factor for an electricity system” (tCO2/MWh)

As per the methodology if the project activity is the installation of a new grid-connected
renewable power plant/unit (which is the case of subject project) at a site where no
renewable power plant was operated prior to the implementation of the project activity, then:

EG PJ,y = EG facility,y
Where:
EGPJ,y
EGfacility,y

= Quantity of net electricity generation that is produced and fed into the grid as a
result of the implementation of the CDM project activity in year y (MWh/yr)
= Quantity of net electricity generation supplied by the project plant/unit to the
grid in year y (MWh/yr)

The above equations as provided by the applied methodology /B02/ has been transparently
provided in the PDD /02/, checked by the validation team.
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’.
Validation team has checked the calculation of the combined margin grid emission factor and
confirmed that the applied value of the emission factor follows the tool /B03/ and data to
calculate OM and BM incorporated in the PDD /02/ is taken from publically available
database i.e. Eskom data base (http://www.eskom.co.za/content/calculationTable.htm)
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Nevertheless, following steps (step numbers correspond to tool to calculate emission factor of
an electricity system, version 02.2.1) demonstrate the calculation of combine margin
emission factor in accordance with “tool to calculate emission factor of an electricity system”,
version 02.2.1.
Step 1 - Electricity generated by the proposed project activity will be supplied to the national
grid of the RSA. Since, DNA of RSA has not delineated the project electricity system, PP has
defined this national grid as project electricity system and this delineation is appropriately
explained in the PDD /02/, which is also in line with tool to calculate emission factor (which
defines the national grid as a project electricity system by default Cp p 4 of 33 of the tool
/B05/). The national grid of the RSA is managed by the state-owned company Eskom which
is the only company in South Africa in charge of generation, transmission and distribution of
power to end-users.
The project activity is connected to national grid of RSA and hence for the purpose of
estimation of baseline emission factor the consideration of National grid of RSA Grid is
appropriate and correct and is in line with the requirements specified in the tool /B03/
Step 2 - of the tool gives an option to include off-grid power plants in the project electricity
system. Eskom data base /B06/ has provided data for only grid connected power plants.
Hence PP has correctly /02/ considered only grid connected power plants for the calculation
of grid emission factor and the same is inline with the tool /B05/ ; acceptable to the validation
team.
Step 3 - Simple OM method, out of the four methods provided in the tool /B03/ for calculating
the operating margin (EFgrid,OM,y) is selected. The tool /B03/( Cp p 5 of 33 of the tool )
specifies that the simple OM method can only be used if the low-cost/must-run resources
constitute less than 50% of total grid generation in :1) average of the five most recent years,
or 2) based on long-term averages for hydroelectricity production. The Simple OM method
selected is by the PP in the PDD /02/ and justified and appropriate as the average proportion
of low-cost/must run resources is less than 50% in RSA grid, checked by referring Eskom
data base /B06/ and acceptable to the validation team.
The ex-ante option for determining the simple OM is opted by the PP /02/, which is as per the
tool /B05/.
Step 4 – The simple OM emission factor is calculated as the generation-weighted average
CO2 emissions per unit net electricity generation (tCO2/MWh) of all generating power plants
serving the system, not including low-cost/must-run power plants/units.
As per the tool /B05/, the simple OM may be calculated by one of the following two options:
Option A: Based on the net electricity generation and a CO2 emission factor of each power
unit; or
Option B: Based on the total net electricity generation of all power plants serving the system
and the fuel types and total fuel consumption of the project electricity system.
PP has considered /02/, the Option A for the calculation of simple OM, which is inline with the
requirement of tool /B05/. All the data base explained in Annex 3 of the PDD /02/ which are
sourced from Eskom website /B06/. All the data used for simple OM calculation described in
Annex. 3 of the PDD and also cross checked by Grid emission factor calculation spread
sheet /04/ and found that PP has correctly calculated the generation weighted average value
and this is in line with the tool /B03/ and arrived at following summary:
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Year

EFOM [tCO2/MWh]

Generation [GWh]

2008-09

0.9271

223,880

2009-10

0.9209

229,694

2010-11

0.9217

235,672

Three years generated weighted average OM(tCO2/MWh)

0.9232

Based on above assessment, validation team confirms that the PP has correctly followed the
guidelines of tool to calculate emission factor and by using database provided by Eskom
(South African National Grid) and the EF gridOM for the South African National grid is
calculated based on option ‘A’ of the step 4 of the “Tool to calculate emission factor of an
electricity system, version 02.2.1 /B05/.
Since ex-ante option has been opted for the simple OM and only grid power plants has
chosen, PP has used a 3-year generation-weighted average, based on the most recent data
available at the time of submission of the CDM-PDD to the DOE for validation. This is in
compliance of tool to calculate emission factor ( Cp p 5 of 33 of the tool ).
Validation team further noted that PP has used the data of electricity Generation, fuel
consumption and coal calorific value from Eskom, while all carbon emissions factors are
taken form IPCC 2006 Guidelines, and the same is in line with the tool to calculate emission
factor /B03/ and hence acceptable to the validation team. The consideration of NCV of coal
for the year 2009, 2010 and 2011 from Eskom data base is a conservative approach and had
PP used the data of NCV from IPCC the value of OM would be higher.
Step 5 – PP has chosen option 1 and calculated build margin emission factor ex ante based
on the most recent information available on units already built for sample group m at the time
of PDD submission to the DoE for validation.
PP has considered option (b) the set of power capacity additions in the electricity system that
comprise 5 most recent power units, excluding CDM (SET5-units) (in MWh) and that have
been built most recently has been considered and the same has been selected in the PDD
/02/.
Validation team checked independently and confirm that the selection of the options is
correct. The identification of BM plants follow (b) of SET 5 of the tool and validation team
confirms that the AEGSET-5-units > AEG SET≥20% for the RSA grid in the year 2011 and
hence consideration of AEGSET-5-units for the set sample is a correct approach. Review of
emission factor spread sheet /04/ reveals that, the project participants has added CDM power
plants and power plants older than 10 years to the build margin set, this is acceptable to the
validation team as it is allowed (Cp p 19 of 31, bullet (d), (e) and (f)) by the tool to calculate
emission factor /B02/ in cases where identified set comprises of electricity less that 20% of
the electricity system. PP has fixed the Build Margin emission factor as ex-ante for the whole
crediting period.
The validated BM value for the year 2011(latest data available at the time of start of
validation) comes to 0.8698 tCO2/MWh and found the same correct and in line with the tool.
Step 6 of the tool /B03/ requires calculation of the combined margin emission factor as per
the following equation:
EFgrid,CM,y = EFgrid,OM,y x wOM + EFgrid,BM,y x wBM
According to the tool /B03/ on selecting alternative weights, the default weights applicable for
wind power projects are wOM = 0.75 and wBM = 0.25 for the entire crediting period have
been applied. The combined margin emission factor has been calculated as; EFy = 0.9098
tCO2/MWh.
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The CM for the first crediting period is fixed ex-ante. Hence the validation team confirms that
the PP has correctly calculated the combined margin grid emission factor and is in line with
the tool to calculate emission factor, version 02.2.1 /B03/.
Validation team further compared the arrived value of OM and BM with other CDM registered
renewable energy project (though it for different data vintage, hydro project – UNFCCC ref no
2692) and found that the OM and BM values of the project activity is conservative as
compare with other project.
Assessment of assumptions used in Baseline Emissions
Parameter

Value
Applied

Unit

Source of
Information

DOE Conclusion

EPC contract
/08/ and EIA
report /11/
Assessment
of the energy
production of
the proposed
Kouga Wind
Farm
in
South Africa,
dated
Dec.
2011,( p- 11)
prepared by
Garrard
Hassan
&
Partners Ltd.
/24/
GEF
calculation
spread
sheet(please
check above
assessment)

Cross checked with EPC contract /08/
and EIA report /11/ and found correct.

BASELINE EMISSIONS
Rated
Capacity of
the plant
Plant Load
Factor

Combined
margin

80

MW

approxim
ately
41.5%,
which is
a P50
estimate

%

0.9098

tCO2/MWh

The expected quantity of net
electricity generation to be supplied
by the project is cross checked by
referring the third party report /P24/.
Validation team confirms that inline
with the requirements of annex 11 of
EB 48.

Crosschecked with GEF calculation
spread sheet (please check above
assessment) /04/ and found OK.

EGfacility,y is estimated as 290500 MWh /02/, /04/.
The GHG emissions reduction calculations are transparently documented and appropriate
assumptions regarding the expected amount of electricity generated have been used to
forecast emission reductions.
While the leakage is not applicable for the project as per the applied meth /B02/ and project
emission are zero, the baseline emissions are equal to the emission reductions due to the
project activity.
The emissions reductions due to the project activity were estimated ex-ante to be 264,307
tCO2e average annual value in the PDD /02/ and calculated as follows:
ERy = BEy = EGfacility,y * EFgrid,CM,y = 290500 MWh * 0.9098 tCO2e/MWh = 264,307 tCO2e
(rounded down value)
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In summary, the calculation of emission reductions was correctly demonstrated by the PP
according to the methodology ACM0002 (version 12.3.0) 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
Yes
No
All data used by project participants
are listed in the PDD
Yes
No
Their references and sources are
also listed in the PDD
Yes
No
Formulas, parameters, values are
complete, accurate, transparent and Yes
conservative
No
All the references and documents
used are correctly quoted and Yes
conservatively interpreted in the PDD
No
Methodology has been applied
correctly
to
calculate
project Yes
emissions,
baseline
emissions,
No
leakage emissions and emission
reductions
All the emissions of baseline
emissions can be replicated using Yes
information provided in the PDD
No

As per PDD /02/ Section B.6

As per PDD /02/
Annex 3 Baseline
Information and Section B.6
As per PDD /02/
Annex 3 Baseline
Information and Section B.6
As per PDD /02/
Annex 3 Baseline
Information and Section B.6
As per PDD /02/
Annex 3 Baseline
Information and Section B.6
As per ACM0002, Version 12.3.0 /B02/ and
methodological tool, “Tool to calculate the
emission
factor
for
an
electricity
system/Version 02.2.1”/B03/.
As per ACM0002, Version 12.3.0 /B02/
and methodological tool, “Tool to calculate
the emission factor for an electricity
system/Version 02.2.1”/B03/.

