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Summary of the Validation Opinion:

X

The review of the project design documentation and the subsequent follow-up interviews have
provided TUV SUD with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfilment of all stated criteria. In our
opinion, the project meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CDM. Hence TUV SUD will
recommend the project for registration by the CDM Executive Board in case letters of approval of
all Parties involved will be available before the expiring date of the applied methodology(ies) or
the applied methodology version respectively.

The review of the project design documentation and the subsequent follow-up interviews have not
provided TUV SUD with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfilment of all stated criteria. Hence
TUV SUD will not recommend the project for registration by the CDM Executive Board and will in-
form the project participants and the CDM Executive Board on this decision.

Abbreviations

ACM
AWMS
CAR
CDM
CER

CR
DNA
DOE

EB
EIA/EA
ER
GHG
IRR

KP

MP
NGO
PDD

PP

TUV sUD
UNFCCC
VS

VVM

Approved Consolidated Methodology
Animal Waste Management System
Corrective Action Request

Clean Development Mechanism
Certified Emission Reduction
Clarification Request

Designated National Authority
Designated Operational Entity
Executive Board

Environmental Impact Assessment / Environmental Assessment
Emission reduction

Greenhouse gas(es)

Internal Rate of Return

Kyoto Protocol

Monitoring Plan

Non Governmental Organisation
Project Design Document

Project Participant

TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
Volatile Solids excretion

Validation and Verification Manual
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objective

The validation objective is an independent assessment by a Third Party (Designated Operational
Entity = DOE) of a proposed project activity against all defined criteria set for the registration un-
der the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). Validation is part of the CDM project cycle and
will finally result in a conclusion by the executing DOE whether a project activity is valid and
should be submitted for registration to the CDM-EB. The ultimate decision on the registration of a
proposed project activity rests at the CDM Executive Board and the Parties involved.

The project activity discussed by this validation report has been submitted under the project title:
COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project.

1.2 Scope

The scope of any assessment is defined by the underlying legislation, regulation and guidance
given by relevant entities or authorities. In the case of CDM project activities the scope is set by:

» The Kyoto Protocol, in particular § 12

Decision 2/CMP1 and Decision 3/CMP.1 (Marrakech Accords)

Further COP/MOP decisions with reference to the CDM (e.g. decisions 4 — 8/CMP.1)
Decisions by the EB published under http://cdm.unfccc.int

Specific guidance by the EB published under http://cdm.unfccc.int

YV V V V V

Guidelines for Completing the Project Design Document (CDM-PDD), and the Pro-
posed New Baseline and Monitoring Methodlogy (CDM-NM)

The applied approved methodology
The technical environment of the project (technical scope)

YV V V

Internal and national standards on monitoring and QA/QC
» Technical guideline and information on best practice

The validation is not meant to provide any consulting towards the client. However, stated re-
quests for clarifications and/or corrective actions may provide input for improvement of the project
design.

Once TUV SUD receives a first PDD version, it is made publicly available on the internet at TUV
SUD’s webpage as well as on the UNFCCC CDM-webpages for starting a 30 day global stake-
holder consultation process (GSP). In case of any request a PDD might be revised (under certain
conditions the GSP will be repeated) and the final PDD will form the basis for the final evaluation
as presented by this report. Information on the first and on the final PDD version is presented at
page 1.

The only purpose of a validation is its use during the registration process as part of the CDM pro-
ject cycle. Hence, TUV SUD can not be held liable by any party for decisions made or not made
based on the validation opinion, which will go beyond that purpose.
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2 METHODOLOGY

The project assessment aims at being a risk based approach and is based on the methodology
developed in the Validation and Verification Manual, an initiative of Designated and Applicant En-
tities, which aims to harmonize the approach and quality of all such assessments.

In order to ensure transparency, a validation protocol was customised for the project. TUV SUD
developed a “cook-book” for methodology-specific checklists and protocol based on the tem-
plates presented by the Validation and Verification Manual. The protocol shows, in a transparent
manner, criteria (requirements), the discussion of each criterion by the assessment team and the
results from validating the identified criteria. The validation protocol serves the following pur-
poses:

e |t organises, details and clarifies the requirements a CDM project is expected to meet;

e |t ensures a transparent validation process where the validator will document how a particular
requirement has been validated and the result of the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tables. The different columns in these tables are de-
scribed in the figure below.

