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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

N.O Nitrous oxide

NGO Non-governmental Organisation

ODA Official Development Assistance

PDD Project Design Document

SBS Silica Brasil Sul Ltda.

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Cten@hange
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1 INTRODUCTION

Mitsubishi UFJ Securities Co. Ltd. has commissiol®et Norske Veritas Certification AS.
(DNV) to perform a validation of the GEEA-SBS Biogsalreatment Project in Alegrete, Rio
Grande do Sul, Brazil CDM project(abbreviated asEBESBS Biomass Treatment Project).
This report summarises the findings of the valwlatof the project, performed on the basis of
UNFCCC criteria for small-scale CDM projects, asllwas criteria given to provide for
consistent project operations, monitoring and repgrThe only changes made to this version of
the validation report compared to the validatigoré rev. 02 dated 06 March 2007 referred to in
the letter of approval of the DNA of Brazil areked to the status of issuance of the letter of
approval by the DNAs of Brazil and Japan and the wersion 3.1 of the PDD.

The validation team consists of the following pensal:

Ms. Andrea Leiroz DNV Certification AS Brazil Tedeader, CDM validator.
Mr. Raphael Souza DNV Certification AS Brazil GH@ditor

Mr. Luis Filipe Tavares DNV Certification AS Brazil Sector expert

Mr Einar Telnes DNV Certification AS Norway Techal reviewer

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 @mdifigtdl 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 theea 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
methodology AMS-III.E (Version 10 of 23 DecembeB010/). The validation team has, based
on the recommendations in the Validation and Veation Manual /9/ employed a risk-based
approach, focusing on the identification of sigrafit risks for project implementation and the
generation 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.

1.3 Description of Proposed CDM Project

The “GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Project” CDM projectivity consists of installing a
biomass treatment plant adjacent to Pilecco Ridé iMithe Alegrete City, Rio Grande do Sul
State, Brazil. This project aims to reduce GHG smiss (methane emissions) by avoiding the
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decay of rice husk. Risk husk will instead be usedroduce higher quality of silica through the
chemical and thermal treatment of risk husk.

Combustion of rice husks produces rice husk askghni rich in silica and can be used as a raw
material in other processes such as cement.

The forecasted amount of GHG emission reductioms fthe project is projected to be 192 229
tonnes CQ equivalents (tCge) during the fixed 10-year crediting period, résgl in forecasted
average annual emission reductions of 19 223,¢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 tiseiasce of the final validation report and
opinion.

In order to ensure transparency, a validation maltwvas 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 anddseltrof 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-SB®mass Treatment Project in Alegrete,
Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil is enclosed in AppenditoAhis 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
requestdCARs) are issued, where:

)] Mistakes have been made with a direct influemcg@roject results;

i) Validation protocol requirements have not beeet; or

iii)  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 forlarification (CL) is used where additional information is nesde 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 andtamiogi methodology AMS-IILE. A
revised version of the PDD dated 01 March 2007&i@¢ submitted by Mitsubishi Securities in
order to properly address DNV's validation findireggl assessed by DNV Finally, a version 3.1
dated 22 August 2007 was submitted by MitsubishduBiges and subsequently assessed by
DNV. /3/

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 tviesnd 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 VY VYV

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 X8irteen) requests falarification. The project
participant’s response to DNV’s draft validatiopoet findings and the final version of the PDD
of 22 August 2007 addressed the requestslégification 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-SBS Biass Treatment Project in Alegrete, Rio
Grande do Sul, Brazil are stated in the followiegtens. The validation criteria (requirements),
the means of verification and the results fromdatting the identified criteria are documented in
more detail in the validation protocol in Appendix

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

3.1 Participation Requirements

The project participants are Geradora de EnergiésriEh Alegrete Ltd., Silica Brasil Sul Ltda.
and Mitsubishi UFJ Securities Co. Ltd. The parttipg Parties — Brazil as host Party and Japan
as Annex | Party - meet all relevant participati@yuirements and have provided written
approval of voluntary participation in the projéat/7/.