3.6 Additionality
The project is a large scale project. Therefore, in accordance with ACM0002 /B02/, the
additionality of the project has been demonstrated based on the valid version of the “Tool for
demonstration and assessment of additionality (Ver 06.1.0).

3.6.1. CDM consideration
Project developer had stated the start date of the project activity is 02/11/2011 and has
submitted a copy of the EPC contract /08/ signed with equipment supplier as evidence.
Validation team therefore confirms that the project developer has not undertaken any
construction or any major real action in line with the definition of CDM Glossary of terms on
the implementation of the project activity prior to 02/11/2011. Since the real action of the
activity had begun on 02/11/2011, as per Glossary of CDM terms (Version 05), this date has
been treated as the start date of the project activity. Since the real action of the project
activity had begun after 02 August 2008, the project activity falls under the category of new
project activity as per paragraph 100 of VVM (01.2).
The PDD /P01/ was web-hosted for public comments on 28/02/2012, i.e., after the start date
of the project activity. Since the start date of the project activity was after 2nd August 2008
and the PDD was web-hosted after the start date, as per paragraph 2 of Annex 13, EB 62
[paragraph 101 of VVM (01.20], project participant is required to inform the Host Party DNA
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and the UNFCCC secretariat in writing of the commencement of the project activity and of
their intention to seek CDM status and such notification must be made within six months of
the project activity start date. Project developer had informed /09/both UNFCCC and DNA on
12/05/2011 and 13/05/2011 respectively, which is before the start date of the project activity
(start date being 02/11/2011) about their intention to seek CDM status. Copies of
correspondence /09/ with UNFCCC and DNA have been submitted to validation team.
Besides, validation team also checked the UNFCCC website2 and satisfied itself that the
project developer had informed UNFCCC on the said date.
Since the project fulfills the condition stipulated vide paragraphs (2) of Annex 13, EB 62, [and
paragraph 100 and 101 of VVM (01.2)]. Validation Team concludes that there was a prior
consideration of CDM and CDM was seriously considered in the decision to implement the
project activity.

3.6.2. Alternatives
This is a wind power project and is based on the Methodology ACM 0002 Ver. 12.3.0 /B02/.
The methodology states,
“If the project activity is the installation of a new grid-connected renewable power plant/unit,
the baseline scenario is the following:
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”
Paragraph 105 of VVM /B01/ 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 analysis is required. Since the approved methodology
ACM0002 /B02/ 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. Investment Analysis
Not applicable

3.6.4 Barrier due to prevailing practice
Project developer has demonstrated that the project is first-of-its-kind in the geographical
region. The project involves the generation of and supply of electricity (output) to the
grid(RSA), using wind energy (technology) in the country (geographical region i.e. RSA) and
has opted for a fixed crediting period (10 years with no renewal). It is verified /16/ that there
were 3 wind energy based projects operational as on November 2011 /16/– i.e. before the
start date of the project which is earlier date between the start date and start of GSC. Of them
all three projects are of small scale i.e. below 15 MW. Thus, none of the projects were of
equivalent size; they were all small scale in size and hence as per paragraph 4 (c) of Annex
7, EB 69, they fall under ‘different technology’.

2

http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/PriorCDM/notifications/index_html
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PP has submitted an email /16/from Mr. Andre Otto, Project Manager, South African Wind
Energy Programme, Ministry of Energy as an evidence the support of claim i.e. only three 3
wind power project till Nov 2011. Validation team confirms that such an evidence is valid for
demonstrating barriers as per additonality tool, relevant text is re-iterated below:
“42. In applying Sub-steps 3a and 3b, provide transparent and documented evidence, and offer
conservative interpretations of this documented evidence, as to how it demonstrates the existence and
significance of the identified barriers and whether alternatives are prevented by these barriers.
Anecdotal evidence can be included, but alone is not sufficient proof of barriers. The type of evidence
to be provided should include at least one of the following:
(a) Relevant legislation, regulatory information or industry norms;
(b) Relevant (sectoral) studies or surveys (e.g. market surveys, technology studies, etc) undertaken by
universities, research institutions, industry associations, companies, bilateral/multilateral institutions,
etc;
(c) Relevant statistical data from national or international statistics;
(d) Documentation of relevant market data (e.g. market prices, tariffs, rules);
(e) Written documentation of independent expert judgments from industry, educational institutions
(e.g. universities, technical schools, training centres), industry associations and others.”
Validation team confirms that the email provided from the Mr. Andre Otto, Project Manager,
South African Wind Energy Programme, Ministry of Energy falls under the bullet(e) of the
above list as it is a written confirmation from an industry expert working in SAWEP, confirmed
through independent web-research3 by the validation team.
Based on the above validation team concludes that the project fulfils the criteria laid down for
‘first-of-its-kind’ vide Annex 7, EB 69.

3.6.5 Common practice analysis
As per addtionality tool “Unless the proposed project type has demonstrated to be first-of-its
kind (according to Sub-step 3a), and for measures different from those listed in paragraph 6
the above generic additionality tests shall be complemented with an analysis of the extent to
which the proposed project type (e.g. technology or practice) has already diffused in the
relevant sector and region. This test is a credibility check to complement the investment
analysis (Step 2) or barrier analysis (Step 3).”
PP has demonstrated the subject project as FOIK, assessed as above; hence demonstration
of common practice analysis is not required, and hence acceptable to the validation team.

3.6.6 Summary
In the above background, Validation Team concludes that the project is not a business-asusual scenario and is additional.

3

http://www.energy.gov.za/files/media/pr/upload/N.pdf
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3.7

Monitoring Plan

The approved baseline and monitoring methodology “ACM0002 “Consolidated baseline
methodology for grid-connected electricity generation from renewable sources”, ver.
12.3./B02/ 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.
Carbon Check has verified all the parameters presented in the monitoring plan against the
requirements of the methodology and 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.
Carbon Check has verified all the parameters presented in the monitoring plan against the
requirements of the methodology and 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.
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3.7.1

Parameters determined ex-ante

The combined margin emission factor is determined ex ante based on the most recent
information available at the time of PDD was submitted for validation, the detailed
calculations of the combined margin emission factor are described in the section 3.4.
Following data and parameters used for the calculation of OM and BM are listed (along with
values and source in tabular form) in the section B.6.2 of the PDD /02/, checked and found
correct and hence acceptable to the validation team.
•

Amount of fossil fuel type i consumed by power plant/unit m in year y(FCi,m,y)

•

Net calorific value (energy content) of fossil fuel type i in year y(NCVi,y)

•

CO2 emission factor of fossil fuel type i used in power unit m in year y(EFCO2,i,y)

•

Average net energy conversion efficiency of power unit m in year y (ηm,y)

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 South tCO2/MWh
African grid (OM)

0.9232

Build margin of
African grid (BM)

South tCO2/MWh

0.8698

Combined margin emission tCO2/MWh
factor of South African grid
(CM)

0.9098

3.7.2

Parameters monitored ex-post

According to ACM0002, the net electricity exported to Eskom (South African grid) is the
parameter monitored ex-post. The quantity of net electricity generation supplied by the
project plant EGfacility,y could be calculated from the electricity exported and imported to the
grid ex-post. Electricity generation will be measured continuously and recorded on a monthly
basis. This data will be cross checked against the receipts from power grid.
The GHG indicators, parameters, monitoring methods, frequencies and the measurement
equipment were considered to be reasonable and appropriate. The parameter, EG facility,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.
3.7.3

Management system and quality assurance

The project’s monitoring plan includes:
- A description of the responsibilities and authorities for project management;
- Procedures for training;
- A description of the installation of metering equipment;
- Procedures for the calibration of metering equipment;
- Monitoring of the net electricity delivered to the RSA grid;
- Data quality control;
- Quality assurance and quality control;
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- Data management system;
- Reporting and verification.
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
the project participants able to implement the monitoring plan.
In Carbon Check’s opinion 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, Deptt. Of Energy, Republic of South Africa has confirmed the
contribution of the project to the sustainable development in South Africa according to the
Letter of Approval for the Project /05-a/, 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 liquid or gaseous effluents and will partly displace fossil
fuel based electricity generation, 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 South Africa through
improvement of environmental condition, reduction of air pollutants.
3.9

Environmental Impacts

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) /11/ of the proposed project was carried out in
accordance with the South African legislation by GIBB Engineering & Science. Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was published for public review and comment for a period
of 40 days. EIR was submitted to the Department of Environmental Affairs for a decision and
finally approved on 13/06/2011 /11/ by Deptt. Of Environmental Affairs, Republic of South
Africa
The potential environmental impacts on air, noise, water and solid waste, telecommunication,
ecosystem, etc. have been sufficiently identified. No significant environmental impacts are
expected from the project activity.
The conclusion of the analysis has been described in the PDD /02/, and no significant
environmental impacts are expected from the project activity.
3.10