The completed validation protocol is enclosed in Annex 1 to this report.

Validation Protocol Table 1: Conformity of Project Activity and PDD

Checklist Topic / | Reference | Comments PDD in GSP Final PDD
Question

organised in sec- | erence to | elaborate and discuss the | presented based on | presented in the
tions following the | documents | checklist question and/or| the assessment of | same manner
arrangement  of | where the | the conformance to the | the first PDD ver- | based on the as-
the applied PDD | answer to | question. It is further used | sion. This is either | sessment of the

version. Each | the check- | to explain the conclusions | acceptable based | final PDD version.
section is then | list question | reached. In some cases | on evidence pro-
further sub- | or item s | sub-checklist are applied | vided (&), or a

divided. The low- | found in | indicating yes/no decisions | Corrective Action
est level consti- | case  the | on the compliance with the | Request (CAR)
tutes a checklist | comment stated criterion. Any Re- | due to non-
question / crite- | refers fo | quest has to be substanti- | compliance with the

rion. documents | ated within this column checklist question
other than (See below). Clari-
the PDD. fication Request

(CR) is used when
the validation team
has identified a
need for further
clarification.

The checklist is | Gives ref-| The section is used to | Conclusions are | Conclusions are

Validation Protocol Table 2: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Clarifications and cor- | Ref. to table 1 Summary of project Validation team conclu-
rective action re- owner response sion
quests

If the conclusions from | Reference to the | The responses qiven | This section should sum-
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table 1 are either a Cor-
rective Action Request
or a Clarification Re-
quest, these should be
listed in this section.

checkilist question
number in Table 1
where the Corrective
Action Request or
Clarification Request
is explained.

by the client or other
project participants
during the communica-
tions with the valida-
tion team should be
summarised in this
section.

Industrie Service

marise the validation
team’s responses and final
conclusions. The conclu-
sions should also be in-
cluded in Table 1, under
“Final PDD”,

In case of a denial of the project activity more detailed information on this decision will be pre-

sented in table 3.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Unresolved Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Clarifications and cor-
rective action re-
quests

Id. of CAR/CR 1

Explanation of the Conclusion for Denial

If the final conclusions
from table 2 results in a
denial the referenced
request should be listed
in this section.

Identifier of the Re-
quest.

This section should present a detail explanation, why
the project is finally considered not to be in compli-

ance with a criterion.
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2.1 Appointment of the Assessment Team

According to the technical scopes and experiences in the sectoral or national business environ-
ment TUV SUD has composed a project team in accordance with the appointment rules of the
TOV SUD certification body “climate and energy”. The composition of an assessment team has to
be approved by the Certification Body ensuring that the required skills are covered by the team.
The Certification Body TUV SUD operates four qualification levels for team members that are as-
signed by formal appointment rules:

» Assessment Team Leader (ATL)

» Greenhouse Gas Auditor (GHG-A)
» Greenhouse Gas Auditor Trainee (T)
» Experts (E)

It is required that the sectoral scope linked to the methodology has to be covered by the assess-
ment team.

The validation team was consisting of the following experts (the responsible Assessment Team
Leader in written in bold letters):

Name Qualification Coverage Coverage | Host coun-
of technical | of sectoral | try experi-
scope expertise ence
Martin Schroeder ATL | ™
Konrad Tausche E 1 ¥ ™
Johann Thaler GHG-A 7 1 ™

Martin Schréder is an appointed GHG-Auditor by the certifcation body "climate and energy" of
TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH. Within TUV SUD he is responsible for the validation and veri-
fication of forestry and agriculture based GHG mitigation projects. He passed extensive internal

training in the field of auditing.