3.2 Project Design

The project activity consists in installing a bissedareatment plant adjacent to Pilecco Rice Mill.
The technology used in the project activity wasealeped by the PROBEM. The rice husk is
supplied by Pilecco Rice Mill and by other extersalrces. The biomass will be transported in
trucks adapted with a compactor. Part of the riggklpasses by a chemical reactor where the
cellulignin is separated. The direct calcinationtlod cellulign generates white silica. The other
part of the rice husk is directly fired in the l@wiland produce grate silica. There are no
combustion residues and all material produced ifetsoand calcinators are commercialized as
products.

The amount of biomass supplied by external sountkde measured with a stationary scale at
the entrance of the industry complex. The amoumpled by Pilecco Rice Mill will be
measured by a scale located at the conveyor arahbent of rice husks used in the project will
be measured with a scale in the system’s entrance.

The electricity consumption will be supplied by tyéd in the first year of operation and by the
GEEA biomass power plant from the second year.

A fixed 10-year crediting period is selected, stayton 01 July 2007. The starting date of the
project activity is 05 May 2006. The expected operel lifetime of the project is 25 years.

No public funding is involved, and the validatioid adhot 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 empkyt opportunities, decrease environment
impacts, use of clean technologies and conserveralatesources, thus contributing to the
sustainable development objectives of the Brazidovernment. The DNA of Brazil has
confirmed that the project assists in achievinganable development /6/.

The project participant has provided sufficienbmhation about main equipments that are being
installed in the project plant and are related thitn CDM project activity.
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3.3 Basdine Determination

The project correctly applies simplified baselinethodology for selected small-scale CDM
project activity AMS-IILLE (Version 10 of 23 Decemb 2006) - “Avoidance of methane
production frombiomass decay through controlled combustidai Type Il — Other Project
Activitiesas outlined in the “Appendix B of the "Simplifiedodalities and procedures for small-
scale CDM project activities” - Indicative simpéfl baseline and monitoring methodologies for
selected small-scale CDM project activities and ifBlen 17/CP.7. The project fulfils the
conditions under which AMS-IILE is applicable. Thannual emission reduction is
approximately 19 223 tonnes of g@®@quivalent, which is less than the 60 kt £
methodology threshold.

The project activity presents four kind of scenatiased on the currents local practices.
Scenario 1: Disposal in open air

Scenario 2: Open-air burning

Scenario 3: The project without the CDM

Scenario 4: Biomass treatment (the project)

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
without permission. As the project developers arecerned about the environment and about
their own image, they have not requested authaoizdbr open-air burning; but even if they did
it is not likely that they would obtain the autteaiion.

The project activity will not be implemented withothe CDM incentives as there are no
sufficient legal or economic incentives to instabiomass treatment plant.

The methodology application firstly involves annti&cation of possible baseline scenarios, and
eliminating those that would not qualify. As a néshe only feasible baseline is a continuation
of the status quo, which meets current regulatians, requires neither additional investments
nor additional running costs. Therefore the coratrmn of the current situation can be selected
as the relevant and only baseline scenario.

The baseline emissions are the amount of methane thhe decay of the biomass content of the
waste treated in the project activity. The yearlgtinane generation potential is calculated using
the First Order Decay model based on the discireie é¢stimate method of the IPCC Guidelines
as described in AMS-III.G (Version 4 of 23 Deceml#806) and the “Tool to determine
methane emissions avoided from dumping waste alica\saste disposal site”.

The MCF factor considered is 0.8 based on the IB€@ult for unmanaged deep waste disposal
sites with depths greater than or equal to 5 mefens was checked during the follow up
interview and this factor was deemed appropriatétfe estimations.

The project boundary is defined as the physicabgggphical site where the treatment of
biomass takes place. In accordance with AMS-IIttE, project boundary includes the physical,
geographical sites:
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-Where the solid waste would have been disposedrenadvoided methane emission occurs;
-Where the treatment of biomass through contratl@mbustion takes place;

-Where the transportation of waste and combustisitues occurs and in the itineraries between
them.

