orev

DINIW

VALIDATION REPORT

GEEABIOMASS 5 MW POWER
PLANT PROJECT INBRAZIL

REPORTNO. 2006-1015

REVISION No. 03

DET NORSKE VERITAS



DET NORSKE VERITAS

VALIDATION REPORT DNV

Date of first issue: Project No.: DET NORSKEVERITAS
2007-01-11 28624550 CERTIFICATION LTD
Approved by: Oraganisational unit:

Einar Telnes DNV Certification, International gaclifﬁegfﬁssneet
Director Climate Change Services Unitod Kimettomn

Tel: +44 (0)20 7357 6080
Fax: +44 (0) 20 7407 1239

Clignt: o . Client ref.. ] http://www.dnv.com
Mitsubishi UFJ Securities Co. Ltd. Mara Regina Mend
Summary:

Det Norske Veritas Certification Ltd. (DNV) has feemed a validation of the GEEA Biomass 5 MW Po
Plant Project in Brazibn the basis of UNFCCC criteria for the CDM, aslvasl criteria given to provide f
consistent prject operations, monitoring and reporting. UNFCC@eria refer to Article 12 of the Kyo
Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures, thephfied modalities and procedures for snwdhle CDM
project activities and the subsequent decisionhbyCDM Executive Board. The validation consistédhe
following three phases: i) a desk review of thggurbdesign documents, ii) followp interviews with projeq
stakeholders and iii) the resolution of outstandisgues and the issuance of the finaldation report an
opinion.

This validation report summarizes the findingsted validation. The only changes made to this vareiathe
validation report compared to the validation repest. 02 dated 06 March 2007 referred to in thtetedf
approval of the DNA of Brazil are linked to tkemplementary information about the additionalggueste
by EB and the status of issuance of the letteppf@val by the DNAs of Brazil and Japan.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the “GEEA Bi@ss 5 MW Power Plant Projécis described in th
revised PDD of 24 July 200meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CBd all relevant ho
country criteria and correctly appdi¢he baseline and monitoring methodologies AMS{Marsion 10 of 2!
December 2006) and AMS-III.E (Version 10 of 23 Dmber 2006)Hence, DNV will request the registrati
of the “GEEA Biomass 5 MW Power Plant Project” &SB@M project activity.

wer

Report No.: Subiect_Group:
2006-1015 Environment Indexing terms
Report title: ] ] ] KeY words Servi(_:e: Areq
GEEA Biomass 5 MW Power Plant Project in |Climate Change Verification
Brazil Kyoto Protocol
Validation Market Sector
Clean Development Process Industry
Mechanism
Work carried ou_t by:
Andrea Leiroz, Raphael de Souza Tavares, X] No distribution without permission from the
Michael Lehmann. client or responsible organisational unit
Work verified by: [ ] free distribution within DNV after 3 years
Einar Telnes
|:| Strictly confidential
Date of this revision: Rev. No.: Number of pages:
2007-07-24 03a 13 |:| Unrestricted distribution

© 2002 Det Norske Veritas AS
All rights reserved. This publication or parts #@frmay not be reproduced or transmitted in anymfor by any means, including
photocopying or recording, without the prior writteonsent of Det Norske Veritas AS.

Head Office: Veritasvn. 1, N-1322 H@VIK, Norway



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Report No: 2006-1015, rev. 03a i

VALIDATION REPORT

Table of Content

1 INTRODUCTION ...ttt s a e
1.1 Validation Objective

1.2 Scope

1.3 Description of Proposed CDM Project

2 METHODOLOGY ..cuiiiiiiiieiiiii et s e e e e e e e e aaaeeees
2.1 Review of Documents

2.2 Follow-up Interviews

2.3 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective ActiRequests

2.4 Internal Quality Control

3 VALIDATION FINDINGS .....ottiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiee e
3.1 Participation Requirements

3.2 Project Design

3.3 Baseline Determination

3.4 Additionality

3.5 Monitoring Plan

3.6 Calculation of GHG Emissions

3.7 Environmental Impacts

3.8 Comments by Local Stakeholders

4 COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS ...
5 VALIDATION OPINION ...cooiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeee e
REFERENGCES. ... ..ot

Appendix A Validation Protocol
Appendix B Certificates of Competence

&

© © 00 N o 01 O

Page i




DET NORSKE VERITAS

Report No: 2006-1015, rev. 03a i

VALIDATION REPORT

NI

Abbreviations

BM Build margin

CAR Corrective Action Request

CDM Clean Development Mechanism
CEF Carbon Emission Factor

CER Certified Emission Reduction
CHy Methane

CL Clarification request

CO, Carbon dioxide

COse Carbon dioxide equivalent

DNV Det Norske Veritas

DNA Designated National Authority
GEEA Geradora de Energia Elétrica Alegrete Ltda
GHG Greenhouse gas(es)

GWP Global Warming Potential

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
MP Monitoring Plan
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UNFCCC
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1 INTRODUCTION

Mitsubishi UFJ Securities Co. Ltd. has commissiomet Norske Veritas Certification Ltd.
(DNV) to perform a validation of the GEEA Biomas3/&V Power Plant Project CDM project,
located in the municipality of Alegrete, Rio Grandie Sul State, Brazil (abbreviated as GEEA
Biomass Power Plant Project). This report summsiribe findings of the validation of the
project, performed on the basis of UNFCCC critéoasmall-scale CDM projects, as well as
criteria given to provide for consistent projecteggtions, monitoring and reporting. This
validation report summarizes the findings of thdidagion. The only changes made to this
version of the validation report compared to thkdation report rev. 02 dated 06 March 2007
referred to in the letter of approval of the DNABrfazil are linked to the status of issuance of
the letter of approval by the DNAs of Brazil an¢gda.

The validation team consists of the following pensel:
Mr. Raphael de Souza Tavares DNV Certification &alaneiro Team leader, CDM

validator

Ms. Andrea Leiroz DNV Certification Rio de JaneirotGHG auditor

Mr. Michael Lehmann DNV Certification Oslo Energgcsor expert
Mr Einar Telnes DNV Certification Oslo Technicalviewer

1.1 Validation Objective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepentihérd party assessing the project design. In
particular, the project's baseline, the monitoghan, and the project's compliance with relevant
UNFCCC and host Party criteria are validated ineortb confirm that the project design as
documented is sound and reasonable and meets @mdifigdl criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all CDM projects and is seen aess&ry to provide assurance to stakeholders
of the quality of the project and its intended gatien of certified emission reductions (CERS).

1.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independedtadjective review of the project design
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against theega stated in Article 12 of the Kyoto

Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures as earm the Marrakech Accords, the
simplified modalities and procedures for small-ec&DM project activities and the relevant
decisions by the CDM Executive Board, including tapproved baseline and monitoring
methodologies AMS-1.D (Version 10 of 23 Decembe®@0and AMS-III.E (Version 10 of 23

December 2006 /11/). The validation team has, bageitie recommendations in the Validation
and Verification Manual /9/ employed a risk-bas@graach, focusing on the identification of
significant risks for project implementation ane tdreneration of CERs.

The validation is not meant to provide any consgltiowards the project participants. However,
stated requests for clarifications and/or correct&ctions may have provided input for
improvement of the project design.
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1.3 Description of Proposed CDM Project

The “GEEA Biomass Power Plant Project” CDM projectivity involves the installation of
100% biomass power plant. This plant will utilizesidual biomass, such as rice husks as the
biomass fuel for power generation. The biomasslves will be burned in a modified boiler in
normal conditions of operation, without any prewwathemical treatment. The power generated
will be used internally in the rice mill and sumalito the South-Southeast-Midwest Giithus,
preventing the generation of GHG by the decaya# husk and substituting energy supplied to
grid from fossil fuelled power plants.

The forecasted amount of GHG emission reductions fthe project is projected to be 194 859
tonnes CQ equivalents (tCege) during the fixed 10-year crediting period, résgl in forecasted
average annual emission reductions of 19 486¢CO

2 METHODOLOGY

The validation consisted of the following three pbst

I a desk review of the project design documents;

I follow-up interviews with project stakeholders;

1] the resolution of outstanding issues and tlseiasce of the final validation report and
opinion.