Konrad Tausche, the former head of department of environmental measurement technique at
the Frankfurt office of TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH, supports the "TUV Carbon Manage-
ment Service" in Munich since Dec. 2006. He has an academic background in physical and
chemical engineering. An additional economic study was completed with the academic degree of
a Master of Business Administration and Engineering (MBA and Eng.). In his experience of 15
years he verified a lot of different energy, chemical and incineration plants, emission control and

mitigation projects.

Johann Thaler graduated as Master of environmental Economy at the University of Augsburg.
During his study he got first experiences in environmental management systems. His master the-
sis was about a fuel switch program in Brazil as a CDM project. Based in Brazil he has been
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working for TUV SUD as a GHG auditor on freelance basis since March 2005. He attended and
successfully finished a ISO 14001 Environmental Management Internal Auditing Training.

2.2 Review of Documents

The first PDD version submitted by the client and additional background documents related to the
project design and baseline were reviewed as initial step of the validation process. A complete list
of all documents and proofs reviewed is attached as annex 2 to this report.

2.3 Follow-up Interviews

On November 13-14, 2007 TUV SUD performed an interview on-site with project participants to
confirm selected information and to resolve issues identified in the first document review. The ta-
ble below provides a list of all persons interviewed in the context of the on-site visit.

Name Organisation

Paulo Cericatto Cotriba, manager

Guilherme Trein Peukert Cotriba, veterinary

Gerson Fortuna Cotriba, veterinary

Thiago Othero Amazon, Project Director

Alexandre Paim Nora Amazon, Technological analyst

Auri Benvegnu Granja Volta Gatcha, manager

Sidinei Teodoro de Campos Granja XV de Novembro, manager

Vanderlei Capitani Basso Granja Varzea, manager

Marcio Andre

Granja Rene Bohrz, manager
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2.4 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective Action Requests

The objective of this phase of the validation is to resolve the requests for corrective actions and
clarifications and any other outstanding issues which needed to be clarified for TUV SUD's posi-
tive conclusion on the project design. The Corrective Action Requests and Clarification Requests
raised by TUV SUD were resolved during communication between the client and TUV SUD. To
guarantee the transparency of the validation process, the concerns raised and responses that
have been given are summarised in chapter 3 below and documented in more detail in the valida-
tion protocol in annex 1.

2.5 Internal Quality Control

As final step of a validation the validation report and the protocol have to undergo and internal
quality control procedure by the Certification Body “climate and energy”, i.e. each report has to be
approved either by the head of the certification body or his deputy. In case one of these two per-
sons is part of the assessment team approval can only be given by the other one.

It rests at the decision of TUV SUD’s Certification Body whether a project will be submitted for
requesting registration by the EB or not.
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3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As informed above all findings are summarized in table 2 of the attached validation protocol.

History of the validation process

The audit team has been provided with a draft PDD in November 2007. Based on this documen-
tation a document review and a fact finding mission in form of an on-site audit has taken place.
Afterwards the client decided to revise the PDD according to the CARs and CRs indicated in the
audit process. The final PDD version submitted in February 2008 serves as the basis for the as-
sessment presented herewith. Changes are not considered to be significant with respect to the
qualification of the project as a CDM project based on the two main objectives of the CDM to
achieve a reduction of anthropogenic GHG emissions by sources and to contribute to sustainable
development.

Project description

The project proposes to replace the existing Animal Waste Management Systems (AWMS) by a
lower-GHG emitting AWMS. Currently, swine waste is flushed from the barns and treated in se-
quential anaerobic lagoon management systems that results in high GHG emissions.

The project will replace this system by anaerobic digesters that capture and combusts methane in
a controlled and economically sustainable manner. Certified Emission Reductions are claimed
exclusively for the emission reductions associated to methane capture and combustion.

Findings

In total the assessment team expressed 49 Corrective Action Requests. There were no Clarifica-
tion Requests expressed.

The key findings during the validation process were related to the provision of information which
was missing or not updated in the PDD, inconsistencies in the information within the PDD and
between the PDD and other CDM related documents, to the barrier analysis and baseline emis-
sions. Besides, parameters were missing or not complete and information regarding monitoring
was revised and included.

Considering these findings the PDD version 1 has been revised and the actual PDD version 4 is
in compliance with the CDM requirements.