3.4 Additionality

The additionality of the project is demonstratéatptigh 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 barriersAlthough it is known that the high quality silic@sulted from the
chemical treatment has a higher commercial values potentially increasing activity revenues;
the project scenario implies an investment bardee to the increased costs required to
implement a plant to treat residual biomass thaildvaot be presented in the baseline scenario.
An investment analysis considering all savings ardenses associated to the project was not
presented.

(b) Technological barriersDNV is able to confirm that the chemical and thal treatment of
rice husk does not represent any common practi@anil. In addition, the production of silica
of higher grade itself is a new industry practiceéhe region.

(c) Prevailing business practice barrie®NV is able to confirm that the industrial resed as
rice husks, have been left to decay under anaemnditions in a solid waste disposal site
without any methane recovery.

No other barriers are presented. Given the abaslentdogical and prevailing practice barriers
the project faces, it is sufficiently demonstratiedt the project is not a likely baseline scenario,
and emission reductions form the project can baidened additional.

3.5 Monitoring Plan

The project applies the approved monitoring methagio AMS-IILE (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) - “Avoidancef methane production from biomass decay throuwttrolled
combustion” for Type Il — Other Project Activities according to thé'‘Appendix B of the
"Simplified modalities and procedures for smallisc&€DM project activities” - Indicative
simplified baseline and monitoring methodologies &elected small-scale CDM project
activities The project also applies the monitoring method@e® AMS-III.G (Version 4 of 23
December 2006), AMS-1.D (Version 10 of 23 Decemp@®6) and ACM0002 (Version 06, 19
May 2006).

The main parameters to monitor are the amountahbass combusted, the composition of the
biomass through representative sampling, the aedragk capacity, the power consumption and
the distance for transporting the waste in baselirethe project scenario.

The project participants will demonstrate annud#ligt the amount of waste combusted in the
project activity facilities would have been dispdsie a solid waste disposal site without
methane recovery in the absence of the projectifcti

Concerning leakage, no sources of emission werdifgi according to AMS-III.E.
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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 laeglg established in the PDD.

The procedures for emergency preparedness for eds®e emergencies can cause unintended
emissions have not been identified in monitoringnpl It was observed that there is no
unintended emission. All the processes are coastioll

3.6 Calculation of GHG Emissions

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

The Yearly Methane Generation Potential is caledaising the first order decay model based
on the discrete time estimate method of the IPC@I€hnes, as described in category AMS-
l.G.

The methane avoidance was determined using IPC&UIACF for unmanaged, deep (> 5 m
waste) landfills of 0.8, a DOC of 0.43 for wood amdod products and a IPCC default D@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 factoresnged reasonable.

Project activity emissions are calculated accordmghe simplified baseline methodology for
category IlIl.LE small-scale CDM project activitieShe 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£@missions through electricity or diesel
consumption in the year “y”.

Since only biomass will be combusted, £#nissions from combustion are zero.

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 calculations of project emissions related te é&hectricity consumption are established
according to paragraph 9, option (a), A MS-1.D v.@0the combined margin (CM), consisting
of the combination of operating margin (OM) and Ithumargin (BM). According to the
procedures prescribed in the approved methodola@y@002. For the calculation of the OM,
option (b) simple adjusted OM was utilized. Besjd&ption (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 tg£/MWh and 0. 4349 tC&,./MWh, respectively.
The emission factor is 0.2611 t@®Wh. The calculations are based on the Nationattakity
System Operator (ONS) for the electricity generatetihe South-Southeast-Midwest grid in the
years 2003-2005.

The PDD estimated amount of GHG emission reductioms the project is 192 229 tG©
during the first crediting period (10 years), réisig in estimated average annual emission
reductions of 19 223 tC@.