Local Stakeholders Consultation

A local stakeholders consultation carried out in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations, CDM
requirement based on the Kyoto protocol, for the proposed project activity. The activities
undertaken to canvass public opinion regarding the proposed project activity are summarised
in Table E.1-1 of the PDD
Stakeholders were invited through newspaper advt. on 03/06/2011 to comply the conditions
under section 44 of chapter 5 of the National Environment Management Act of South Africa
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Interested and Affected Parties, identified during the EIA process, were contacted directly
and asked to provide their input. In fact the stakeholders identification was made in several
steps during the EIA process, as follows:
o During the EIA process six or more adverts were placed in local and provincial
newspapers advising the public of the proposed project and inviting them to register as
IAPs (Interested and Affected Party) and to attend numerous meetings. To register as
IAPs, all they had to do was contact the independent Environmental Assessment
Practitioner (EAP) who was running the EIA process or to come to one of the meetings
and register there.
o Six notice boards were put up along the main access roads leading to the wind farm as
well as in St Francis Bay at the main Shopping Centre. Again this invited people to
register as IAPs as well as gave them background to the project
o Land owners were invited by telephone to register as IAP.
Local stakeholders’ consultation process was prior to the publication of PDD on the UNFCCC
website (28/02/2012 to 28/03/2012) for global stakeholder consultation. The validation team
noted that all the relevant stakeholders were identified are in line with the definition of
stakeholders as per latest version of CDM Glossary of terms /B04-d/. A summary of the
comments received and a note on how due account was taken of the concerns raised in the
above public consultation are included in section E of the PDD. This also states that
appropriate immediate responses were provided to them. From the background of the
stakeholders, it was reasonably believed that the general attitude of the local residents, who
were likely to be affected by the project, was positive towards the project and same has been
verified from the interviews with the local stakeholders.
Details on advt. placed verified from copy of advt. placed by Eco metrix /17/.List of registered
I&AP and their comments and responses received also compiled in final EIA report/11/.
Summary of email correspondences and responses from interested and affected parties also
verified from email communications between interested & affected parties and PP/17/
Validation team reviewed all relevant information of local stakeholder consultation meeting
/11/ and confirms that the LSC meeting meets to the requirement of § 127 of VVM, ver 01.2
/B01/. The validation team confirms that the process for conducting the local stakeholders
meeting is adequate and credible.
4.0 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs
The comments received during the GSC process has been addressed during the validation
process which is in compliance with the requirement of paragraph 40-42 of VVM version 01.2
/B01/, The PDD version 01 /01/ was made publicly available on the CDM UNFCCC website
and Parties, stakeholders and NGOs have been invited through the CDM website
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/Validation/DB/NNXMDUYH2DA5K8KGG6MXNLHXA5JR45/vie
w.html) to provide comments during a 30 days period from 28 Feb 12 - 28 Mar 12.
Global Stakeholders Comment
GSC Comment –Set 1 (unedited)
1)
DOE to ensure that the PDD values are
consistent and ensure that the CDM project is a
genuine project.
2)
DoE to check the Detailed Project
Report and Feasibility Report which is submitted
to the other agencies and Banks by Project
owner and ensure that the values match with the
DPR/FR submitted to DoE also.

Comment by DOE
Regarding comments raised by Mr.
Benedict during GSC, validation team
referring to para 42 of VVM, ver. 1.2,
wrote an email to the entity who made
comments during GSC to check the
veracity of the comments but we never
got any reply from this entity (Benedict) .
Validation team further noted that other
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3)
Careful study must be done so that the
DPR/FR is not in different versions made and
submitted with different purposes to different
agencies, which is totally unacceptable, illegal
and unethical.
4)
Project owner should show some
undertaking letter from bank manager to DoE
stating that both DPR’s are same. These kinds of
letters should not be accepted and entertained
by DoE at face value, but must be checked
independently. While collecting the DPR/FR from
banks and other agencies, all DPR/FR pages
should be counter signed by Banks and other
agencies so that the real DPR/FR given to other
parties by the PP/Consultant is same as the one
submitted to DOE.
5)
DPR/FR values must be probed fully.
DOE must take a written undertaking from the
PP/Consultant about the list of parties to whom
this DPR/FR is submitted and for what purposes.
Then DOE should cross check with all the parties
and confirm that the same DPR/FR is submitted
to all the parties correctly without any changes.
DOE must not accept any reports and
undertakings from PP/Consultant. DOE must
make independent evaluation and use totally
different parties without informing the PP or
Consultant to cross check the facts.
6)
DOE to write to the party who prepared
the DPR/FR which is submitted to the banks and
other agencies and the same is verified against
the one submitted to the DOE by PP/Consultant.
7)
DOE must not entertain this project any
more if found the DPR/FR is tamprered with at
any point in time. PP can not give different
DPR’s and FR’s. They must submit only the one
given to Banks and other agencies while
obtaining loans and decision making time.

projects in India (like one of the registered
Indian CDM project (UN ref.no. 5794),
China, Viet Nam also received the same
comment, which vindicates validation
team’s stand that the comments raised
are not valid and not relevant to the
proposed project. Some of the comments
are not project specific and not valid at
all. Hence in line with para 41 and para
42 of VVM, Ver. 1.2, DoE confirms that
comments were not valid and it is not
necessary to further assess it.

Validation team has conducted the
validation as per the requirement of VVM
version 01.2, hence the concerns raised
by the stakeholder is addressed.

8)
Has the PP considered the CDM
revenues while envisaging the project? Without
CDM the project was not viable, is it right? This
project is having a debt component? Then how
bankers or lenders gave the loan? Have the
bankers or lenders considered the CDM
revenues while agreeing to give loan to this
projects? If not this project should be rejected
right away by DOE by terminating the contract
forthwith. If yes, where is the proof? What is the
date of the evidence document from bank? Is
this document printed now a days or earlier.
DOE to independently check the same. If the
document is available from Bank it must be
checked from all angles so that it is genuine and
not forged and date changed by putting back
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dated. This is normally done, DOE to be aware
of this please. Please check the communication
the PP had during that time with banks, emails
and postal receipts and the weights and dates
mentioned on the receipts. Do not believe in
courier bills and receipts since these can be
cooked up easily. Insist on government owned
postal service receipts only. If the project is fully
equity project then on what basis the PP has
invested full equity in to the project while
considering the CDM revenue? DOE to check
the same in detail and bring out the facts. Is
there any past record of this PP to invest or not
to invest at returns what he is talking about in
this project? Proper evidences must be reviewed
and digged out by the DOE and take decision on
the project based on established facts. Do not
ask documents from PP, DOE to collect the
same from different sources to do independent
evaluation.
9)
Is the project equipment purchased
second hand equipment or sourced from cheap
foreign sources? If yes, the issue must be
probed by DOE since invoices will invariably be
inflated and forged. Total project costs
mentioned by PP will not be the same as
originals. Hence no additionality. These facts
must be probed in full by DOE by checking all
documents and money transactions along with
bank statements and certified accounts by a
legally acceptable financial analyst.
10)
From DOE side which auditor has done
marketing and business development for
acquiring this business of validating this project?
With whom he or she was co-ordinating at PP or
CER buyer? The same person who has done the
marketing and business development to acquire
the business do validation or participate in any
manner what so ever in the validation process?
One cannot do like that. It is against the
accreditation rules and norms followed since
ages. DOE should send auditors from different
offices or countries to do this validation audit.
DOE must take care of impartiality and
accreditation rules. Due to the targets set by the
DOE managements auditors are doing marketing
and meeting clients and giving promises that the
project will be taken care. Is it acceptable and
fair? This must be stopped. No auditor should do
marketing. Only non-auditing staff should do
marketing. DOE to ensure the same please.
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11)
If applicable only: Is these machines,
equipment was a part of any bundle of CDM
activity envisaged and developed earlier. DOE to
check the same through independent sources
also. Once some bundles are non-additional and
getting negative validation from a DOE, PP is
rolling out the same project as an individual
project which is not a CDM project at all. DOE to
verify the same from independent sources and
also take undertaking in the form of an affidavit
from the PP’s that any misrepresentation or false
statement with respect this would attract strict
legal action from UNFCCC and DOE.
Furthermore the registered project must be deregistered in case of any future findings
contradicting the submissions made by the
project owner.
12)
DOE to be more careful so that this is a
genuine CDM project. What is the exact project
cost? The project cost is covering what? Each
value considered must be validated with proof.
The machinery is second hand purchased or
fresh and new from an OEM? In either case DOE
to check all the quotations, proposals, purchase
orders, invoices, way bills, transport bills, proof of
payments like bank statements. DOE to check
with banks by way of written confirmation the
amount transacted, to whom the money is paid,
when the money is paid, is the party paid is the
correct party as shown in the purchase orders. It
may so happen that the values, party names,
dates are fabricated and misrepresented in this
project. DOE should terminate their contract for
this project immediately. This is the only way out
to protect the value of CDM process. If the PP is
purchasing second hand or second quality
equipment and inflating the purchase order
values and invoices, this must be probed
thoroughly and real values to taken for
additionality calculation. Then I’m sure the
additionality is not there at all in such a situation.
13)
How is the base line defined in this
project? Is Base line hypothetically defined with
no proper evidences and proper justification? In
such case, DOE cannot take the base line as
suggested by the PDD. Please check that there
are real emission reductions beyond the real and
factual base line. It may so happen that this
project qualifies for no CER’s. DOE cannot
assume values and things as giving by this PP.
Whatever values are considered throughout the
project in all documents including the real DPR
(not the one prepared for CDM, the one given to
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the banks and others), they must be validated,
verified and double checked. Do not ask PP for
DPR. Ask the parties who have been given DPR
by the PP. Get directly from the bank and others
by each page of the DPR and Feasibility report
signed. Such document can be considered as a
real DPR or FR. UNFCCC CDM process cannot
be degraded by fabricating and misinterpreting
the project base line and additionality.
GSC Comment – set 2 (unedited)
1.
Purpose of the project and how the
proposed project activity reduces greenhouse
gas emissions are not briefed in the PDD. Refer
section A.2.
2.
How environmentally safe and sound
technology is used for the project and details of
technology transfer is not demonstrated
adequately. Refer A.4.2
3.
Non- debundling nature of the project
activity is not adequately justified as per EB54
Annex 13 (Debundling tool). Refer A.4.5.
4.
Please check the project boundary of
the project activity is not based on the guidance
of the applicable project category.
5.
Why has option A (Combined margin)
been chosen for calculating emission factor is
not justified. Refer B.6
6.
The justification of choosing IRR as
financial indicator is not adequately justified.
Whether it is equity or project IRR, pre-tax or
post tax is not mentioned in the PDD.
7.
The emission factor for the project
electricity system can be calculated either for
grid power plants only or, as an option, can
include off-grid power plants.
8.
Basis of choosing PLR as benchmark is
not adequately demonstrated in the PDD
9.
All the issues of investment analysis
guidelines are not discussed in the PDD. Refer
B.5.
10.
Justification of parameters including
O&M, insurance, loan, derating, escalation, and
tariff are not demonstrated with justification.
Refer B.5.
11.
Please provide a proof for proposed
debt to equity taken at the investment decision.
Refer B.5
12.
Proof for PLF is not justified.
13.
Date of offer is not provided
14.
Project cost is not as per state norms.
Refer B.5.
15.
O&M charges and its escalation is not
as per norms
16.
IT rate assumed is not as per standard
practice.