In order to ensure transparency, a validation atwas customised for the project, according
to the Validation and Verification Manual. The ool shows in transparent manner criteria
(requirements), means of verification and the tesiubm validating the identified criteria. The
validation protocol serves the following purposes:

* It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@nCDM project is expected to meet;

* It ensures a transparent validation process whegevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated anddbelt of the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tablebe Tdifferent columns in these tables are
described in Figure 1.

The completed validation protocol for the GEEA Bewe 5 MW Power Plant Project is
enclosed in Appendix A to this report.

Findings established during the validation candensas a non-fulfilment of validation protocol
criteria or where a risk to the fulfilment of projeobjectives is identifiedCorrective action
request{CARSs) are issued, where:

)] Mistakes have been made with a direct influemicgroject results;

i) Validation protocol requirements have not beeet; or

lii)  There is a risk that the project would not &ecepted as a CDM project or that emission
reductions will not be certified.

The term request faclarification (CL) is used where additional information is nedde fully
clarify an issue.
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requiremenfisr CDM Project Activities

Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

Cross reference

The requirements the
project must meet.

Gives reference to th
legislation or

agreement where the
requirement is found,

eThis is either acceptable

based on evidence provided
(OK), a Corrective Action
Request (CARDf risk or non-
compliance with stated
requirements or a request for,
Clarification (CL) where
further clarifications are
needed.

Used to refer to the relevang
checklist questions in Table
2 to show how the specific
requirement is validated.
This is to ensure a
transparent Validation
process.

Validation Protocol Table 2: Requirement Checklist

Checklist Question Reference Means of Comment Draft and/or Final
verification (MoV) Conclusion
The various Gives Explains how The section is This is either acceptable
requirements in Table 1| reference to | conformance with | used to elaborate| based on evidence
are linked to checklist | documents | the checklist and discuss the | provided OK), or a
guestions the project where the guestion is checklist question| Corrective Action Reques
should meet. The answer to investigated. and/or the (CAR) due to non-
checklist is organised in| the checklist | Examples of meang conformance to | compliance with the
seven different sections.| question or | of verification are | the question. It is | checklist question (See
Each section is then item is document review | further used to below).A request for
further sub-divided. The| found. (DR) or interview | explain the Clarification (CL) is used
lowest level constitutes a (). N/A means not | conclusions when the validation team
checklist question. applicable. reached. has identified a need for
further clarification.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Resolution of Correg Action Requests and Requests for Clarification

Draft report corrective
action requests and
requests for clarifications

Ref. to Table 2

Summary of project
participants’ response

Final conclusion

If the conclusions from th
draft Validation are either
a Corrective Action
Request or a Clarification
Request, these should be
listed in this section.

> Reference to the
checklist question
number in Table 2
where the Corrective
Action Request or
Clarification Request is

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

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

explained.

section.

Conclusion”.

Figurel Validation protocol tables
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2.1 Review of Documents

The Project Design Document (version 2 of 26 Decan@006) /1/ submitted by Mitsubishi was
assessed by DNV. The documentation was formatteordiag to version 02 of the CDM-SSC-
PDD and was based on the proposed baseline andamogimethodology AMS-1.D and AMS-

lII.E. Furthermore, a version 3 /2/ was submittgdMitsubishi and finally, a version 3.1 dated
24 July 2007 including clarification of additionslrequested by EB /3/ were assessed by DNV.

Additional documents such as the emission redustiaiculations /4/, environmental licences
/5/ and the letters sent to local stakeholders/&é assessed during the validation process.

2.2 Follow-up Interviews

On 20-23 November 2006, DNV performed the site tvisnd interviews with project
stakeholders to confirm selected information andeolve issues identified in the document
review. Representatives of Mitsubishi were intemgd. The main topics of the interviews are
summarised in Table 1.

Tablel Interview topics

Interviewed organisation | Interview topics

Mitsubishi Environment licenses and legal compliance;
Local Stakeholders consultation process;
Installed equipments;

Additionality of the project;

Baseline emission calculations;

Emission factor calculation

YV VYVYVYVY

2.3 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective Action Requests

The objective of this phase of the validation wasesolve any outstanding issues which needed
to be clarified for DNV's positive conclusion oretproject design.

The initial validation of the project identified {8velve) requests fatlarification. The project
participant’s response to DNV’s draft validatiopoet findings and the final version of the PDD
of 24 July 2007 addressed the requestsltmification to DNV'’s satisfaction.

To guarantee the transparency of the validatiorrge®, the concerns raised are summarised in
chapter 3 below and documented in more detailenvdiidation protocol in Appendix A.

2.4 Internal Quality Control

The draft validation report including the initiahlidation findings underwent a technical review
before being submitted to the project participamtse final validation report underwent another
technical review before requesting registratiorthaf project activity. The technical review was
performed by a technical reviewer qualified in ademce with DNV’s qualification scheme for
CDM validation and verification.
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3 VALIDATION FINDINGS

The findings of the validation of the GEEA Biom&sMW Power Plant Project are stated in the
following sections. The validation criteria (reqenments), the means of verification and the
results from validating the identified criteria adecumented in more detail in the validation
protocol in Appendix A.

The validation findings relate to the project desag documented and described in the PDD of
24 July 2007. /3/

3.1 Participation Requirements

The project participants are Geradora de EnergériEh Alegrete Ltd. and Mitsubishi UFJ
Securities Co. Ltd.. The participating Parties -a#firas host Party and Japan as Annex | Party -
meet all relevant participation requirements andehprovided written approval of voluntary
participation in the project /6/ /7].

3.2 Project Design

The “GEEA Biomass Power Plant Project” CDM projectivity involves the installation of
100% biomass power generation plant with 5SMW maxmgeneration capacity using a biomass
boiler technology.

The technology used in the project activity willoal the plant to be operated solely on residual
biomass such as rice husk. The rice husk is supplePilecco Rice Mill and by other external
sources. The biomass will be transported in truadkapted with a compactor. The technology
utilized will be a thermal power plant with a vegi water-tube boiler with a mobile rotary grate
for easy ash removal. The boiler is specially desigto operate for 8,000 hours a year to avoid
fouling, slagging, erosion, and corrosion. Solichtaistion residues such as fly-ash and grate ash
are provided to Silica Sul Brasil (SBS), which exadted beside the plant, therefore no road
transport of combustion residues is necessarytfainsport of residues between GEEA and SBS
is done using screw conveyors.

The rice husk is supplied mainly by external sosingsing road transport, whose transportation
emissions are accounted. The amount of biomasdiedfyy external sources will be measured
with a stationary scale at the entrance of theofgctThe amount of biomass supplied by Pilecco
Rice Mill will be measured by a flow meter locatatl the conveyor. Another scale at the
entrance of the boiler measures the total amoumicefhusks combusted by GEEA. By using
biomass as fuel, the project will also avoid methamissions due to the decay of unutilized rice
husks.

A fixed 10-year crediting period is selected, stgrton 01 July 2008. The starting date of the
project activity is 05 May 2006. The expected openral lifetime of the project is 25 years.

No public funding is involved, and the validatioid ot reveal any information that indicates
that the project can be seen as a diversion of @DAing towards.

The project is expected to bring increase in emplayt opportunities, increase diversity and
guantity of energy supply, decrease environmentuty) use of clean technologies and conserve
natural resources, thus contributing to the suabdéndevelopment objectives of the Brazilian

Page 5




DET NORSKE VERITAS i §
Report No: 2006-1015, rev. 03a

VALIDATION REPORT DINIW

Government. The DNA of Brazil has confirmed tha firoject assists in achieving sustainable
development /6/.

The project participant has provided informatioroabthe main equipments that are being
installed in the project plant and which are relatéth the CDM project activity.

3.3 Basdine Determination

The project correctly applies simplified baselinethodologies for selected small-scale CDM
project activity AMS-1.D (Version 10 of 23 Decemb2006) — ‘Grid connected renewable
electricity generationhfor Type | -Renewabl&nergy Projectand AMS-III.E (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) - “Avoidance of methane productimmfbiomass decay through controlled
combustion” for Type Il — Other Project Activitiesas outlined in the “Appendix B of the
"Simplified modalities and procedures for smalllesc&DM project activities” - Indicative
simplified baseline and monitoring methodologies &elected small-scale CDM project
activities and Decision 17/CP.7. The project fslfthe conditions under which AMS-I.D and
AMS-IIILE are applicable.