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

Page 8




DET NORSKE VERITAS i §
Report No: 2007-9008, rev. 02a

VALIDATION REPORT DN

€

3.7 Environmental Impacts

GEAA has been granted the Operating License # 86/, in 09 February 2006 issued by
FEPAM (State Environmental Protection Foundatiom) &alid until 25 October 2010 for the
project and its facilities. A copy of the environmt& 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.

Environment licenses are issued after all possibhpacts 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 Goverripthie 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 theFQOC CDM website,
www.dnv.com/certification/ClimateChange, and Partstakeholders and NGOs were invited to
provide comments on the validation requirementraya period of 30 days, from 28 December
2006 to 26 January 2007. No comments were received.

Page 9




DET NORSKE VERITAS i §
Report No: 2007-9008, rev. 02a

VALIDATION REPORT D]—N]——

<

5 VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS. (DNV) has parfed a validation of the “GEEA-SBS
Biomass Treatment Project in Alegrete, Rio Grandé&dl, Brazil” in Brazil. The validation was
performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria for thee&h Development Mechanism and host
country criteria, as well as criteria given to pide for consistent project operations, monitoring
and reporting.

The project participants are Geradora de Energig&tita Alegrete Ltd., Silica Brasil Sul Ltda.
and Mitsubishi UFJ Securities Co. Ltd.. The papating Parties — Brazil as host Party and
Japan as Annex | Party - meet all relevant partipn requirements and have provided written
approval of voluntary participation in the project.

The “GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Project” CDM prbjactivity consists in installing a
biomass treatment plant adjacent to Pilecco Ric# Mithe Alegrete City, Rio Grande do Sul
State, Brazil. This project aims to reduce GHG siniss (methane emissions) by avoiding the
decay of rice husk. Risk husk will instead be usegroduce higher quality of silica by the
chemical and thermal treatment of risk husk.

The project applies the simplified baseline methaglp for selected small-scale CDM project
activity categories, category “lll.LE “Avoidance of methane production from biomass decay
through controlled combustion™. The baseline medbtogy has been correctly applied and the
assumptions made for the selected baseline sceaagigound. It is sufficiently demonstrated
that the project is not a likely baseline scenaia that emission reductions attributable to the
project are additional to any that would occur iretabsence of the project activity.

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-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 accordancthilie requirements of Resolution 1 of the
Brazilian DNA. Twelve comments were received.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the GEEA-SB&&ass Treatment Project in Alegrete, Rio
Grande do Sul, Brazil, as described in the reviaad resubmitted project design document of
22 August 2007meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CBiwl all relevant host
country criteria and correctly applies the baseliaed monitoring methodology AMS-IIILE
(Version 10 of 23 December 2006). Hence, DNV wijuest the registration of the GEEA-SBS
Biomass Treatment Project in Alegrete, Rio Grandé&dl, Brazil as a CDM project activity.
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GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

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. 22
participation from the designated national authority of | 12.5a, June 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.1 to 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-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

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 1990 emissions.

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-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