Regarding comments raised by Mr.
Benedict during GSC, validation team
referring to para 42 of VVM, ver. 1.2,
wrote an email to the entity who made
comments during GSC to check the
veracity of the comments but we never
got any reply from this entity (Benedict) .
Validation team further noted that other
projects in India (like one of the registered
Indian CDM project (UN ref.no. 5794),
China, Viet Nam also received the same
comment, which vindicates validation
team’s stand that the comments raised
are not valid and not relevant to the
proposed project. Some of the comments
are not project specific and not valid at
all. Hence in line with para 41 and para
42 of VVM, Ver. 1.2, DoE confirms that
comments were not valid and it is not
necessary to further assess it.
Moreover, validation team has conducted
the validation as per the requirement of
VVM version 01.2, hence the concerns
raised by the stakeholder is addressed.
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17.
The application of MAT which is based
on tax holiday while calculating WACC is not
appropriate.
18.
The PP has not explained and justified
the key assumptions and rationale.
19.
The PP and consultant has not
Illustrate in a transparent manner all data used to
determine the baseline emissions.
20.
Not demonstrated that the proposed
project activity is additional as per options
provided under attachment A to Appendix B of
the simplified modalities and procedures for
small-scale CDM project activities.
21.
National policies and circumstances
relevant to the baseline of the proposed project
activity are not being summarized clarify.
22.
Explain and justify all relevant
methodological choices for the proposed project
activity
23.
Data that is calculated with equations
provided in the approved category or default
values specified in the category should not be
included in the compilation.
24.
CER revenue assumed is not
consistently applied
25.
Project cost is not as per norms, DOE
has to check and clarify.
26.
The project cost of the project should
be based on offer and not on purchase order or
tariff order.
27.
O&M charges considered are on higher
side. Pls. clarify.
28.
Benchmark calculation is not as per
WACC tool (EB53 Annex 8)
29.
Whether pre-tax or post tax IRR is
selected is not demonstrated in the PDD.
30.
The basis of calculation of benchmark
is not documented in the section B.5. PLR is not
acceptable benchmark for the project. WACC
based on Government bonds, risk premiums
should be taken.
31.
Prior consideration of CDM which is
important for the determination of additionality is
not documented in the section B.5 of the PDD.
32.
Date of PPA is not mentioned in the
prior consideration of CDM
33.
The selection of simple OM based on
low cost/must run resources is not adequately
justified. Refer B.6.1
34.
PP has not provided for each
parameter the chosen value or, where relevant,
the qualitative information.
35.
Please Provide the actual value
applied. Where time series of data is used,
where several measurements are undertaken or
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where surveys have been conducted, provide
detailed information.
36.
Explain and justify the choice for the
source of data.
37.
Ex-ante option of calculating OM is not
adequately demonstrated. Step 3 of Refer B.6.1
38.
Power plants registered as CDM
project activities should be included in the
sample group that is used to calculate the
operating margin if the criteria for including the
power source in the sample group apply. This
argument is not demonstrated. B.6.1
39.
The selection of option (out of two) for
calculating OM is not adequately documented
with justification. CEA calculation is based on net
electricity generation, the average efficiency of
each power unit and the fuel types used in each
power unit. Step 4 of B.6.1
40.
The argument that CEA data for build
margin is calculated as per Emission factor tool
is not documented. B.6.1
41.
Spread sheet is not provided. The data
should be presented in a manner that enables
reproducing of the calculation of OM, BM, and
CM.
42.
The justification of negligible project
emissions for wind project is not as per AMS. I. D
ver 16.0 EB 54).
43.
The emission factor value (Southern
grid) for calculating baseline emission is wrong.
Refer B.6.3
44.
Net electricity should be continuously
monitored, hourly measured and at least monthly
recorded. Refer B.7.1
45.
Metering regulations as per CEA norms
is not adequately followed in monitoring plan.
Refer B.7.2.
46.
Where the values have been
measured, include a description of the
measurement methods and procedures that
comply with the guidance provided under
general guidance.
47.
Provide a detailed description of the
monitoring plan, including an identification of the
data to be monitored and the procedures that will
be applied during monitoring.
48.
The PP should include sources of data
that will be actually used for the proposed project
activity (e.g. which exact national statistics,
actual measurement etc. ).
49.
Where the parameters are to be
measured in accordance with the guidance of
the approved project category or the general
guidance to the indicative methodologies, specify
the measurement methods and procedures
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including accepted industry standards or national
or international standards which will be applied,
which measurement equipment is used, how the
measurement is undertaken.
50.
Which calibration procedures are
applied, what is the accuracy of the
measurement method, who is the responsible
person / entity that should undertake the
measurements and what is the measurement
interval?
51.
Please provide a detailed description of
the monitoring plan. Describe the operational
and management structure that the project
operator will implement in order to monitor
emission reductions.
52.
Clearly indicate the responsibilities for
and institutional arrangements for data collection
and archiving.
53.
The monitoring plan should reflect good
monitoring practice appropriate to the type of
project activity. Provide any relevant further
background information.
54.
Please describe the process by which
comments by local stakeholders have been
invited and compiled. An invitation for comments
by local stakeholders shall be made in an open
and transparent manner, in a way that facilities
comments to be received from local stakeholders
and allows for a reasonable time for comments
to be submitted.
55.
Project participants shall describe a
project activity in a manner which allows the local
stakeholders to understand the project activity.
GSC Comment – set 3 (unedited)
Carbon check to inform the UNFCCC and its
representative auditors about their HR practices.
Carboncheck management headed by Adam
Simcock is indulging in illegal HR and labour
practices by violating the local laws and statutory
requirements of the government of South Africa.
This is a serious lapse and must be corrected
immediately Carboncheck management. The
corrective actions, clean up and preventive
actions must be taken immediately with respect
to this issue. Local government must take
appropriate actions on Carbon check in this
respect. As a matter of information this
information is copied to UNFCCC. Carbon check
is keeping some individuals illegally in its office
who are foreigners and do not have any work
permit as per South African government
stipulations. One such person is Ravishankar
from India who is paid his salary every month in
the form of cash by Adam Simcock. This is a

The
comment
provided
by
the
stakeholder seems to be generic and not
project specific. Furthermore DOE fully
complies with UNFCCC accreditation
standard and local laws and statutory
requirements of the government of South
Africa and have a system in place for
recruitment and conduction of validation
or verification of CDM project activity
including the engagement procedure of
any personnel.
Validation team based on above confirms
that it is not required to further address
the comment raised.
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serious lapse from the Directors of the
Carboncheck and must be probed by the local
government and appropriate action to be taken.
How come Carbon check board of Directors
allowing this kind of statutory and legal lapse? It
is nothing short of human rights and domestic
laws violation and all Directors of Carbon check
must be accounted for this serious lapse.
Additionally Ravishankar is forcing and enticing
the project owner’s singed with Carbon check to
hire only the consultants referred by him only. By
violating the code of conduct Ravishankar is
particularly encouraging and marketing an Indian
based CDM consulting company named ”Core
CarbonX Solutions Pvt. Ltd” from Hyderabad,
India. No corrective actions are being taken by
Carbon Check management in this regard, which
is highly objectionable and unacceptable. This
kind of illegal and unacceptable practices must
be stopped.
Submitted by: Benedict
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Appendix A
CDM Validation Protocol
“Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm”
in
South Africa
Report No. N˚CCL0093/RCWF/18112011
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TABLE 1 MANDATORY REQUIREMENTS
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

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40a
OK

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40
OK

CDM Modalities and Procedures Appendix B §2
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Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

13. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs shall have been invited to
comment on the validation requirements for a minimum of 30/45 days, and the project
design document and comments have been made publicly available.