The AMS-I.D is applicable for the project activgynce the electricity generation capacity is less
than the eligibility limit of 15MW and the sum oll orms of energy output does not exceed the
limit of 45MWemar The electricity generation capacity is 5 MW ahé thermal capacity is
equivalent to 29.7 MWerma

The AMS-IILL.E is applicable for the project activisince the emission reduction is less than 60
ktCO,ely. The annual project emissions are estimatdoetequal or lower than 786 tonnes of
CO; equivalent. The project activity does not recasecombust methane.

The project activity presents the following sceasttbased on the currents local practices.
Scenario 1A: Supply by the grid

Scenario 2A: Supply by thermal power plant onlys@zhon fossil fuels)

Scenario 1B: Disposal in open air

Scenario 2B: Open-air burning

Scenario 3: The project without the CDM

Scenario 4: Biomass treatment (the project)

The power supply by the grid for rice mills andatindustries is the most probable practice in
Brazil. Since the south region of Brazil has noorded problems with power supply, there are
no regulations or other issues that would incengéthe mills to generate their own electricity.

The electricity supply by thermal power plant obsed on fossil fuels is not common practice
in the south of Brazil, since the interconnected grovides electricity cheaper than this kind of
power plant.

Disposal the biomass residue in open air landfllpresented as a common practice of Pilecco
Rice Mill and several other mills in south regidnBrazil. There is no regulation that constrains
this practice.

Disposal of rice husk by burning it in the openiainot common practice in Rio Grande do Sul
State. This scenario is unlikely due to the Statpilation that does not allow open air burning
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without permission. As the project developers arecerned about the environment and about
their image, they have not requested authorizdtioopen-air burning; but even if they did they
would not obtain such authorization.

The project activity will not be implemented withothe CDM incentives as there are no
sufficient legal or economic incentives to inst#lla biomass power plant.

The methodology application firstly involves annti&cation of possible baseline scenarios, and
eliminates those that would not qualify. As a reué only feasible baseline is a continuation of
the status quowhich meets current regulations, and requirethaeiadditional investments nor
additional running costs. Therefore disposal thamaiss in open air and power supply by the
grid can be selected as the baseline scenario.

The baseline for grid connected renewable elettrgpeneration is a combination of operating
margin (OM) and built margin (BM) according to tpeocedures prescribed in the approved
methodology ACMO0002.

The baseline emissions related to the avoidanceetitiane are the amount of methane from the
decay of the biomass content of the waste treatetié project activity. The yearly methane
generation potential is calculated using the Firder Decay model based on the discrete time
estimate method of the IPCC Guidelines as desciib@dS-I1II.G (Version 4 of 23 December
2006) and the “Tool to determine methane emissanmded from dumping waste at a solid
waste disposal site”.

The project boundary is defined as the physicabgegphical site of the renewable generation
source and where the treatment of biomass take®.p&o, in accordance with AMS-I1.D and
AMS-IILLE, the project boundary includes the riogsks power plant generation, the landfill site
where the solid waste would have been disposedtladivoided methane emission occurs,
respectively and the itineraries of the transpumnat

3.4 Additionality

The additionality of the project is demonstratemtiyh an analysis of barriers, by applying the
Attachment A to the Appendix B of the simplified dadities and procedures for CDM small-
scale project activities.

(@) Investment barriersSince there currently are no direct subsidesromptional support for
the implementation of biomass power plants andetlage higher costs required to implement a
renewable energy plant that as would be represéntdtle baseline scenario, the project faces
financial/economic barriers. In spite of the projezceiving funding of 80% of the capital cost
from the National Bank of Social and Economic Depehent (BNDES), obtaining loans for the
activities represented by the project from the lrapknstitutions in Brazil is difficult and loans
are only given with high interest rates and witffisient collateral. Hence, the project would not
be implemented without the revenues from CERs.

(b) Technological barriersAlthough the technology involved in this scendag@available in the
Brazilian market, the project activity implementeti involves risks due to the lower
performance for rice husks based power generat@mompared to other residual biomass.

(c) Prevailing business practice barrie®NV is able to confirm that the common practioe f
mills is the import of electricity from the grid drihe landfilling of industrial residues, as rice
husks.
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No other barriers are presented. Given the above deemed sufficiently demonstrated that the
project is not a likely baseline scenario and #mission reductions are thus additional.

3.5 Monitoring Plan

The project applies the approved monitoring metlagles AMS-I1.D (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) —Grid connected renewable electricity generatidor Type | —Renewable
Energy Projectsand AMS-III.LE (Version 10 of 23 December 2006)Avbidanceof methane
production from biomass decay through controllednbastion” for Type Il — Other Project
Activities according to théAppendix B of the "Simplified modalities and prdoees for small-
scale CDM project activities” - Indicative simpgfil baseline and monitoring methodologies for
selected small-scale CDM project activitieShe project also applies the monitoring
methodologies AMS-III.G (Version 4 of 23 Decemb&08) and ACM0002 (Version 06, 19
May 2006).

For category I.D, the monitoring shall consist oétering the electricity generated by the
renewable technology and the amount of biomasg.inpu

For category lll.LE, the main parameters to monag the amount of biomass combusted, the
composition of the biomass through representatarapding, the auxiliary fuel used, the non-

biomass carbon in the waste combusted, the totalty of waste combusted, the average truck
capacity, the power consumption and generationthedlistance for transporting the waste in
baseline and the project scenario.

The project participants will demonstrate annudligt the amount of waste combusted in the
project activity facilities would have been dispds@ a solid waste disposal site without
methane recovery in the absence of the projeatifcti

The monitoring plan consists of the monitoring thiéowing parameters:
a) Electricity generated.
b) Electricity delivered to the grid
c) Electricity delivered to Pilecco Rice Mill
d) Electricity delivered to SBS
e) Amount of biomass combusted in power plant
f) Composition of biomass combusted in power plant
g) Amount of biomass transported
h) Truck capacity for biomass transportation
1)  Amount of fuel spent for compacting biomass
j) Documentation on transportation transactions

Concerning leakage, no sources of emission wemdifael according to AMS-1.D and AMS-
l.E.

Detailed monitoring procedures, including respoitisds for project management, procedures
for QA/QC of monitoring reports, frequency and bedition are described.

The monitoring management system and training leeglg established in the PDD.

The procedures for emergency preparedness for eds®e emergencies can cause unintended
emissions have not been identified in monitoringnpllt was observed that there are no
unintended emissions. All the processes are cdexdkol
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3.6 Calculation of GHG Emissions

The calculations of baseline emissions relatetiécetectricity supplied and/or not consumed are
established according to paragraph 9, option (aYAl.D v.10, of the combined margin (CM),
consisting of the combination of operating mardgdiM) and build margin (BM). According to
the procedures prescribed in the approved methgdodCMO0002. For the calculation of the
OM, option (b) simple adjusted OM was utilized. Bles, Option (1) was selected in order to
calculate the BM emission factor EFBM ex-ante. Vaties calculated for build margin (BM)
and operating margin (OM) is 0.0872 tCO2equiv/MWhda0. 4349 tCO2equiv/IMWh,
respectively. The emission factor is 0.2611 tCO2/MWhe calculations are based on the
National Electricity System Operator (ONS) for #lectricity generated in the South-Southeast-
Midwest grid in the years 2003-2005.

The baseline calculations are according to the Igiegh methodology for category Ill.E small-
scale CDM project activities.

The Yearly Methane Generation Potential is caledlaising the first order decay model based
on the discrete time estimate method of the IPC&ines, as described in category AMS-I1.D.

The methane avoidance was determined using IPC&UIACF for unmanaged, deep (> 5 m
waste) landfills of 0.4, a DOC of 0.43 for wood amdod products and a IPCC default DI@C
0.5. The value adopted for k is 0.03 and for fasoz As the site does not receive soil as cover,
the OX is zero. The selection of these factoremsnged reasonable.

Project activity emissions are calculated accordmghe simplified baseline methodology for
category IlII.LE small-scale CDM project activitiefhe emissions consist in sum of £0
emissions through combustion of non-biomass carbahe year “y’, CQ emissions through

incremental transportation in the year “y” and L£é@missions through electricity or diesel
consumption in the year “y”.