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 avoids methane emissions from rice OK
CDM project activity as defined in husks through controlled combustion with an
paragraph 6 (c) of decision 17/CP.7 on the emission reduction (19 223 kt CO,) of less than 60
modalities and procedures for the CDM? 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 Il — 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 debundling component of a OK
debundled component of a larger project large project activity. Although GEEA is planning
activity? another CDM project which biomass power
generation using rice husk as fuel, 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 Il — OK
one of the project categories defined for Other Project Activities, AMS-IIL.LE - “Avoidance of
small scale CDM project activities? methane production from biomass decay through
controlled combustion”.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-4
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GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
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) 11/ DR | Yes. The project is located in the municipality of | S+ OK
boundaries clearly defined? Alegrete, Rio Grande do Sul State, Brazil.
The project boundary is not stated in the item 8 of
AMS-IILLE (Version 10 of 23 December 2006) as
reported in the PDD and there are only three points
in this item, not four.
A.2.2. Are the project’s system (componentsand | /1/ | DR | The project will avoid emissions by means of using | L3 OK
facilities used to mitigate GHG's) the biomass that would be left for decay in opened
boundaries clearly defined? air. _ o _
The project participant should provide more
information about main equipments that are being
installed in the project plant and are related with the
CDM.
A.2.3. Does the project design engineering i DR | Yes. The technology of chemical treatment prior OK
reflect current good practices? thermal treatment of rice husk reflects current good
practices. However, the production of silica is a
pioneer effort.
A.2.4. Will the project result in technology 11/ DR | The technology has been already transferred to OK
transfer to the host country? Brazil since it was developed by the PROBEM, a
Brazilian company, subsidiary of RM Materiais
Refratérios Ltda.
A.2.5. Does the project require extensive initial i 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 fundamentals of biomass chemical and thermal
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-5
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
period? Does the project make provisions treatment operations, environmental management
for meeting training and maintenance and awareness, wastewater and water treatment
needs? operations, process engineering and control
systems and fire 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 | Yes. It helps prevent the open sky burning of waste OK.
or social benefits than GHG emission from the processing of agricultural products.
reductions?
A.3.2. Will the project create any adverse i DR | No. OK
environmental or social effects?
A.3.3. Is the project in line with sustainable 11/ 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 | GEAA 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
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
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-6
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GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
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 i DR | The project applies the simplified baseline | €L6 OK
line with the baseline methodologies methodology for type Ill.E small-scale CDM project | ~ 44
provided for the relevant project category? activities (AMS-III.E, Version 10 of 23 December
2006), i.e. the methane emissions from biomass
that would have otherwise been left to decay.
The project also applies the methodologies AMS-
.G, AMS-I.D and ACMO0002 and the “Tool to
determine methane emissions avoided from
dumping waste at a solid waste disposal site”.
However, 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.
Also, the methodology AMS-1.D and the ACMO0002
were not addressed in the item “B.1. Title and
reference of the approved baseline and monitoring
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-7
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
methodology applied to the small-scale project
activity” of the PDD.
B.1.2. Is the baseline methodology applicable to 11/ DR | The category IIl.E methodology is applicable for the | Sk4 OK
the project being considered? project.
The PDD reports some applicability criteria that do
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.
o . e
prevailing practice or other barriers? (a) Investment barriers: Although it is known that
the high quality silica resulted from the chemical
treatment has a higher commercial value, thus
potentially increasing activity revenues; DNV is
able to confirm that high costs associated to the
construction of a plant to treat residual biomass do
represent an investment barrier.
(b) Technological barriers: DNV is able to confirm
that the chemical and thermal treatment of rice
husk is not common practice in Brazil. In addition,
the production of silica of higher grade itself is a
new industry practice in the region.
(c) Prevailing business practice barriers: DNV is
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-8
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
able to confirm that the industrial residues, as rice
husks, have been left to decay under anaerobic
conditions in a solid waste disposal site without any
methane recovery.
Given the above investment, technological and
prevailing practice barriers the project faces, it is
sufficiently demonstrated that the project is not a
likely baseline scenario. No other barriers are
presented.
B.2.2. Is the application of the baseline /1/ | DR |Yes, the selected baseline for the methane OK
methodology and the discussion and avoidance component is the CH4 emissions from
determination of the chosen baseline disposing the solid waste on a landfill and leaving it
transparent and conservative? to decay.
B.2.3. Are relevant national and/or sectoral 11/ DR | For methane avoidance no policy is established OK
policies and circumstances taken into with respect to controlled biomass burning.
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 | €5 OK
most likely scenario describing what would disposed in landfill sites until it is naturally
have occurred in absence of the project decomposed.
activity? 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 1 DR | The project’s starting date is 05 May 2006 with an | €% OK
operational lifetime clearly defined? expected operational lifetime of 25 years.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-9
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
C.1.2. Is the assumed crediting time clearly 11/ DR | A fix 10-year crediting period is selected, starting | G&& OK
defined (renewable crediting period of on 01 July 2007.
seven years with two possible renewals or
fixed crediting period of 10 years with no
renewal)?
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 11/ DR | Yes. The project applies the approved monitoring OK
line with the monitoring methodologies methodology AMS-IIILE (Version 10 of 23
provided for the relevant project category? 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), AMS-I.D (Version 10 of 23
December 2006) and ACMO0002 (Version 06, 19
May 2006).
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revieur Interview Page A-10
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
D.1.2. Is the monitoring methodology applicable /1/ | DR | Yes, it complies with the monitoring requirements | L g OK
to the project being considered? for small scale CDM project category IIL.E.
However, the amount of the biomass combusted in
the project activity is calculated instead of
measured as requested in the methodology.
D.1.3. Is the application of the monitoring /1/ | DR |SeeD.1.2 cL8 OK
methodology transparent?
D.1.4. Will the monitoring methodology give 11/ DR | SeeD.1.2 cL8 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. CL8 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 11/ DR | See D.1.2. CL8 OK
reasonable?
D.2.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the | /1/ | DR | The biomass consumed by the project can be | ¢cLg OK
specified project GHG indicators? easily monitored.
See D.1.2.
D.2.4. Will the indicators give opportunity forreal | /1/ | DR | The PDD is clear about the monitoring practices. OK
measurements of project emissions?
* 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.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 controlled combustion technology is OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data equipment transferred from another activity or if the
necessary for determining leakage? existing equipment is transferred to another activity,
AMS-IIILE 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 cL8 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 | gL g OK
particu|ar for baseline emissionS, amount biomass used as combustible.
reasonable? SeeD.1.2
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-12