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40

OK

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
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TABLE 2 REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST
4

Checklist Question
A
Description of Project Activity
A.1 Title of the project activity

Reference

A.1.1.

/01/

DR

To be compared and
confirmed from LoA.

/01/

CC

/01/

DR, I

A.1.2

Title of the project activity, revision number and
date of PDD (section A.1).
State the clearly identifiable title of the project
activity, the version number and the date of the
PDD.
Does the project comply with the applicable
requirements for completing the 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?

MoV

Comments

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

CAR 1

OK

YES the project complies
“Guidelines for
completing the project
design document (CDMPDD) and the proposed
new baseline and
monitoring methodologies
(CDM-NM)”

OK

OK

The project is a large
scale 80 MW greenfield
power project generating
electricity from renewable
resource (wind), using
Wind turbine. The starting
date of project activity
02/11/2011 and Expected
commissioning date is

CL1

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

4

MoV

Comments
06/04/2014. The project
was reviewed by
interviewing the
Technology consultant
and technology
manufacturer & supplier
and reviewing the design
and feasibility study.
However, the Sustainable
development criteria
provide by Host Country
has not been referred to.

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

Sec. A.2 also discussed
about providing
employment opportunity
to 360 people per year
but reference has not
been provided in the
PDD.
A.2.2

/01/
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?

DR, I

The project is a greenfield
project and does not
involve alteration.

OK

OK

CAR 2

OK

A.3 Project participants

A.3.1

Have the Parties and project participants
participating in the project been listed in tabular
form in Section A.3 and are they consistent with
the information detailed in Annex 1 of the PDD?

/01/

DR, I

Republic of South Africa
is the Host Party and
Red Cap Kouga Wind
Farm (Pty) Ltd. and
Electrabel SA/NV are
project participants.
The name of Red Cap
Kouga Wind Farm (Pty)
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Checklist Question

A.3.2

Do all participating Parties fulfil the participation
requirements as follows:
(a) Party has ratified the Kyoto Protocol
(b) Party has a Designated National Authority
(c) The assigned amount has been determined

Reference

/01/

4

MoV

DR

Comments
Ltd. mentioned in
sec.A.3 is not consistent
with the name mentioned
in Annex. 1 of the PDD
During site visit, it was
informed by PP that
name of other country
may change. PP is
requested to correct the
name of project
participants in sec. A. 3 of
the PDD.
Republic of South Africa
and the Netherlands are
the party identified and
Republic of South Africa
is Host country).
 RSA has ratified Kyoto
Protocol on 31/07/2002
and
 The DNA is
represented through the
“Department of Energy”
as per the UNFCCC
website.

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

Refer CAR 1

OK

Details of DNA of other
project participant will be
included after clarification
provided by PP.

A.3.3

Have the letters of approval have been issued?

/01/

DR

Host Country approval
(LoA) has Not been
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Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

Comments
provided to DOE for
Validation

A.3.4

/01/

DR

Confirm the requirements

Depends on
closure of CAR 1

OK

/01/

DR

Project participants
(Electrabel SA/NV) are
private or public not clear
in sec. A.3 of the PDD.

CAR 3

OK

In section A.4.1.4 of PDD,
geo-coordinates deemed
to be incorrect.
Description in sec. A.4.3
of the PDD does not
indicate how the
proposed technology is
environmentally safe and

CL 2

OK

CAR 4

OK

A.3.5

Do the letters of approval meet the following
requirements?
(a) LoA confirms that the Party has ratified the
Kyoto Protocol;
(b) 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 of
the PP
In case of doubt regarding the authenticity of the
LoAs, describe how it was verified that the letter
of approval is authentic.
Have all private/public project participants been
authorized by a Party to the Kyoto Protocol?

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

A.4 Technical description of the project

A.4.1

Is the project location clearly defined?

/01/

DR

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

/01/

DR, I
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Checklist Question

Reference

4

MoV

Annex I Party involved?

A.4.3

If public funding from Parties included in Annex /01/,
I is used for the project activity, have these
Parties provided an affirmation that such funding
does not result in a diversion of official
development assistance and is separate from and
is not counted towards the financial obligations of
these Parties?

DR, I

Comments
sound and how proposed
technology is better than
any commonly used
technologies in the host
country.
The PP has affirmed that
no diversion of official
development assistance
will be used for this
project and an
undertaking from the PP
provided substantiating
that no ODA funding has
been used in the
proposed project activity.

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

CAR 5

OK

B.
Application of a baseline and monitoring
methodology
B.1 Methodology applied

B.1.1

Does the project activity apply an approved
methodology and the correct version thereof?

/01/, /B02/

CC, DR, I

The project has not
applied latest version of
approved consolidated
baseline and monitoring
methodology ACM0002 “
Consolidated baseline
methodology for gridconnected electricity
generation from
renewable sources of
methodology”, version
12.3.0. PP is requested to
make necessary
correction throughout the
PDD
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Checklist Question

B.2.1

B.2.2

Reference

4

MoV

Comments

B.2 Applicability criteria of the methodology/tools
/01/, /B02/
CC, DR, I The project involves the
installation of a gridconnected, renewable
power plant on a farm
land. The Kouga wind
farm will be installed on a
site where there is
currently no renewable
energy power plant. The
project is a greenfield
plant. The project activity
is the installation of wind
power plant/unit.

How was it validated that the project activity
complies with the applicability criteria?

Is the selected baseline one of the baseline(s)
described in the methodology and this hence
confirms the applicability of the methodology?

/01/, /B02/

CC,DR,I

In sec. B.2, applicability
criteria and its
compliance to be
discussed as per latest
version of applied
methodology.
The selected baseline is
“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,
as reflected in the

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

CAR 6

OK

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

B.3.1

B.3 Project boundary
/01/, /B02/
DR, I
Yes, The spatial extent

B.3.2

Is the project boundary area clearly defined and
in accordance with the applied methodology?

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

/01/, /B02/

MoV

DR, I

Comments
combined margin (CM)
calculations described in
the tool to calculate the
emission factor for an
electricity system”. Which
is one of the baseline(s)
described in the
methodology and this
hence confirms the
applicability of the
methodology.

of the project boundary
includes the project
power plant and all
power plants
connected physically to
the electricity system
that the CDM project
power plant is
connected to. The
greenhouse gases and
emission sources
included in project
boundary.
The project boundary
encompasses
the
project power plant and
all
power
plants
connected physically to
the electricity system

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

4

MoV

Comments

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

which in this case is
the
South
African
electricity grid.

B.3.3

Which sources are identified for the project?
Does the identified project boundary cover all
possible sources linked to the project activity?

/01/, /B02/

DR, I

Project Emission and
leakage emissions are
not associated with the
project activity. All
sources of baseline
emission identified. As all
power plants connected
physically to the Grid
(electricity system) to
which CDM project power
plant is connected, this
covers all possible
sources linked to the
project activity.

OK

OK

B.3.4

Does the project involve other emissions sources
not foreseen by the methodologies that may
question the applicability of the methodology?
Do these sources contribute by more than 1% to
the estimated emission reductions of the project?

/01/, /B02/

DR, I

The project involves all
emissions sources as
indicated/ foreseen by the
methodologies that may
question the applicability
of the methodology. The
project emission is not
associated with the
project activity. Proposed
project activity is grid
connected renewable
electricity generation
based on wind and no
any project emission
involved in the project
activity.

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

B.4.1

Which baseline scenarios have been identified?
the list of the baseline scenarios complete?

B.4.2

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

Reference

4

MoV

Comments

B.4 Baseline scenario identification
The proposed project
Is /01/, /B02/ DR, I
activity is the installation
of a new grid connected
renewable power plant,
the baseline scenario
would be the electricity
delivered to the grid by
the project activity would
have been 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)
calculation described in
the “ Tool to calculate
emission factor for an
electricity system”
/01/, /B02/
DR,I
As per para 4 of the “
Tool for the
demonstration and
assessment of
additionality” ver . 6.0, in
context of approved
consolidated
methodology ACM 0002,
PP only need to identify
that there is at least one
credible and feasible
alternative that would be
more attractive than the

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

B.4.3

/01/, /B02/

DR,I

What is the baseline scenario? Is the
determination of the baseline scenario in
accordance with the guidance in the
methodology?

Comments
proposed project activity.
In the absence of project
activity, electricity would
have been generated by
the operation of grid
connected power plants
and by the addition of
new generation sources
and grid is only feasible
alternative for the project
activity
The baseline scenario is
“Continuation of the
current situation (situation
prior to the project
activity)” that is :

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

CAR 7

OK

Electricity delivered to the
grid by the wind power
project
would
have
otherwise
been
generated
by
the
operation
of
gridconnected
Eskoms’
power plants and by the
addition of new
generation sources.
The baseline scenario is
in accordance with the
guidance described in the
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

/01/, /B02/

DR, I

Relevant national and /
or sectoral policies of
host country has not
been taken account in
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Checklist Question

Reference

4

MoV

trends and political aspirations?

B.5.1

What tool does the project use to assess
additionality? Is this in line with the
methodology?

B.5.2

What is the project additionality mainly based
on?