Baseline calculation

The baseline is been determined using reliable assumptions. The parameter “livestock popula-
tion” as one of the decisive parameters for the quantitative prognosis is determined by using reli-
able data and is based on recent historical data obtained from a period of between 9 to 12
months. During the on-site visit the availability of such comprehensive data could be observed
predominantly. Hence, plausible data have been provided from traceable sources ensuring the
reliability of the parameter.

The methane emission factors are determined for each animal category (gilts, sows in gestation,
sows, boars, piglets, nursery, finishers) separately, considering local weight data and local VS
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values (except for breeding swine, where default values have been used) besides default values
defined as per the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories.

Regarding “Granja Varzea Grande”, baseline emissions have been finally reduced by 50 %, as
the site uses a small solid separator and a portion of the waste is regularly removed for irrigation
purposes from the first lagoon. The validation team considers this approach as conservative
course of action.

The proposed project activity considers as project emissions “methane emissions from anaerobic
digesters” and “methane emissions from inefficiency in methane flaring”, even though this is not
requested by the methodology AMS-III-D, version 13. This shows the conservative approach
chosen by the project participants.

Project CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combusted to operate the AWMS and emissions from
electricity consumption to operate the AWMS have not been considered, as there is no increase
in fossil fuel consumption and no significant increase in energy consumption due to the project
activity. The total electricity consumption of the electric pumps and the gas compressors for all
farms is approximately 3 MWh per year. Besides, there is no leakage due to the project activity.

Default values have been correctly applied and in the case where a selection of different options
was possible, the chosen values are appropriate.

The baseline scenario is the continuation of the current Animal Waste Management System,
namely the treatment of swine waste in anaerobic lagoons. There is no legal requirement nor
any current planning for a legislation to capture and combust greenhouse gases produced by
swine manure in AWMS.

Additionality

The additionality of the project was checked carefully. In doing so the assessment team has put
the main focus on the following issues.

As the starting date of the project activity is after the date of GSP uploading, the validation team
has not regarded it as necessary to ask for an explicit evidence that the CDM was seriously con-
sidered in the decision to proceed with the project activity.

Project participants decided to apply Attachment A to Appendix B of the Simplified modalities and
procedures for small-scale clean development mechanism project activities in order to
demonstrate additionality

In step one alternatives to the proposed project activity are identified. Step two exlcudes those
alternatives which are not plausible or not in line with laws or regulations. After step two, only two
alternatives, namely the continuation of the status-quo (AWSM in anaerobic lagoons) and the
proposed project activity are left over.

Step 3, the barrier analysis shows, why the proposed project activity without CDM would not be
realized. Investment and technological barriers prevent the implementation of a digester based
AWMS.

Step 4, the common practice analysis, describes that the usual technology applied to Brazilian
swine confinement farms is based on anaerobic lagoons. Therefore the project activity, which
consists on anaerobic digesters, is not similar to what can be commonly found in Brazil.

To conclude the additionality assessment it may be stated that the proposed project activity is
without doubt additional.
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The project boundary, the project’s starting date as well as the starting date of the crediting pe-
riod are clearly defined in the last submitted PDD.

Monitoring

The final PDD includes all relevant parameters to be monitored in order to determine baseline
and project emissions. Baseline emissions will be monitored as according to the requirements of
the methodology AMS III-D, version 13. In the case of project emissions (“methane emissions
from anaerobic digesters” and “methane emissions from inefficiency in methane flaring), the
methodology does not indicate those project emissions and its monitoring. Project participants
decided to calculate those project emissions according to the monitored amount of methane des-
tined to the flares, which is retraceable to the validation team.

The final destination of sludge will also be monitored to ensure that anaerobic conditions are
avoided.
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4 COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS

T[_'}V SUD published the project documents on UNFCCC website by installing a link to TUV
SUD’s own website and invited comments by Parties, stakeholders and non-governmental or-
ganisations during a period of 30 days.