SSC CDM Validation Protocol - Report No. 2007-80fev. 02a




DET NORSKE VERITAS

GEEA-SBS Biomass Treatment Proje A LlEGRETE, RI0 GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.

D.4.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the | /1/ | DR | See D.1.2. cL8 OK
specified baseline indicators?

D.4.4. Will the indicators give opportunity forreal | /1/ | DR | See D.1.2. cL8 oK
measurements of baseline emissions?

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 /11 | DR | The procedures for emergency preparedness for | gL 13 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 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

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-13
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
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
uncertainties?
D.5.10. Are procedures identified for internal 1/ 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. The emissions consist in sum of CO; OK
indirect project emissions captured in the emissions through combustion of non-biomass
project design? carbon in the year "y’, CO, emissions through
incremental transportation in the year “y” and CO,
emissions through electricity or diesel consumption
in the year “y".
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-14
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Since only biomass will be combusted, CO,
emission from combustion is zero.
Emissions resulting from the transportation of the
biomass are accounted for, and correspond to the
transport itself and the compacting process. There
are no combustion residues.
E.1.2. Have all relevant greenhouse gases and 1/ DR | Yes. OK
sources been evaluated?
E.1.3. Do the methodologies for calculating /11 DR | The calculation of the emission reductions is in OK
project emissions comply with existing accordance with AMS-III.E and takes into account
good practice? all relevant factors of the project technology.
E.1.4. Are the calculations documented in a 1/ DR | Yes, all the sources and calculations are well | S£9 OK
complete and transparent manner? documented. However, the emissions estimated
due to fossil fuel use for compacting biomass are
not correct. There is an unit inconsistency in the
spread sheet received.
E.1.5. Have conservative assumptions been 11/ DR | See E.1.4. cL9 OK
used?
E.1.6. Are uncertainties in the project emissions 11/ DR | SeeE.1.4. cL9 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 1/ DR | No leakage calculation is required for this specific OK
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-15
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.

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 /1 DR | See D.3.1. OK
accounted for in the calculations (if
applicable)?

E.2.3. Do the methodologies for calculating /11 DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
leakage comply with existing good practice
(if applicable)?

E.2.4. Are the calculations documented in a /11 DR | See D.3.1. OK
complete and transparent manner and (if
applicable)?

E.2.5. Have conservative assumptions been 1/ DR | SeeD.3.1 OK
used (if applicable)?