B.5.3

Prior consideration of CDM

Comments

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

the identification of
baseline scenario.
In sec. B.4, latest tool
to calculate emission
factor of an electricity
system has not been
referred.
B.5 Additionality determination
/01/
DR, I
“Tool for the
demonstration and
assessment of
additionality” (Version
6.0) is applied to assess
and demonstrate
additionality of the project
activity; this is referred in
the applied methodology
/01/

DR, I

Section B.5 of PDD
demonstrates
additionality based on
first-of –its kind barrier
and relevant tools and
guidelines has been
applied appropriately for
demonstration of
additionality in section
B.5 of the webhosted
PDD.

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

Comments

B.5.3.1

What is the starting date of the proposed project
activity?

/01/

DR

The project starting
date is 02/11/2011 as
per section C.1.1 of the
PDD. PP has provided
evidence of the Starting
date of the Project
Activity is the EPC
Term Sheet Signature
between Red Cap
Kouga Wind Farm
(Pty) Ltd and Nordex
Energy GmbH (Nordex
or Contractor) which is
in line with definition
of start date of project
activity as per CDM
glossary of terms.

B.5.3.2

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

/01/,

DR, I

The PP submitted prior
consideration form to
UNFCCC secretariat
and the South African
DNA before the start
date of the project. The
“Prior Consideration of
the CDM” form was
registered by the
UNFCCC on the
12/05/2011 and sent the
same day to the South

Draft Conclusion
OK

OK

Final Conclusion
OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

4

MoV

Comments

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

African DNA. This
confirms the serious
consideration of CDM.
B.5.3.3

What initiatives were taken by the project
participants from the starting date of the project
activity to the start of validation in parallel with
the physical implementation of the project
activity?

/01/

DR, I

The project starting date
is 02/11/2011 which is
after 2 august 2008. The
CDM Prior Consideration
form submitted to
UNFCCC & DNA of
South Africa on
12/05/2011 which is in
line with the requirement
of Guidance on the
Demonstration and
Assessment of Prior
Consideration of the CDM
EB 41, Annex 46 para 2.

OK

OK

B.5.3.4

/01/

DR, I

Refer B.5.3.3 above

OK

OK

/1/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.2

Does the timeline of the project confirm that
continuous actions in parallel with the
implementation were taken to secure CDM
status?
Investment analysis
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?
What financial indicator is used?

/01/

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.3

Cross-check of main parameters used in the

/01/

DR

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4
B.5.4.1
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Checklist Question

B.5.4.4

B.5.4.5

financial analysis: electricity generation,
electricity tariff, investment costs, operating and
maintenance costs, taxes, other costs.
(The main parameters can be changed for the
different project category.)
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 is
reasonable in the project activity?

MoV

Comments

/01/

DR

NA

OK

OK

/01/

DR

NA

OK

OK

/01/

DR

NA

OK

OK

OK

OK

DR, I

Additionality has been
demonstrated based on
first of its kind barriers.
Investment analysis has
not been opted to
demonstrate
additionality.
NA

OK

OK

DR, I

NA

OK

OK

B.5.4.6

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

B.5.5.1

Are the barriers identified complimentary to a
potential investment analysis?

B.5.5.2

/01/
How were the investment barriers assessed to be
real? How does CDM alleviate the investment
barriers?
Is the project activity prevented by the investment /01/
barriers and at least one of the possible
alternatives to the project activity is feasible
under the same circumstances?

B.5.5.3

4

Reference

B.5.5 Barrier analysis
/01/
DR,I

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion
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4

Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

Comments

Draft Conclusion
OK

Final Conclusion
OK

B.5.5.4

How were the technological barriers assessed to
be real? How does CDM alleviate the
technological barriers?

/01/

DR, I

Technological Barrier
has not been put
forward or
demonstrated

B.5.5.5

Is the project activity 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

Technological Barrier has
not been put forward or
demonstrated

OK

OK

B.5.5.6

How were the barriers due to prevailing practise
assessed to be real? How does CDM alleviate the
barriers due to prevailing practice?

/01/

CC, DR,
I

PP has demonstrated
first of its kind barriers
and it was concluded in
the sec. B.5 of the PDD
and
for
that
no
common practice is
required as per the
latest version of “Tool
for the demonstration
and assessment of
additionality” v. 06.1.0,
Annex 20 - EB 69 in
paragraph 43.

OK

OK

B.5.5.7

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

/01/

CC, DR,

OK

OK

B.5.5.8

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

/01/

CC, DR,

The analysis reveals
that fossil fuel based
power plant connected
to grid is common
practice and does not
face any barrier.
Only first of its kind
barrier has been opted.
Other barriers not been
discussed.

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

B.5.5.9

/01/,

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

4

MoV
DR,

Comments

The analysis reveals
that fossil fuel based
power plant connected
to grid is common and
does not face any
barrier.

Draft Conclusion
OK

Final Conclusion
OK

B.5.6 Common practice analysis

B.5.6.1
B.5.6.2
B.5.6.3

B.5.7.1

What are the geographical scopes and scope of
technology of the common practice analysis?
How many similar non-CDM-projects exist in the
region within the scope?
What is the data source(s) used for the common
practice analysis?

What is the conclusion with regard to the
additionality of the project activity?

/01/

DR

Refer Section B.5.5.6

OK

OK

/01/

DR

Refer Section B.5.5.6

OK

OK

/01/

DR

Eskom Annual Reports is
the official sources used
for the assessment. Other
documents and
references available in
public domain also has
been referred in common
practice analysis.

OK

OK

OK

OK

B.5.7 Conclusion on the additionality assessment
/01/
DR
Section B.5 of PDD
demonstrates
additionality based on
first-of –its kind barrier
and relevant tools and
guidelines has been
applied appropriately for
demonstration of
additionality in section
B.5 of the webhosted
PDD.
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Checklist Question
B.6 Calculation of GHG emission reductions

B.6.1 Baseline emissions
B.6.1.1 Are the calculations documented according to the
approved methodology and in a complete and
transparent manner?

B.6.1.2

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

B.6.2.1

Are the calculations documented according to the
approved methodology and in a complete and
transparent manner?
Have conservative assumptions been used when
calculating the project emissions and are the
uncertainty estimates properly addressed?

B.6.2.2

B.6.3.1

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

4

Reference

MoV

Comments

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

/01/ , /B02/

DR

Baseline emission is
calculated according to
approved methodology
and tool and PP has
also provided the excel
spread sheet of CER
calculation to check
emission calculations
are
complete
and
transparent

OK

OK

/01/ , /B02/

DR

PP has provided excel
spread sheet for CER
calculation.
In sec. B.6.1, in step 4 for
simple OM calculation,
whether option A or B has
been chosen, not
explained.

CL 3

OK

B.6.2 Project emissions
/01/ , /B02/ DR
NA

OK

OK

/01/ , /B02/

DR

NA

OK

OK

B.6.3
/01/ , /B02/

Leakage
DR

As per the applied
methodology no leakage
is to be considered

OK

OK
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Checklist Question
B.6.3.2
Have conservative assumptions been used when
calculating the leakage and are the uncertainty
estimates properly addressed?

B.6.4.1

B.6.5.1

B.7.1.1

Reference
/01/ , /B02/

4

MoV
DR

Comments
As per the applied
methodology no leakage
is to be considered

Draft Conclusion
OK

B.6.4 Emission reductions
/01/ , /B02/ DR
The methodology has
been correctly applied to
calculate the emission
reductions and this can
be replicated by the data
provided in the PDD.
B.6.5 Data and parameters that are available at validation and that are not monitored
How were the parameters available at validation
/01/ , /B02/ DR, I
OM & BM values fixed ex
verified?
ante and available at the
time of validation.
B.7 Monitoring plan
B.7.1 Data and parameters monitored
Does the monitoring plan described in the PDD
/01/ , /B02/ DR,
Yes, the monitoring plan
comply with the requirements of the methodology?
described in the PDD
complies with the
requirements of the
methodology ACM 0002.
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?

B.7.1.2

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

/01/ , /B02/

DR

B.7.1.3

Is the measurement equipment described? Is the
accuracy of the measurement equipment addressed
and deemed appropriate? Are the requirements for
maintenance and calibration of measurement
equipment described and deemed appropriate?

/01/ , /B02/

DR

Yes, the monitoring plan
described in the PDD
complies with the
requirements of the
methodology ACM 0002.
The metering instruments
shall be installed in
accordance with the
requirements of the Grid
and the applied
methodology at the point

Final Conclusion
OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
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4

Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

B.7.1.4

/01/ , /B02/

DR,I

B.7.1.5

B.7.2.1

B.7.2.2

B.7.2.3

B.7.3.1

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

Comments
of supply.

Monitoring frequency for
all parameters to be
monitored mentioned in
the sec. B.7.1 of the PDD
is in line with approved
applicable methodology.
Is the recording frequency adequate for all monitoring
/01/ , /B02/ DR
Recording frequency for
parameters? Is it in line with the monitoring
all parameters to be
methodology?
monitored mentioned in
the sec. B.7.1 of the PDD
is in line with approved
applicable methodology.
B.7.2 Monitoring of sustainable development indicators/environmental impacts
Is the monitoring of sustainable development
/01/
DR
NA
indicators/ environmental impacts warranted by
legislation in the host country?
Does the monitoring plan provide for the collection
/01/
DR
NA
and archiving of relevant data concerning
environmental, social and economic impacts?
Are the sustainable development indicators in line with /01/
DR
NA
stated national priorities in the host country?
B.7.3 Management, quality assurance and quality control
How has it been assessed that the monitoring
/01/
DR,I
Though monitoring plan
arrangements described in the monitoring plan are
described in the PDD
feasible within the project design?
complies
with
the
requirements
of
the
methodology ACM 0002,
PP requested to update
sec.
B.7.2
regarding
metering arrangements,
monitoring,
measurement, frequency

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

CL 4

OK
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4

Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

B.7.3.2

/01/,

DR

/01/

DR, I

/01/

DR,I

B.7.3.3

B.7.3.4

Are procedures identified for day-to-day records
handling (including what records to keep, storage area
of records and how to process performance
documentation)?
Are the data management and quality assurance and
quality control procedures sufficient to ensure that the
emission reductions achieved by/resulting from the
project can be reported ex post and verified?