Emissions resulting from the transportation of bi@mass are accounted for, and correspond to
the transport itself and the compacting processrd are no combustion residues.

The emissions related to power consumption wilhb# since all power needs will be met by
the in-house power generation.

The PDD estimated amount of GHG emission reductioms the project is 194 859 tGO©
during the first crediting period (10 years), résig in estimated average annual emission
reductions of 19 486 tC@.

A spreadsheet used for the calculation of the eans®ductions was assessed by DNV and is
found to be correct.

3.7 Environmental Impacts

GEEA has been granted an Operating License # 86/R0Q0 in 09 February 2006 issued by
FEPAM (State Environmental Protection Foundatidejng valid until 25 October 2010 for the
project and its facilities. A copy of the environmi& license were sent and assessed.

In order to obtain the license, the project devetspshowed evidence that no negative
environmental impact is incurred by this activity.
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Environment Licenses are issued after all possibdpacts are analyzed by the State
Environmental Foundation Protection, FEPAM. No adee environmental impacts are
identified, which seems reasonable given the natiréhe project design. Transboundary
environmental impacts are not foreseen.

The positive environment impacts arising from thejgct are the reduction in dumping of rice
husk and of methane.

3.8 Commentsby L ocal Stakeholders

Local stakeholders, such as the Municipal Goverribe state and municipal agencies, the
Brazilian forum of NGOs, neighbouring communitieglahe office of the attorney general, were
invited to comment on the project, in accordancth whe requirements of Resolution 1 of the
Brazilian DNA.

The local stakeholders are listed in the Appendiaf 3he PDD. The letters sent to the local
stakeholders and the received comments were adsesse

Twelve comments were received, however due confemamendation) the project design did
not require any significant modification. Two conmige requesting more information about the
project were sufficiently taken into account by greject participant.

4 COMMENTSBY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERSAND NGOS

The PDD of 26 December 2006 was published on theFQBC CDM website,
www.dnv.com/certification/ClimateChange, and Partstakeholders and NGOs were invited to
provide comments on the validation requirementrdya period of 30 days, from 28 December
2006 to 26 January 2007. No comments were received.
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5 VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification Ltd. (DNV) has fjoemed a validation of the “GEEA Biomass
5 MW Power Plant Project” in Brazil. The validatiomas performed on the basis of UNFCCC
criteria for the Clean Development Mechanism andthmountry criteria, as well as criteria
given to provide for consistent project operatiomgnitoring and reporting.

The project participants are Geradora de Energi@tita Alegrete Ltd. and Mitsubishi UFJ
Securities Co. Ltd.. The participating Parties -aBit as host Party and Japan as Annex | Party
- meet all relevant participation requirements re@gments and have provided written approval
of voluntary participation in the project.

The “GEEA Biomass Power Plaftroject CDM project activity involves the installation of
100% biomass power plant. This plant will utilizzsidual biomass, such as rice husks as the
biomass fuel for power generation. The power geeeravill be used internally in the rice mill
and supplied to the South-Southeast-Midwest GidisT preventing the generation of GHG by
the decay of rice husk and substituting energy lseghpo grid from fossil fuelled power plants.

The project applies the simplified baseline methagies for selected small-scale CDM project
activity categories, category “I.D — “Grid connecteenewable electricity generation” and Ill.E
—“Avoidanceof methane production from biomass decay througttrolled combustion™. The
baseline methodology has been correctly applied #tredassumptions made for the selected
baseline scenario are sound. It is sufficiently destrated that the project is not a likely
baseline scenario and that emission reductionshattable to the project are additional to any
that would occur in the absence of the projectaigti

The monitoring methodology has been correctly &opliThe monitoring plan sufficiently
specifies the monitoring requirements.

By the using of a renewable energy source, theeptajesults in reductions of G@missions
that give long-term benefits to the mitigation lifha@te change. Emission reductions are directly
monitored and calculated ex-post, through of fuélconsumption, and using the approach
indicated in AMS-1.D and AMS-III.E.

Local stakeholders, such as the Municipal Governmiiie state and municipal agencies, the
Brazilian forum of NGOs, neighbouring communitiesl éhe office of the attorney general, were
invited to comment on the project, in accordanctilie requirements of Resolution 1 of the
Brazilian DNA. Twelve comments were received.

In summary, it is DNV’'s opinion that the GEEA Bi@nsgb MW Power Plant Project, as
described in the revised and resubmitted projedigie document of 24 July 2007 meets all
relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CDM and allexant host country criteria and

correctly applies the baseline and monitoring mdtiogies AMS-1.D (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) and AMS-IIL.E (Version 10 of 23 dbglger 2006). Hence, DNV will request
the registration of the GEEA Biomass 5 MW PowenPRroject as a CDM project activity.
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REFERENCES
Documents provided by the project proponent thigtteedirectly to the project:
11/ Project Design Document for th&SEEA Biomass 5 MW Power Plant Projeet
Version 02 of 26 December 2006.
12/ Project Design Document for th&SEEA Biomass 5 MW Power Plant Projeet
Version 03 of 01 March 2007.
13/ Project Design Document for th&SEEA Biomass 5 MW Power Plant Projeet
Version 03.1 of 24 July 2007.
14/ Spreadsheet (Pilecco_PDD_biopower 090207.xIs)
5/ Mitsubishi - Operation License # 86/2006-DLusd on 9 February 2006.
16/ Mitsubishi - Copy of letters sent to local sthklders.
17/ Comisséo Interministerial de Mudanca GlobalGdimma (DNA of Brazil): Letter of
Approval 16 April 2007
18/ Liaison Committee for the Utilization of the & Mechanisms (DNA of Japan):

Letter of Approvall2 April 2007

Background documents related to the design andk&thadologies employed in the design or
other reference documents:

19/

110/

111/

112/

113/

114/

International Emission Trading Association (l)T1& the World Bank’s Prototype
Carbon Fund (PCF)alidation and Verification Manuahttp://www.vvmanual.info

“Appendix B of the "Simplified modalities and prdaees for small-scale CDM project
activities” - Indicative simplified baseline and monitoring medbtigies for selected
small-scale CDM project activities: AMS-1.D -Gtid connected renewable electricity
generation”for Type | -Renewable Energy Projectgersion 10 of 23 December 2006.

“Appendix B of the "Simplified modalities and prdaees for small-scale CDM project
activities” - Indicative simplified baseline and monitoring medbtigies for selected
small-scale CDM project activities: AMS-III.E -AVoidance of methane production
from biomass decay through controlled combustitor’Type 11l —Other Project
Activities Version 10 of 23 December 2006.

“Appendix B of the "Simplified modalities and prdaees for small-scale CDM project
activities” - Indicative simplified baseline and monitoring medbtigies for selected
small-scale CDM project activities: AMS-1I1.G +andfill methane recoveryfor Type
[l — Other Project ActivitiesVersion 4 of 23 December 2006.

“Tool to determine methane emissions avoidechfdumping waste at a solid waste
disposal site”. Annex 14.

Attachment Ao the*Appendix B of the "Simplified modalities and pedares for
small-scale CDM project activities” - Indicativersplified baseline and monitoring
methodologies for selected small-scale CDM progetivities Version 06 of
September 2005.
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/15/  UNFCCC. “ACMO0002 - Consolidated baseline mettlogy for grid-connected
electricity generation from renewable sources”.Siar 06, 19 May 2006.