E.2.6. Are uncertainties in the leakage estimates /11 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 /1] | DR | For the treatment of the biomass the boundaries | gLz OK
clearly defined and do they sufficiently are defined as the physical, geographical site
cover sources for baseline emissions? where the project takes place.

See A.2.1.

E.3.2. Are all aspects related to direct and /11 DR | Yes. OK
indirect baseline emissions captured in the
project design?

E.3.3. Have all relevant greenhouse gases and 11/ DR CH4_emissions from biomass being landfilled are OK
sources been evaluated? considered.

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-16
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
E.3.4. Do the methodologies for calculating /11 DR | The MCF factor considered is 0.8 based on the OK
baseline emissions comply with existing IPCC default for unmanaged deep waste disposal
good practice? sites with depths greater than or equal to 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. OK
complete and transparent manner?
E.3.6. Have conservative assumptions been 1/ DR | Yes. OK
used?
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 192 229 tCO,e (19 223 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.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-17
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
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
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 11/ 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 | €12 OK
consulted? Government, the state and municipal agencies, the CL 12
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.
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigewr Interview Page A-18
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Draft Final
Checklist Question Ref. | MoV* | Comments Concl. | Concl.
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. The PDD reports that no comments
were received specifically for this project, but some
of them also refer to the silica production project.
So, these comments have to be taken into account
by the project participants.
So, the sentence found in G.3 section does not
correspond of an acceptable sentence. In this
section the project participant should write only
actions that have been done in order to answer the
comments received.
G.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to /11 DR | See G.1.1 13 OK
invite comments by local stakeholders? CL 12
G.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is 1/ DR | SeeG.1.1 cL11 OK
required by regulations/laws in the host CL 12
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 /11 DR | See G.1.1 13 OK
provided? CL 12
G.1.5. Has due account been taken of any 11/ DR | See G.1.1 cL11 OK
comments received? CL 12
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigue= Interview Page A-19
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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 It was corrected in the version 3 of the | The last version of the PDD was
The length of the crediting period and the C.1.2 PDD. 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 It was corrected in the version 3 of the | The last version of the PDD was
No answers should be addressed in the item PDD. assessed. This CL is closed.

C.2.2 of the PDD.

CL3 A.2.2 The information is addressed in the | The information about the equipments
The project participant should provide more version 3 of the PDD. was assesses by DNV. This CL is
information about main equipments that are closed.

being installed in the project plant and are

related with the CDM.

CL4 B.1.2 It was corrected in the version 3 of the | The last version of the PDD was
The PDD reports some applicability criteria PDD. assessed and the changes done are
that not correspond to the last version of enough. This CL is closed.

AMS-IIILE.

CL5 B.2.5 Disposal of rice husk by burning it in the | The last version of the PDD was
The project participant should provide open air is not an acceptable practice in | assessed and the changes done are
information why they do not request Rio Grande do Sul State anymore. In | enough. This CL is closed.

permission to burn the biomass residues.