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

Comments
of calibration, testing and
inspection
as
per
conditions prescribed in
PPA
Refer B.7.3.1

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

CL 4

OK

PP confirms that the data
management, quality
assurance and quality
control procedures are
sufficient to ensure that
the emission reductions
achieved by/resulting
from the project can be
reported ex post and
verified

OK

OK

Yes, The document
review and interview 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

OK

OK

OK

OK

C.

C.1.1

Duration of the project activity and crediting period.
C.1 Start date of project activity
What is the expected starting date of the project
/01/
DR,I
The project starting date
activity and how has been determined? When was the
is 02/11/2011 as per the

Page A-22
Carbon Check(Pty) Ltd., Block-A, Ground Floor, 374 Rivonia Boulevard, Rivonia, Johannesburg, Republic of South Africa 2128

VALIDATION REPORT
CDM Validation Report N° CCL0093/RCWF/18112011

Checklist Question
first construction activity?

C.1.2

C.2.1

C.2.2

4

Comments
EPC Term Sheet
Signature. (Construction
has not started during the
course of validation).
What is the expected operational lifetime of the project /01/
In section C.1.2 Expected
activity? Is it reasonable?
operational lifetime of the
project activity is 20 year
as per EPC Contract,
page 6.
C.2 Start date of crediting period
What is the expected starting date of the proposed
/01/
DR, I
The starting date of the
project activity? Does the crediting period start eight
Project activity is
weeks after the request for registration?
02/11/2011 As per the PP
and in section C.1.1 of
the PDD. and the
crediting period activity is
06/04/2014 or the date of
registration whichever
occurs later.
What is the length of the crediting period? Is it clearly /01/
DR,I
Fixed crediting period of a
defined and reasonable?
maximum of 10 years is
opted for the project.

D.1.1

Has an analysis of the environment impacts of the
project activity been undertaken? Is it clearly and
sufficiently described in the PDD?

D.1.2

Will the project create any adverse environmental
effects? Are transboundary environmental impacts
considered in the analysis?

Reference

MoV

D.
Environmental Impact
/01/, /11/
DR
Yes the Analysis of
Environmental Impact is
recorded and presented
in a report /11/
/01/, /11/
DR, I
The project does not
have any adverse
environmental impact as
evident from /11/. No
transboundary impacts
have been identified.
During construction,

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Checklist Question

Reference

MoV

Comments
operation phase, however
environmental
management procedures
are identified to mitigate
impact.

D.1.3

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

/01/, /11/

DR,

Environmental Impact is
required to be assessed
as per National
Environmental
Management act 1998
and its amendments.
Environmental
Authorization has been
provided for the Project.
Detailed Environment
Assessment carried out
as per the Host country
guidelines and
Environmental
Authorization issued to
proposed project activity
on 13/06/2011

OK

OK

D.1.4

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

/01/, /11/

DR,

Yes the project is in line
with current
environmental legislation

OK

OK

E.1.1

E.
Were the local stakeholders invited by the PP prior to
the publication of the PDD to the UNFCCC website?

Local stakeholder consultation
/01/, /17/
DR
Yes the local
stakeholders were invited
prior to the publication of
PDD to UNFCCC

OK

OK

E.1.2

Were the local stakeholders invited to comment on the

/01/, /17/

CL 5

OK

DR, I

Local stakeholders were

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion
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Checklist Question
proposed project activity?

Reference

MoV

Comments
invited to discuss CDM
during the EIA
consultation process.
However section E.1 of
the PDD, does not
explain how stakeholders
were identified.
Date and name of news
paper submitted not
clear.
Was sufficient time given
to stakeholders for
comments?

Draft Conclusion

Final Conclusion

E.1.3

Is the summary of the comments received from the
stakeholders, provided in the PDD complete?

/01/ , /17/

DR

Yes summary of
comments received are
provided in section E.2 of
the PDD.

OK

OK

E.1.4

Has due account been taken by the project
participants of any stakeholder comments received?

/01/, /17/

DR, I

OK

OK

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/, /17/

DR, I

The records of the
stakeholder reveals that
due account was taken
on the comments
received from
stakeholders.
Additional Stakeholder
consultation process is
undertaken by the DNA.
The PP on request of the
LOA from DNA, has to
submit the signed DVR
by DOE. The DNA then
performs LSC by
uploading the PDD via
the DNA’s website.

Depends on
closure of CAR1

OK
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TABLE 3 RESOLUTION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUESTS AND CLARIFICATION REQUESTS:
Corrective action and/ or clarification requests
CAR 1
Host Country approval (LoA) has Not been
provided to DOE for Validation.

CAR 2
The name of Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty)
Ltd. mentioned in sec.A.3 is not consistent with
the name mentioned in Annex. 1 of the PDD.
During site visit, it was informed by PP that name
of other country may change. PP is requested to
correct the name of project participants in sec. A.
3 of the PDD.

Reference to Table 2
A.1.1
A.3.3
A.3.4
E.1.5

A.3.1

Response by project participants
The following documents are
needed in order to get Letter of
Approval:
• South African DNA PDD
Application form (see
attachment).
• PDD Form (UNFCCC
template).
• Signed Draft Validation
Report.
• Environmental Impact
Assessment /Record of
Decision (If applicable).
All required documents were sent
to the south African DNA on the 21
of May 2012.
2nd round of response:
Host Country LoA has been signed
by the South African DNA on the 21
of June 2012. This reference has
been sent to the audit team.

Validation Conclusion
DNA approval (LoA) has not been
provided for validation.
CAR open
nd
2 Review
Letter of Approval from host
country DNA, Deptt. Of Energy,
Republic of South Africa dt.
21/06/2012 received and LoA
from Annex. Country Netherland,
Ministry of Infrastructure and the
Environment dt. 22/08/2012 also
received.

Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm (Pty)
Ltd is the correct name for the
project developer. Other PP name
is Electrabel SA/NV and country
name is Netherlands. Section A.3
was corrected in the new version of
the PDD.
2nd round of response:
Address of the PP in Netherlands is

The name “Red Cap Kouga Wind
Farm (Pty)” in section A.3 is
consistent with the name
mentioned in annex 1.
In Annex. 1 of the revised PDD
still indicates Electrabel SA/ NV ,
Belgium as another PP which is
not consistent with Sec. A.3 of the
PDD.

CAR closed
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
indicated in the updated PDD (PDD
version 3.0) so the information will
be consistent with information of
the PP in part A.3 of the PDD.
New address:
Electrabel NV/SA
Grote Voort 291, 8041 BL Zwolle,
Netherlands
Note there was a typing error with
the PP contact name! Correct PP
name is: Electrabel NV/SA not
Electrabel SA/NV. It has been
modified in the latest version
(version 3.0) of the PDD.

Validation Conclusion
CAR Open
nd
2 Review
In revised PDD, name of Annex 1
party, Electrabel NV/SA ,
Netherland as mentioned in sec.
A.3 of the PDD, consistent with
the name mentioned in Annex. 1
of the PDD.
CAR Closed

CAR 3
Project participants (Electrabel SA/NV) are private
or public not clear in sec. A.3 of the PDD.
Description in sec. A.4.3 is not in line with
“Guidelines for completing the CDM-PDD, Ver. 7”

A.3.5

Electrabel NV/SA is a private entity.
Section A.3 was corrected in the
new version of the PDD.

It has been indicated that
Electrabel NV/SA is a private
entity.
Description provided in sec. A.4.3
of the revised PDD is in line with
“Guidelines for completing the
CDM-PDD, Ver. 7”
CAR closed

CAR 4
Description in sec. A.4.3 of the PDD does not
indicate how the proposed technology is
environmentally safe and sound and how
proposed technology is better than any commonly
used technologies in the host country.

B.4.2

Additional description about how
the proposed technology is
environmentally safe and sound
was included in the new version of
the PDD, based on the
manufacturer information.

The PP has sufficiently described
in the revised PDD that proposed
technology (wind power) is
environmentally safe and sound.
CAR closed

CAR 5
The project has not applied latest version of

B.1.1

The project applied to the latest
version of approved consolidated

The PP has updated the PDD as
per latest version of applicable
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests
approved consolidated baseline and monitoring
methodology ACM0002 “
Consolidated baseline methodology for gridconnected electricity generation from renewable
sources of methodology”, version 12.3.0. PP is
requested to make necessary correction
throughout the PDD

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
baseline and monitoring
methodology ACM0002, version
12.3.0. The new version of the PDD
was updated accordingly.

Validation Conclusion
Methodology ACM0002 ,12.3.0.
CAR closed.