Persons interviewed during the validation, or persavho contributed with other information
that are not included in the documents listed above

/16/  Mara Regina Mendes - Mitsubishi UFJ Securi@ies Ltd.
- 00o -
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Tablel Mandatory Requirementsfor Small Scale Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) Project Activities

Cross Reference/

Requirement Reference Conclusion Comment
1. The project shall assist Parties included in Annex | in | Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2 OK Table 2, SectonE.41.
achieving compliance with part of their emission The PDD identifies Mitsubishi UFJ
reduction commitment under Art. 3 Securities Co. Ltd. (Japan) as Annex |
project participants.
2. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties in Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, OK Table 2, Section A.3.
achieving sustainable development and shall have Simplified Modalities and
obtained confirmation by the host country thereof Procedures for Small
Scale CDM Project
Activities §23a
3. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties in Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2. OK Table 2, Section E.4.1
contributing to the ultimate objective of the UNFCCC
4. The project shall have the written approval of voluntary | Kyoto Protocol Art. OK DNA of Brazil: Letter of Approval. 16
participation from the designated national authority of | 12.5a, April 2007
each party involved Simplified Modalities and DNA of Japan: Letter of Approval. 12
Procedures for Small ;
) April 2007
Scale CDM Project
Activities §23a
5. The emission reductions should be real, measurable | Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b OK Table 2, Section E.1to E.4
and give long-term benefits related to the mitigation of
climate change
6. Reduction in GHG emissions must be additional to any | Kyoto Protocol Art. OK Table 2, Section B.2.1
that would occur in absence of the project activity, i.e. | 12.5.c,
a CDM project activity is additional if anthropogenic Simplified Modalities and
emissions of greenhouse gases by sources are Procedures for Small
reduced below those that would have occurred in the Scale CDM Project
absence of the registered CDM project activity Activities 8§26
7. In case public funding from Parties included in Annex | | Decision 17/CP.7, OK No public funding is involved, and the
is used for the project activity, these Parties shall CDM Modalities and validation did not reveal any
Page A-1
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GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Cross Reference/

Requirement Reference Conclusion Comment
provide an affirmation that such funding does not Procedures Appendix B, information that indicates that the
result in a diversion of official development assistance | § 2 project can be seen as a diversion of
and is separate from and is not counted towards the ODA funding towards Brazil.
financial obligations of these Parties.

8. Parties participating in the CDM shall designate a CDM Modalities and OK Brazil: Comissdo Interministerial de
national authority for the CDM Procedures § 29 Mudanca Global do Clima.

Japan: Liaisons committee for the
Utilization of the Kyoto Mechanisms.

9. The host Party and the participating Annex | Party CDM Modalities and OK Brazil ratified the protocol on 23

shall be a Party to the Kyoto Protocol Procedures § 30, 31b August 2002, and Japan ratified the
protocol on 04 June 2002.

10. The participating Annex | Party’s assigned amount CDM Modalities and OK The assigned amount of Japan is 94%
shall have been calculated and recorded Procedures §31b of the emissions in 1990.

11. The participating Annex | Party shall have in place a CDM Modalities and OK Japan has in place a national registry
national system for estimating GHG emissions and a Procedures 831b and reported in May 2005 the latest
national registry in accordance with Kyoto Protocol inventory for the years 1990-2003.
Article 5 and 7

12. The proposed project activity shall meet the eligibility | Simplified Modalities and OK Table 2, Section A.1
criteria for small scale CDM project activities set out in | Procedures for Small
8§ 6 (c) of the Marrakesh Accords and shall not be a Scale CDM Project
debundled component of a larger project activity Activities 812a,c

13. The project design document shall conform with the Simplified Modalities and OK The PDD is in line with the CDM-PDD
Small Scale CDM Project Design Document format Procedures for Small for small-scale CDM project activities

Scale CDM Project (version 02 of 21 March 2006).
Activities, Appendix A
14. The proposed project activity shall confirm to one of Simplified Modalities and OK Table 2, Section A.1.3, B and D.

the project categories defined for small scale CDM
project activities and uses the simplified baseline and
monitoring methodology for that project category

Procedures for Small
Scale CDM Project
Activities 822e

Page A-2
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Cross Reference/

Requirement Reference Conclusion Comment
15. Comments by local stakeholders are invited, and a Simplified Modalities and OK Table 2, Section G.
summary of these provided Procedures for Small
Scale CDM Project
Activities §22b
16. If required by the host country, an analysis of the Simplified Modalities and Table 2, Section F.
environmental impacts of the project activity is carried | Procedures for Small
out and documented Scale CDM Project
Activities §22c¢
17. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs | Simplified Modalities and OK The PDD of 26 December 2006 was

have been invited to comment on the validation
requirements and comments have been made publicly
available

Procedures for Small
Scale CDM Project
Activities 823b,c,d

published on the UNFCCC CDM
website,
www.dnv.com/certification/ClimateCha
nge, and Parties, stakeholders and
NGOs were invited to provide
comments on the validation
requirement during a period of 30
days, from 28 December 2006 to 26
January 2007.

Page A-3
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Table2 Requirements Checklist

GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
A. Project Description
The project design is assessed.
A.1. Small scale project activity
It is assess whether the project qualifies as
small scale CDM project activity.
A.1.1. Does the project qualify as a small scale 11/ DR | The project activity electricity generation capacity is OK
CDM project activity as defined in less than the eligibility limit of 15MW and the total
paragraph 6 (c) of decision 17/CP.7 on the sum of all sums of energy output does not exceed
modalities and procedures for the CDM? the limit of 45MW,ema @nd is thus eligible as type
I.D small-scale CDM project activity “Grid
connected renewable electricity generation”/Type |
—Renewable Energy Projects. The electricity
generation capacity is 5 MW and the thermal
capacity is equivalent to 29.7 MWthermal.
Also, the project avoids methane emissions from
rice husks through controlled combustion with an
emission reduction (786 kt CO,) of less than 60 kt
CO, and is thus eligible as type Ill.E small-scale
CDM project activity “Avoidance of methane
production from biomass decay through controlled
combustion”/Type Ill — Other Project Activities as
outlined in the “Appendix B of the "Simplified
modalities and procedures for small-scale CDM
project activities” - Indicative simplified baseline
and monitoring methodologies for selected small-
scale CDM project activities and Decision 17/CP.7.
A.1.2. The small scale project activity is not a 11/ DR | The project is not a debundled component of a OK
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-4
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GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
debundled component of a larger project large project activity. Although GEEA is planning
activity? another CDM project with Silica Sul Brasil Ltda.,
the project participants, project category and
technology are different.
A.1.3. Does proposed project activity confirm to 11 DR | Yes. The project activity is included in the Type | — OK
one of the project categories defined for Renewable Energy Projects, AMS-I.D - Grid
small scale CDM project activities? connected renewable electricity generation and
Type Il — Other Project Activities, AMS-IILE -
“Avoidance of methane production from biomass
decay through controlled combustion”.
A.2. Project Design
Validation of project design focuses on the
choice of technology and the design
documentation of the project.
A.2.1. Are the project’s spatial (geographical) i DR | Yes. The project is located in the municipality of | €8 OK
boundaries clearly defined? Alegrete, Rio Grande do Sul State, Brazil.
In the project boundary of AMS-III.E (Version 10 of
23 December 2006) there are only three points in
this item, not four as reported in the PDD.
A.2.2. Are the project’s system (componentsand | /1/ | DR | The Project will displace grid electricity by | ¢L3 OK
facilities used to mitigate GHG's) generating renewable energy to be used internally
boundaries clearly defined? in the rice mill and supplied to the South-
Southeast-Midwest Grid. Thus, preventing the
generation of GHG by the decay of rice husk in
opened air and substituting energy supplied to grid
from fossil fuelled power plants.
The project participant should provide more
information about main equipments that are being
installed in the project plant and are related with the
CDM.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-5
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GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
A.2.3. Does the project design engineering 11 DR | Yes. The technology of biomass power generation OK
reflect current good practices? reflects current good practices.
A.2.4. Will the project result in technology 11/ DR | The technology will be transferred to other project OK
transfer to the host country? developers that wish to use biomass residues.
A.2.5. Does the project require extensive initial 11 DR | The training program for the works will cover basic OK
training and maintenance efforts in order plant operations, safety and engineering,
to work as presumed during the project environmental management and awareness,
period? Does the project make provisions wastewater and water treatment operations,
for meeting training and maintenance process engineering and control systems and fire
needs? safety and evacuation.
A.3. Contribution to Sustainable Development
The project’'s contribution to sustainable
development is assessed
A.3.1. Will the project create other environmental | /1/ DR | The project is expected to bring increase in OK.
or social benefits than GHG emission employment opportunities, increase diversity and
reductions? quantity of energy supply, decrease environment
impacts, use of clean technologies and conserve
natural resources, thus contributing to sustainable
development objectives of the Brazilian
Government.
A.3.2. Will the project create any adverse 11/ DR | No. OK
environmental or social effects?
A.3.3. Is the project in line with sustainable i DR | The DNA of Brazil confirmed that the project OK
development policies of the host country? assists in achieving sustainable development.
A.3.4. Is the project in line with relevant 11/ DR | GEEA has been granted the Operating License # OK
legislation and plans in the host country? 86/2006-DL, in 09 February 2006 issued by
FEPAM (State Environmental Protection
Foundation) and valid until 25 October 2010 for the
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-6
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GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
project and its facilities.
In order to obtain the license, the project
developers showed evidence that no negative
environmental impact is incurred by this activity.
Environment Licenses are issued after all possible
impacts are analyzed by the State Environmental
Foundation Protection, FEPAM. No adverse
environmental impacts are identified, which seems
reasonable given the nature of the project design.
Transboundary environmental impacts are not
foreseen. The positive environment impacts arising
from the project are the reduction in dumping of
rice husk and of methane.
B. Project Baseline
The validation of the project baseline establishes
whether the selected baseline methodology is
appropriate and whether the selected baseline
represents a likely baseline scenario.
B.1. Baseline Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an
appropriate baseline methodology.
B.1.1. Is the selected baseline methodology in 11 DR | The project applies the simplified baseline | GLZ OK
line with the baseline methodologies methodologies for type I.D small-scale CDM project | ~ 44
provided for the relevant project category? activities (AMS-I.D, Version 10 of 23 December
2006) and type IlIlLE small-scale CDM project
activities (AMS-III.LE, Version 10 of 23 December
2006), i.e. the methane emissions from biomass
that would have otherwise been left to decay. Also,
the project applies the methodologies AMS-III.G
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview Page A-7
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GEEA Biomass 5 MW PoweBrANT PROJECT