the past, it was a common practice;
however, this leads to air pollution and
it is not accepted by communities.
Therefore, it was completely forbidden
by the State regulation and State
environmental agencies. As the project
developers are concerned about the
environment and about their image,
they have not requested authorization
for open-air burning; but even if they did
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Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion
and requests for clarification Table 2 response
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.
CL6 B.1.1 It was corrected in version 3 of the | The last version of the PDD was
The methodology AMS-III.G and the “Tool to PDD. assessed. This CL is closed.
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.
cL7 A2.1 It was corrected in version 3 of the | The last version of the PDD was
The project boundary is not stated in the item E31 PDD. assessed and the changes done are
8 of AMS-IILLE (Version 10 of 23 December enough. This CL is closed.
2006) as reported in the PDD and there are
only three points in this item, not four.
CL8 D.1.2 The project developer will install a scale | The last version of the PDD was
The amount of the biomass combusted in the D.1.3 (load cell) in the system’s entrance, so | assessed. Also, a flowchart of the
project activity is calculated instead of o the amount of biomass will be | process was assessed by DNV. With
measured as requested in the methodology. D.1.4 measured rather than calculated. this we can observe the localisation of
D.2.1D.2.2 | The necessary changes were done in | €aCh equipment. This CL is closed.
D.2.3D.4.1 | the version 3 of the PDD.
D.4.2D.4.3 | Apalysis of the composition will be done
D.4.4 as expressed in the monitoring section
(version 3 of the PDD).
CL9 E.14 The unit inconsistency was corrected | The last version of the PDD was
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Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion
and requests for clarification Table 2 response
The emissions estimated due to fossil fuel E.15 by multiplying the amount of diesel oil | assessed. This CL is closed.
use for compacting biomass are not correct. E16 by its density (840 kg/m3).
There is an unit inconsistency in the spread The corrected values were incorporated
sheet received. into the spreadsheet and corrected in
the PDD (version 3).
CL 10 B.1.1 Included in version 3 of the PDD. The methodologies were included in the
The methodology AMS-1.D and the ACM0002 last version of the PDD. This CL is
were not 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 G.1.1 G.1.2 | All copy of the letters were re-sent to | A copy of all the letters were sent to
The project participant did not send a copy of G.13G. 14 the DOE. DNV. This CL is closed.
all the letters sent to the stakeholders. G15 The missing letters were included.
CL12 G.1.1 The introductory sentence in item G.3, | The last version of the PDD was
The PDD reports that no comments were G.1.2 which explains the Brazilian | assessed and the changes done are
received specifically for this project, but some o requirements for public consultation, | enough. This CL is closed.
of them also refer to the silica production G.13 was removed.
project. So, these comments have to be G.l4 The comments and actions were added
taken into account by the project participants. G15 to the version 3 of the PDD.
So, the sentence found in G.3 section does
not correspond of an acceptable sentence. In
this section the project participant should
write only actions that have been done in
order to answer the comments received.
CL 13 D.5.4 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

unintended emission. All the processes
are controlled. This CL is closed.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS
Draft report corrective action requests Ref. to Summary of project participants’ Final conclusion
and requests for clarification Table 2 response

further clarifications about the procedures.

- 000 -
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Luis Filipe Tavares

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

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: --
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: --
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope 9 & 13

Havik, 6 November 2006

s~ il (b

Einar Telnes Michael Lehmann
Director, International Climate Change Services Technical Director
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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: --
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: -

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope 1, 2,36 & 10

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0003, AM0010, Yes AMO0027 Yes
AMO0011, AM0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, Yes AMO0028, AM0034 Yes
AMO0029, AM0045

ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 Yes AMO0030 Yes
ACMO0004 Yes AMO0031 Yes
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 Yes AMO0032 Yes
ACMO0007 Yes AMO035 Yes
ACMO0008 Yes AMO038 Yes
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-II1.B Yes AMO0041 Yes
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-I11I.D, ACMO0010 Yes AMO0034 Yes
AMO0009, AM0037 Yes AMO0043

AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM0039, AMS- Yes AMO0046

I.H, AMS-III.I

AMO0014 Yes AMO0047

AMO0017 Yes AMS-II.A-F, AM0044 Yes
AMO0018 Yes AMS-IIILA Yes
AMO0020 Yes AMS-IILE, AMS-IIILF Yes
AMO0021 Yes

AMO0023 Yes

AMO0024 Yes

Havik, 5 February 2007

e~ Mol hne-

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

Raphael Souza

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

GHG Auditor: Yes
CDM Validator: -- JI Validator:
CDM Verifier: -- JI Verifier:

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): --

Havik, 6 November 2006

e~ Mol hne-

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



38

CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Andrea Leiroz

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

GHG Auditor: Yes
CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: --
CDM Verifier: Yes JI Verifier: --

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): --

Havik, 18 July 2007
Z% /‘{/ghag/ (phne- -

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