CAR 6
The project involves the installation of a gridconnected, renewable power plant on a farm land.
The Kouga wind farm will be installed on a site
where there is currently no renewable energy
power plant. The project is a greenfield plant. The
project activity is the installation of wind power
plant/unit. In sec. B.2, applicability criteria and its
compliance to be discussed as per latest version
of applied methodology.

B.2.1

All applicability criteria and its
compliance are discussed in the
updated PDD, “table 3:ACM0002
Applicability criteria”, as per the
version 12.3.0 of the methodology.
2nd round of response:
It is a typing error. The project site
(Red Cap Kouga Wind Farm) was
correctly mentioned in the updated
version (version 3) of the PDD.

Applicability criteria and its
compliance discussed explicitly in
the revised PDD as per latest
applicable methodology, ver.
12.3.0.
However in sec. B.2 of the revised
PDD, description of compliance
for first applicability criteria,
mentions Rheboksfontein wind
farm which was not mentioned in
web hosted PDD. PP requested
to clarify and correctly mention
the project site in the revised
PDD.
CAR Open
nd
2 Review
Project site (Red Cap Kouga
Wind Farm) now correctly
mentioned in revised PDD.
CAR Closed

CAR 7
Relevant national and / or sectoral policies of host
country has not been taken account in the

B.4.4

According to the latest version of
ACM0002, if the project activity is
the installation of a new grid-

As per para 4 of “Tool for the
demonstration and assessment of
additionality, Ver. 6.0”, Project
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests
identification of baseline scenario.
In sec. B.4, latest tool to calculate emission factor
of an electricity system has not been referred.

CLARIFICATION REQUESTS
CL 1
The Sustainable development criteria provide by
Host Country has not been referred to.
Sec. A.2 also discussed about providing
employment opportunity to 360 people per year
but reference has not been provided in the PDD.

Reference to Table 2

A.2.1

Response by project participants
connected renewable power
plant/unit (this project case), the
baseline scenario should be
“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.”.
Consequently it is considered not
necessary to analyse the
national/or sectoral policy for only
one baseline alternative.
In section B.4., the version of the
tool to calculate emission factor of
an electricity system has been
corrected.

Validation Conclusion
activities that apply this tool in
context of approved consolidated
methodology ACM0002, only
need to identify that there is at
least one credible and feasible
alternative that would be more
attractive than the proposed
project activity. As there is only
one baseline scenario i.e. grid
dominated by fossil fuel power
plants and description provided in
the revised PDD is adequate.
The “Tool to calculate the
emissions factor for an electricity
system” has been corrected and
latest version 02.2.1 has been
used in revised PDD.

A mention to the South African
sustainable criteria was made in the
PDD.
In addition, the reference to the
number of employment
opportunities was included in the
new version of the PDD.
2nd round of response:
Host Country LoA has been signed
by the South African DNA on the 21
of June 2012.
Reference for “sustainable

The sustainable aspects in
section A.2 are in line with the
national requirements; however
reference
for
“sustainable
development criteria for approval
of CDM project by South African
DNA has not been provided in the
PDD. Depends on the closure of
CAR 1.
Employment details provided in
the PDD are based on EIA report
which is approved by Govt. of

CAR Closed
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
development criteria for approval of
CDM project by South African DNA”
has been added in the updated
version of the PDD (version 3.0).
Reference to the employment
details has been added in the
updated version of the PDD
(version 3).

CL 2
In section A.4.1.4 of PDD, geo-coordinates
deemed to be incorrect.

A.4.1

As the geo-coordinates are based
on the site assessment performed
by Nordex, we consider these
coordinates correct. This reference
was re-sent to the audit team.

CL 3
PP has provided excel spread sheet for CER

B.6.1.2

The first version of the PDD
mentioned the choice.

Validation Conclusion
South Africa. Reference of EIA
report included in the PDD.
CL open
nd

2 Review
Letter of approval from Host
country issued to proposed
project activity, which confirms
that proposed project fulfills the
sustainable development criteria
laid down by Host country.
Reference
for
“sustainable
development criteria for approval
of CDM project by South African
DNA” has also been added in the
updated version of the PDD in
sec. A.2.
Reference for the employment
opportunity due to the proposed
project activity i.e. EIA report
included in revised PDD.
CL Closed
OK
It has been crosschecked with
Google Earth and supporting
document “Site assessment
report” by Nordex confirming that
the geo-coordinates presented in
the PDD are correct.
CL closed
OK
As per “Tool to calculate emission
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests
calculation.
In sec. B.6.1, in step 4 for simple OM calculation,
whether option A or B has been chosen, not
explained.

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
Consequently for the version 2 of
the PDD, just the explanation why
option A was made is included in
the PDD.
Furthermore, grid emission factor
spread sheet has been revised and
more conservative assumption has
now been opted in line with
requirements of tool. The revised
excel sheet is being submitted for
validation.

Validation Conclusion
factor of an electricity system, ver.
2.2.1”, to calculate OM, option ‘A’
can be opted if all necessary data
are available for option A.
It has been clarified in the revised
PDD that Option A has been
chosen for calculation of OM.

Validation team based on
review of revised PDD and
grid emission factor excel
sheet confirms that the
calculation is in line with
requirement of “tool to
calculate emission factor of an
electricity system
Emission reduction decreases
from the web hosted PDD to
revised PDD due to adoption
of more conservative grid
emission factor ( in the web
hosted PDD, Calculated as
1.0507 tCO2/MWh and 0.9098
in the revised PDD.
CL Closed.

CL 4
Though monitoring plan described in the PDD
complies with the requirements of the
methodology ACM 0002, PP requested to update
sec. B.7.2 regarding metering arrangements,
monitoring, measurement, frequency of

B.7.3.1
B.7.3.2

Section B.7.2. has been updated
and references are made to the
concerned chapters of the PPA
regarding metering arrangements,
monitoring, measurement,
frequency of calibration, testing and

Description provided in sec.
B.7.2 of the revised PDD,
Calibration of measurement
equipment will be performed
annually according to the Power
Purchase Agreement, chapter
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests
calibration, testing and inspection as per
conditions prescribed in PPA .

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
inspection.
2nd round of response:
Description regarding metering
arrangements, measurement,
frequency of calibration, testing and
inspection are based on the
template of PPA provided by
Eskom for Wind projects and for the
pursuant of the Renewable Energy
Independent Power Producer
Procurement Programme;
Reference of the PPA has been
provided to the audit team (ref D1
in the data room).

Validation Conclusion
12.6.
However, PPA has not yet been
provided to DoE for validation
purposes.
CL Open
nd

2 Review
Draft PPA provided for validation
which gives detail description
regarding metering arrangements,
measurement, frequency of
calibration, testing and inspection.
This draft PPA provided by
Eskom for Wind projects and for
the pursuant of the Renewable
Energy Independent Power
Producer Procurement
Programme.
CL Closed

CL 5
Local stakeholders were invited to discuss CDM
during the EIA consultation process. However
section E.1 of the PDD, does not explain how
stakeholders were identified.
Date and name of news paper submitted not
clear.
Was sufficient time given to stakeholders for
comments?

E.1.2

The stakeholders consulted during
the CDM local stakeholder
consultation was based on the EIA
process, when several
advertisements were made and
many meetings occurred. The list of
persons that have demonstrated
interest in the project was used to
invite the stakeholders to comment
on the CDM part of the project.
Additionally, the project owners

The PP has clearly explained how
stakeholders were invited to
participate
in
the
local
consultation stakeholder process.
Evidence has been delivered to
DoE to demonstrate this.
Supporting documents submitted
for stakeholder’s consultation
suggests that “Eco metrix Africa”
published the notification for
stakeholder consultation meeting
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
published the invitation for
comments in the St Francis
rd
Chronicle on the 3 of June 2011,
asking the stakeholders to submit
their comments. As the deadline
first set was too short, all comments
th
submitted until the 15 of July were
considered, consequently giving
sufficient time for the stakeholders
to comment.
The local stakeholders section was
amended to properly address this
issue.
2nd round of response:
As written in part B8 of the PDD,
Eco Metrix (CDM Consultant)
drafted the first draft of the PDD.
Eco Metrix also conducted
stakeholder process.
Contract between Ecometrix and
Red Cap has been sent to the audit
team on the 12 of July 2012.
In the EIA page 33, it is stated that:
“The Kouga Wind Farm project
entails the construction and
operation of a wind energy
generation facility (i.e. wind farm)
with a final nominal capacity of 300
MW.” However, PP decided to
develop a project of only 80 MW
which represents the first phase of
the project.

Validation Conclusion
which also suggests that at
completion of the project, Red cap
Kouga wind farm will have
capacity of 300 MW instead of 80
MW.
PP requested to clarify the role of
“Eco Metrix, South Africa” and
also clarify the exact installed
capacity of the proposed project
activity.
CL Open
nd
2 Review
Sec. B.8 of revised PDD explains
the role of Eco Metrix and it was
confirmed with contract between
Eco Metrix and Red Cap that they
were assigned for drafting PDD
and
conducting
local
stakeholder’s consultation.
st
Proposed project activity is 1
phase of total 300 MW capacity
st
as mentioned in EIA report. In 1
phase total installed capacity of

Reference for the 80 MW was
added in the section A.4.3 of the
updated version of the PDD

CL Closed

proposed project activity will be
80 MW only which was confirmed
with EPC contract.
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Corrective action and/ or clarification requests

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
(version 3.0).

Validation Conclusion

TABLE 4 FORWARD ACTION REQUEST
Forward action request

Reference to Table 2

Response by project participants
Validation Conclusion
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Appendix B
Certificate of Competence
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