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
and ACM0002 and the “Tool to determine methane
emissions avoided from dumping waste at a solid
waste disposal site”.
The methodology AMS-III.G and the “Tool to
determine methane emissions avoided from
dumping waste at a solid waste disposal site” were
not addressed in the item “B.1. Title and reference
of the approved baseline and monitoring
methodology applied to the small-scale project
activity” of the PDD.
The methodology ACM0002 was not addressed in
the item “B.1. Title and reference of the approved
baseline and monitoring methodology applied to
the small-scale project activity” of the PDD.
B.1.2. Is the baseline methodology applicable to 11/ DR | The category I.D and IlIl.LE methodologies are | ©Sk4 OK
the project being considered? applicable for the project.
The applicability criteria stated in the PDD not
correspond to the last version of AMS-III.E.
B.2. Baseline Determination
It is assessed whether the project activity
itself is not a likely baseline scenario and
whether the selected baseline represents a
likely baseline scenario.
B.2.1. Is it demonstrated that the project activity 11/ DR | The additionality of the project is demonstrated OK
itself is not a likely baseline scenario due through an analysis of barriers, by applying the
to the existence of one or more of the Attachment A to the Appendix B of the simplified
following barriers: investment barriers, modalities and procedures for CDM small-scale
technology barriers, barriers due to project activities.
., . e
prevailing practice or other barriers (a) Investment barriers: Since there currently are
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-8
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Checklist Question

Ref.

MoV*

Comments

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

no direct subsides or promotional support for the
implementation of biomass power plants and there
are higher costs required to implement a renewable
energy plant that as would be represented by the
baseline scenario, the project faces
financial/economic barriers. In spite of the project
receiving funding of 80% of the capital cost from
the National Bank of Social and Economic
Development (BNDES), obtaining loans for the
activities represented by the project from the
banking institutions in Brazil is difficult and loans
are only given with high interest rates and with
sufficient collateral. Hence, the project would not be
implemented without the revenues from CERs.

(b) Technological barriers: Although the technology
involved in this scenario is available in the Brazilian
market, the project activity implementation involves
risks due to the lower performance for rice husks
based power generation as compared to other
residual biomass.

(c) Prevailing business practice barriers: DNV is
able to confirm that the common practice for mills is
the import of electricity from the grid and the
landfilling of industrial residues, as rice husks.

No other barriers are presented. Given the above, it
is deemed sufficiently demonstrated that the project
is not a likely baseline scenario and that emission
reductions are thus additional.

B.2.2. Is the application of the baseline
methodology and the discussion and
determination of the chosen baseline

11/

DR

Yes, the selected baseline is the CH4 emissions
from disposing the solid waste on a landfill and
leaving it to decay and power supply by the grid.

OK

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Reviev~ Interview
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
transparent and conservative?
B.2.3. Are relevant national and/or sectoral 11/ DR | Yes. OK
policies and circumstances taken into
account?
B.2.4. Is the baseline selection compatible with i DR | Yes. OK
the available data?
B.2.5. Does the selected baseline represent the 11/ DR | Yes. In the absence of the project the rice husk is | €6 OK
most likely scenario describing what would disposed in landfill sites until it is naturally
have occurred in absence of the project decomposed and the electricity is supply by the
activity? grid.
The project participant should provide information
why they do not request permission to burn the
biomass residues
C. Duration of the Project / Crediting Period
It is assessed whether the temporary boundaries
of the project are clearly defined.
C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and i DR | The project’s starting date is 05 May 2006 with an | €% OK
operational lifetime clearly defined? expected operational lifetime of 25 years.
The length of the crediting period and the expected
operational lifetime of the project activity should be
stated in years and months
C.1.2. Is the assumed crediting time clearly 11/ DR | A fixed 10-year crediting period is selected, starting | G&& OK
defined (renewable crediting period of on 01 July 2008.
seven years with two possible renewals or . :
fixed crediting period of 10 years with no The Ie_ngth O.f th_e crediting pe_nod anc_i f[he expected
operational lifetime of the project activity should be
renewal)? .
stated in years and months.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-10
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
D. Monitoring Plan
The monitoring plan review aims to establish
whether all relevant project aspects deemed
necessary to monitor and report reliable emission
reductions are properly addressed.
D.1. Monitoring Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an
appropriate monitoring methodology.
D.1.1. Is the selected monitoring methodology in i DR | Yes. The project applies the approved monitoring OK
line with the monitoring methodologies methodologies AMS-I.D (Version 10 of 23
provided for the relevant project category? December 2006) — “Grid connected renewable
electricity generation” for Type | —Renewable
Energy Projects and AMS-III.LE (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) - “Avoidance of methane
production from biomass decay through controlled
combustion” for Type Il — Other Project Activities,
according to the “Appendix B of the "Simplified
modalities and procedures for small-scale CDM
project activities” - Indicative simplified baseline
and monitoring methodologies for selected small-
scale CDM project activities.
The project also applies the monitoring
methodologies AMS-III.G (Version 4 of 23
December 2006) and ACMO0002 (Version 06, 19
May 2006).
D.1.2. Is the monitoring methodology applicable /11 | DR |Yes, it complies with the monitoring requirements OK
to the project being considered? for small scale CDM project category I.D and IIl.E.
D.1.3. Is the application of the monitoring 11/ DR | SeeD.1.2 OK
methodology transparent?
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview Page A-11
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
D.1.4. Will the monitoring methodology give 11/ DR | SeeD.1.2 OK
opportunity for real measurements of
achieved emission reductions?
D.2. Monitoring of Project Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan
provides for reliable and complete project
emission data over time.
D.2.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 11/ See D.1.2. OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data
necessary for estimation or measuring the
greenhouse gas emissions within the
project boundary during the crediting
period?
D.2.2. Are the choices of project GHG indicators | /1/ | DR |SeeD.1.2. oK
reasonable?
D.2.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the | /1/ | DR | See D.1.2. OK
specified project GHG indicators?
D.2.4. Will the indicators give opportunity forreal | /1/ | DR | The PDD is clear about the monitoring practices. OK
measurements of project emissions?
D.3. Monitoring of Leakage
If applicable, it is assessed whether the
monitoring plan provides for reliable and
complete leakage data over time.
D.3.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 11 If the energy generating equipment is transferred OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data from another activity or if the existing equipment is
necessary for determining leakage? transferred to another activity, AMS-1.D states that
leakage is to be considered. And if the controlled
combustion technology is equipment transferred
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-12
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
from another activity or if the existing equipment is
transferred to another activity, AMS-III.E states that
leakage is to be considered. The project will be
implemented with new equipment. Hence, no
leakage is expected.
D.3.2. Are the choices of leakage indicators 11/ DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
reasonable?
D.3.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the | /1/ DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
specified leakage indicators?
D.3.4. Will the indicators give opportunity for real 11/ DR | SeeD.3.1 OK

measurements of leakage effects?

D.4. Monitoring of Baseline Emissions

It is established whether the monitoring plan
provides for reliable and complete project
emission data over time.

D.4.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 11/ See D.1.2 OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data
necessary for determining baseline
emissions during the crediting period?

D.4.2. Is the choice of baseline indicators, in /1/ | DR | Methane avoidance is simply calculated based on OK
particu|ar for baseline emissionS, amount biomass used as combustible.
reasonable? SeeD.1.2

D.4.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the | /1/ DR | SeeD.1.2. OK
specified baseline indicators?

D.4.4. Will the indicators give opportunity for real 11/ DR | SeeD.1.2. OK

measurements of baseline emissions?

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-13
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
D.5. Project Management Planning

It is checked that project implementation is

properly prepared for and that critical

arrangements are addressed.

D.5.1. Is the authority and responsibility of project | /1/ DR | Yes. OK
management clearly described?

D.5.2. Is the authority and responsibility for 11/ DR | Yes. OK
registration monitoring measurement and
reporting clearly described?

D.5.3. Are procedures identified for training of 11/ DR | Yes. OK
monitoring personnel?

D.5.4. Are procedures identified for emergency /1/ | DR | The procedures for emergency preparedness for | ¢cLg OK
preparedness for cases where cases where emergencies can cause unintended
emergencies can cause unintended emissions have not been identified in monitoring
emissions? plan. DNV requests further clarifications about the

procedures.

D.5.5. Are procedures identified for calibration of i DR | All equipment is calibrated. This mainly comprises OK

monitoring equipment? the electricity meters and the scales, which are
calibrated according to the national standards.

D.5.6. Are procedures identified for maintenance 11/ DR | Yes. Maintenance of the equipments will be carried OK
of monitoring equipment and installations? out according to the national standards.

D.5.7. Are procedures identified for monitoring, 11/ DR | Yes. OK
measurements and reporting?

D.5.8. Are procedures identified for day-to-day /1/ | DR | The data wil be collected continuously and OK
records handling (including what records archived in electronic form, during the whole
to keep, storage area of records and how crediting period plus 2 years.
to process performance documentation)

D.5.9. Are procedures identified for dealing with /1/ DR | No uncertainties are foreseen. OK
possible monitoring data adjustments and
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
uncertainties?
D.5.10. Are procedures identified for internal 11/ DR | Yes. OK
audits of GHG project compliance with
operational requirements as applicable?
D.5.11. Are procedures identified for project 1/ DR | Yes OK
performance reviews?
D.5.12. Are procedures identified for corrective | /1/ DR | Yes. OK
actions?

E. calculation of GHG emission

It is assessed whether all material GHG emission
sources are addressed and how sensitivities and
data uncertainties have been addressed to arrive
at conservative estimates of projected emission
reductions.

E.1. Project GHG Emissions

The validation of ex-ante estimated project
GHG emissions focuses on transparency and
completeness of calculations.

E.1.1. Are all aspects related to direct and 1/ DR | Yes. OK
indirect project emissions captured in the
project design?

E.1.2. Have all relevant greenhouse gases and | /1/ DR | Yes. OK
sources been evaluated?
E.1.3. Do the methodologies for calculating 1/ DR | The calculation of the emission reductions is in OK
project emissions comply with existing accordance with AMS-I1.D and AMS-III.LE and takes
good practice? into account all relevant factors of the project
technology.
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
E.1.4. Are the calculations documented in a 1/ DR | Yes, all the sources and calculations are well | 1% OK
complete and transparent manner? documented. However, the emissions estimated
due to fossil fuel use for compacting biomass are
not correct. There is a unit inconsistency in the
spread sheet received.
E.1.5. Have conservative assumptions been /11 DR | See E.1.4. cL11 OK
used?
E.1.6. Are uncertainties in the project emissions /11 DR | SeeE.1.4. 13 OK
estimates properly addressed?
E.2. Leakage
It is assessed whether there leakage effects,
i.e. change of emissions which occurs
outside the project boundary and which are
measurable and attributable to the project,
have been properly assessed and estimated
ex-ante.
E.2.1. Are leakage calculation required for the 11/ DR | No leakage calculation is required for this specific OK
selected project category and if yes, are situation. See D.3.1.
the relevant leakage effects assessed?
E.2.2. Are potential leakage effects properly 11/ DR | See D.3.1. OK
accounted for in the calculations (if
applicable)?
E.2.3. Do the methodologies for calculating 1/ DR | See D.3.1 OK
leakage comply with existing good practice
(if applicable)?
E.2.4. Are the calculations documented in a 1/ DR | See D.3.1. OK
complete and transparent manner and (if
applicable)?
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
E.2.5. Have conservative assumptions been 11/ DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
used (if applicable)?
E.2.6. Are uncertainties in the leakage estimates /1 DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
properly addressed (if applicable)?
E.3. Baseline GHG Emissions
The validation of ex-ante estimated baseline
GHG emissions focuses on transparency and
completeness of calculations.
E.3.1. Are the baseline emission boundaries /11| DR | The project boundaries are defined as the physical, | cL8 OK
clearly defined and do they sufficiently geographical site where encompasses the
cover sources for baseline emissions? renewable generation source and, for the treatment
of the biomass, where the project takes place.
See A2.1.
E.3.2. Are all aspects related to direct and 1/ DR | Yes. OK
indirect baseline emissions captured in the
project design?
E.3.3. Have all relevant greenhouse gases and 1/ DR | Yes. OK
sources been evaluated?
E.3.4. Do the methodologies for calculating /11 DR | The MCF factor considered is 0.4 based on the OK
baseline emissions comply with existing IPCC default for unmanaged shallow waste
good practice? disposal sites with depths less than 5 meters. This
was checked during the follow up interview and this
factor was deemed appropriate for the estimations.
E.3.5. Are the calculations documented in a 1/ DR | Yes. However the baseline calculation is not stated | S£5 OK
complete and transparent manner? in the item 10 of AMS-I.D (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) as reported in the PDD.
E.3.6. Have conservative assumptions been /11 DR | Yes. OK
used?
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
E.3.7. Are uncertainties in the baseline emissions | /1/ DR | No uncertainties are foreseen. OK
estimates properly addressed?
E.4. Emission Reductions
Validation of ex-ante estimated emission
reductions.
E.4.1. Will the project result in fewer GHG i DR | The project is forecasted to reduce CO, emissions OK
emissions than the baseline case? to the extent of 194 859 tCO,e (19 486 tCO.e /
year average) over the defined fix 10-year crediting
period.
F. Environmental Impacts
It is assessed whether environmental impacts of
the project are sufficiently addressed.
F.1.1. Does host country legislation require an /11 DR | GEEA has been granted the Operating License # OK
analysis of the environmental impacts of 86/2006-DL, in 09 February 2006 issued by
the project activity? FEPAM (State Environmental Protection
Foundation) and valid until 25 October 2010 for the
project and its facilities.
In order to obtain the license, the project
developers showed evidence that no negative
environmental impact is incurred by this activity.
Environment Licenses are issued after all possible
impacts are analyzed by the State Environmental
Foundation Protection, FEPAM. No adverse
environmental impacts are identified, which seems
reasonable given the nature of the project design.
Transboundary environmental impacts are not
foreseen.
F.1.2. Does the project comply with 1/ DR | SeeF.1.1 OK
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
environmental legislation in the host
country?
F.1.3. Will the project create any adverse /1 DR | SeeF.1.1 OK
environmental effects?
F.1.4. Have environmental impacts been i DR | Yes. The positive environment impacts arising from OK
identified and addressed in the PDD? the project are the reduction in dumping of rice
husk and of methane. No negative effects were
detected.
G. Comments by Local Stakeholder
Validation of the local stakeholder consultation
process.
G.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been 11/ DR | Local stakeholders, such as the Municipal | G342 OK
consulted? Government, the state and municipal agencies, the
Brazilian  forum of NGOs, neighbouring
communities and the office of the attorney general,
were invited to comment on the project, in
accordance with the requirements of Resolution 1
of the Brazilian DNA.
The local stakeholders are listed in the Appendix 3
of the PDD. The letters sent to the local
stakeholders and the received comments were
assessed. However, the project participant did not
send a copy of all the letters sent to the
stakeholders.
Twelve comments were received, however due
contend (commendation) the project design did not
require any significant modification. Two comments
requesting more information about the project were
sufficiently taken into account by the project
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-19
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Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
participant.
G.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to 1/ DR | See G.1.1. cL12 OK
invite comments by local stakeholders?
G.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is /11 DR | See G.1.1. o312 OK
required by regulations/laws in the host
country, has the stakeholder consultation
process been carried out in accordance
with such regulations/laws?
G.1.4. Is a summary of the comments received 1/ DR | Yes. See G.1.1. cL12 OK
provided?
G.1.5. Has due account been taken of any /11 DR | See G.1.1. o312 OK
comments received?
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-20
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Table 3 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion

and requests for clarification Table 2 response

CL1 C.l11 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD was
The length of the crediting period and the C.1.2 assessed and the changes done are
expected operational lifetime of the project enough. This CL is closed.

activity should be stated in years and months.

CL2 C.1.2 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD was
No answers should be addressed in the item assessed. This CL is closed.

C.2.2 of the PDD.

CL3 A.2.2 Corrected in version 3 of the PDD. The information about the equipments
The project participant should provide more Documents with explanation about was assesses by DNV. This CL is
information about main equipments that are equipments and processes as well as closed.

being installed in the project plant and are layouts were provided to DNV.

related with the CDM.

CL4 B.1.2 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD was
The applicability criteria stated in the PDD not assessed. This CL is closed.
correspond to the last version of AMS-III.E.

CL5 E.3.5 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD was
The baseline calculation is not stated in the assessed. This CL is closed.

item 10 of AMS-I.D (Version 10 of 23

December 2006) as reported in the PDD.

CL6 B.2.5 Disposal of rice husk by burning it in the | The last version of the PDD was

The project participant should provide
information why they do not request
permission to burn the biomass residues.

open air is not an acceptable practice in
Rio Grande do Sul State anymore. In
the past, it was a common practice;
however, this leads to air pollution and
it is not acceptable. Therefore, it was
completely forbidden by the State
regulation and State environmental
agencies. As the project developers are
concerned about the environment and

assessed. This CL is closed.
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Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion
and requests for clarification Table 2 response
about their image, they have not
requested authorization for open-air
burning; but even if they did would not
obtain the authorization.
The scenario of open air burning
(scenario 2, section B.3) was edited in
the version 3 of the PDD to inform the
reader that this practice is completely
unacceptable by society and forbidden
by law.
CL7 B.1.1 Corrected in version 3. The methodology and the tool were
The methodology AMS-III.G and the “Tool to included in the last version of the PDD.
determine methane emissions avoided from This CL is closed.
dumping waste at a solid waste disposal site”
were not addressed in the item “B.1. Title and
reference of the approved baseline and
monitoring methodology applied to the small-
scale project activity” of the PDD.
CL8 A2.1 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD was
In the project boundary of AMS-III.E (Version E3.1 assessed and the changes done are
10 of 23 December 2006) there are only enough. This CL is closed.
three points in this item, not four as reported
in the PDD.
CL9 D.5.4 The project combusts biomass residues | It was observed that there is no

The procedures for emergency preparedness
for cases where emergencies can cause
unintended emissions have not been
identified in monitoring plan. DNV requests
further clarifications about the procedures.

(rice husk), whose combustion does not
generate anthropogenic CO, emissions.
The project emissions are only due to
biomass transport. Therefore, even in
case of case of an emergency, the
project will not have extra GHG
emissions or leakage.

unintended emission. All the processes
are controlled. This CL is closed.
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Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion

and requests for clarification Table 2 response

CL 10 B.1.1 Corrected in version 3. The methodology was included in the
The methodology ACMO0002 was not last version of the PDD. This CL is
addressed in the item “B.1. Title and closed.

reference of the approved baseline and

monitoring methodology applied to the small-

scale project activity” of the PDD.

CL11 E.1.4 Corrected in version 3. The last version of the PDD and the
The emissions estimated due to fossil fuel E15 new spreadsheet were assessed. This
use for compacting biomass are not correct. CL is closed.

There is a unit inconsistency in the spread E.1.6

sheet received.

CL12 G.1.1 G.1.2 | Missing letters were sent. A copy of all the letters were sent to
The project participant did not send a copy of G.13G. 14 DNV. This CL is closed.

all the letters sent to the stakeholders. G15

- 000 -
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Michael Lehmann

Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: Yes
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: Yes
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope 1,2,3 &9

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0003, AM0010, Yes AM0021 Yes
AMO0011, AM0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, Yes AMO0023 Yes
AMO0029

ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 Yes AMO0024 Yes
ACMO0004 Yes AMO0027 Yes
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 Yes AMO0028, AM0034 Yes
ACMO0007 Yes AMO0030 Yes
ACMO0008 Yes AMO0031 Yes
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-III.B Yes AMO0032 Yes
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D Yes AMO0035 Yes
AMO0009, AM0037 Yes AMO0038 Yes
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-  Yes AMO0041 Yes
lI.H, AMS-II1.1

AMO0014 Yes AMO0034 Yes
AMO0017 Yes AMS-II.A-F Yes
AMO0018 Yes AMS-IIILA Yes

AMO0020 Yes AMS-IILLE, AMS-III.LF Yes
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Einar Telnes

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificatiecheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: Yes
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: Yes
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope 1,2,3 &9

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0O003, AM0010, Yes AMO0021 Yes
AMO0011, AM0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, Yes AMO0023 Yes
AMO0029

ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 Yes AM0024 Yes
ACMO0004 Yes AMO0027 Yes
ACMO0006, AM0O007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 Yes AMO0028, AM0034 Yes
ACMO0007 Yes AMO0030 Yes
ACMO0008 Yes AMO0031 Yes
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-III.B Yes AMO0032 Yes
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D Yes AMO0035 Yes
AMO0009, AM0037 Yes AMO0038 Yes
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-  Yes AMO0041 Yes
lI.H, AMS-III.1

AMO0014 Yes AMO0034 Yes
AMO0017 Yes AMS-I.A-F Yes
AMO0018 Yes AMS-IIILA Yes

AMO0020 Yes AMS-IILE, AMS-III.LF Yes
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Raphael de Souza Tavares

Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: No
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: No
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0O003, AM0010, No AMO0021 No
AMO0011, AM0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, No AMO0023 No
AMO0029

ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 No AM0024 No
ACMO0004 No AMO0027 No
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 No AMO0028, AM0034 No
ACMO0007 No AMO0030 No
ACMO0008 No AMO0031 No
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-III.B No AMO0032 No
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D No AMO0035 No
AMO0009, AM0037 No AMO0038 No
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-  No AMO0041 No
.H, AMS-III.I

AMO0014 No AMO0034 No
AMO017 No AMS-II.A-F No
AMO0018 No AMS-IILLA No

AMO0020 No AMS-IILLE, AMS-III.LF No
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Andrea Teixelra Leiroz

Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: No JI Validator: No
CDM Verifier: No JI Verifier: No
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0O003, AM0010, No AMO0021 No
AMO0011, AM0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, No AMO0023 No
AMO0029

ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 No AM0024 No
ACMO0004 No AMO0027 No
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 No AMO0028, AM0034 No
ACMO0007 No AMO0030 No
ACMO0008 No AMO0031 No
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-III.B No AMO0032 No
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D No AMO0035 No
AMO0009, AM0037 No AMO0038 No
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-  No AMO0041 No
.H, AMS-III.I

AMO0014 No AMO0034 No
AMOO017 No AMS-II.A-F No
AMO0018 No AMS-IILLA No
AMO0020 No AMS-IILLE, AMS-III.LF No

Havik, 6 November 2006
e~ il (b

Einar Telnes Michael Lehmann
Director, International Climate Change Services Technical Director