The following table presents all key information on this process:

webpage:
http://www.netinform.de/KE/Wegweiser/Ebenel Projekie.aspx?Ebenel 1D=26&mode=0

Starting date of the global stakeholder consultation process:
2007-11-09

Comment submitted by: Issues raised:

Response by TUV SUD:
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5 VALIDATION OPINION

TOV SUD has performed a validation of the following proposed CDM project activity:
COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project

The review of the project design documentation and the subsequent follow-up interviews have
provided TUV SUD with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfiiment of stated criteria. In our
opinion, the project meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CDM. Hence TUV SUD will
recommend the project for registration by the CDM Executive Board.

An analysis as provided by the applied methodology demonstrates that the proposed project ac-
tivity is not a likely baseline scenario. Emission reductions attributable to the project are hence
additional to any that would occur in the absence of the project activity. Given that the project is
implemented as designed, the project is likely to achieve the estimated amount of emission re-
ductions as specified within the final PDD version.

The validation is based on the information made available to us and the engagement conditions
detailed in this report. The validation has been performed using a risk based approach as de-
scribed above. The only purpose of this report is its use during the registration process as part of
the CDM project cycle. Hence, TUV SUD can not be held liable by any party for decisions made
or not made based on the validation opinion, which will go beyond that purpose.

Munich, 2008- - Munich, 2008-

Certification Body “climate and energy” Assessment Team Leader
TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
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Project Title: COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project — Report N° 1086752
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PPD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
A. General description of small-scale project activity
A.1. Title of the small-scale project activity
A.1.1. Does the used project title clearly en- 3 The project title “COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System ] %}
able to identify the unique CDM activity? Project” clealy enables to identify the unique CDM activity.
A1.2. Are there any indication concerning the | 3 The PDD indicates version 1 from 17/10/2007. 4} %}
revision number and the date of the revision?
A.1.3. Is this consistent with the time line of 1,3 | Itis consistent with the time line of the project’s history. o |
the project’s history?
A.2. Description of the small-scale project activity
A21. Is the description delivering a transpar- | 1,2,3 e The PDD (A.2.) does not inform how many tons CO2¢ are | CAR1 | M

ent overview of the project activities?

reduced by the project activity.

The PDD (A.2.) does not mention anything about the pre-
project situation.

It is not very clear for what activity the project claims CER
credits.

Corrective Action Request 1:

A.2. of the PDD should inform how many tons CO2e are
reduced by the project activity.

The PDD should inform in detail how the pre-project situa-
tion of each farm looked like (pre-project waste manage-
ment system), amongst others description of animal struc-
ture, barns, open air lagoons (number and size), manure
processing.

It should be better explained what the project activity con-
sists of and be explicitly mentioned how the project will re-
duce greenhouse gas emissions.

Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13

Page A-1
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PPD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD

e |t should be specified whether open or enclosed flares are
used in the project activity.

A2.2. What proofs are available demonstrat- | 1,2,3 | The following documents have been presented during the on-site | CAR2 | M
ing that the project description is in compli- 4,5, | visit evidencing that the project description is in compliance with
ance with the actual situation or planning? 13 the actual situation or planning:
-Environmental licences respectively protocols of each of the 4
farms

-Evidence about the ownership of the land respectively leasing
contract that the project activity may be implemented at the sites.
See A4.1.2.

-Technical plans of the biodigesters

Corrective Action Request 2:

Project participants are requested to provide information (a.o.
technical characteristics) in the PDD about the project equipment
(biodigester, flare, monitoring equipment (a.o. gas analyzer)). Be-

sides, it should be submitted evidence that project equipment will
be purchased.

A.23. Is the information provided by these 1,2,3 | See A.2.2. CAR2
proofs consistent with the information pro- 4,5,
vided by the PDD? 13

A.2.4. Is all information presented consistent | 3 All information presented is consistent with details provided by ] 4]
with details provided by further chapters of further chapters of the PDD.
the PDD?

A.2.5. Describe the type of Waste Manage- 1,2,3 | See A.2.1. CAR1 |

ment System (WMS) used in the site (e. g.
Anaerobic lagoon, composting, solid separa-
tor, etc.)

Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13 Page A-2
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PPD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
A.2.6. Does the description of the technology | 1,2,3 | The project activity will use lagoon based anaerobic digesters to CAR3 |
to be applied provide sufficient and transpar- treat animal waste.
ent input to evaluats its impact on the green- The technology used is not very much explained in the PDD.
house gas balance* Corrective Action Request 3:
The technical specifications of the digester, the structure of the
storage lagoons (positioned after the digester) and the flaring sys-
tem have to be explained in more detail.
A2.7. Is the brief explanation how the project | 1,2,3 | See A.2.1. CAR1 |
will reduce greenhouse gas emission trans-
parent and suitable?
A.3. Project participants
A3.1. Is the form required for the indication of | 3 Corrective Action Request 4: CAR4 | M
project participants correctly applied? Please add the phrase in A.3.: “(*) In accordance with the “CDM
Modalities and Procedures”, at the time of making the CDM-PDD public
at the stage of validation, a Party involved may or may not have provided
its approval. At the time of requesting registration, the approval by the
party (ies) involved is required.
A.3.2. Is the participation of the listed entities | 6 Yes. A declaration of each project participant (COTRIBA and 4 A
or Parties confirmed by each one of them? Amazon) has been submitted to the validation team.
A.3.3. Is all information on participants / Par- | 1,3 Information provided on project participants is consistent with de- | %}
ties provided in consistency with details pro- tails provided in Annex 1 of the PDD.
vided by further chapters of the PDD (in par-
ticular annex 1)?
A.4. Technical description of the small-scale project activity
A.4.1. Location of the small-scale project activity
A41.1. Does the information provided on 1,2,3 | A.4.1.4. indicates the GPS coordinates of the 4 farms participating | CAR5 | 4
the location of the project activity allow for a ,19 in the project activity.
Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13 Page A-3
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clear identification of the site(s)? ,19 in the project activity.
The map which is illustrated in the PDD does not show the city of
Quinze de Novembro.
Corrective Action Request 5:
e The map illustrated in the PDD should show not only Ibi-
ruba city, but as well Quinze de Novembro city.
e Beside the GPS coordinates it should be mentioned the
addresses of each farm and the owner of each farm in the
PDD.
e GPS coordinates should be updated with the measure-
ment data taken during the on-site audit by Amazon.
A4.1.2. How is it ensured and/or demon- 1,2,3 | Three farms are owned by COTRIBA. Evidences (2 registers, one | M %}
strated, that the project proponents can im- ,5,14 | leasing contract) have been submitted to the validation team.
plement the project at this site (ownership, li- One farm (Reno Bohrz) is cooperative member of COTRIBA. Evi-
censes, contracts etc.)? dence was presented. Evidence about the ownership (register)
was presented.
A.4.2. Type and category(ies) and technology/measure of the small-scale project activity
A4.2.1. To which type(s) does the project 1,3 | The project activity belongs to type Ill. This type is correctly identi- | M %}
activity belong to? Is the type correctly identi- fied and indicated in the PDD.
fied and indicated?
A4.22. To which category (ies) does the 1,3 | The project activity belongs to category: Ill.D, Methane Recovery | CAR6 | 4
project activity belong to? Is the category cor- in agricultural and agro industrial activities.
The category “lll.D, Methane Recovery in agricultural and agro
industrial activities” has to be defined in A.4.2. of the PDD.
A.4.23. Does the technical design of the 1,3 | Yes, the project design does reflect current good practice. A %}

project activity reflect current good practices?
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A.4.2.4. Does the implementation of the 1,3, | Equipment for the biodigester and flare is domestically produced. | CAR7 | 4
project activity require any technology transfer | 13 Part of the monitoring equipment (gas analyser) will be probably
from Annex-I-countries to the host country imported from Annex-| countries.
(ies)? Corrective Action Request 7:
The PDD should inform whether the project activity requires any
technology transfer from Annex-I-countries, e.g. monitoring
equipment.
A4.25. Is the technology implemented by 1,3, | Yes. The technology implemented by the project activity is envi- M %}
the project activity environmentally safe? 13 ronmentally safe. It has been implemented in various other CDM
projects.
A.4.2.6. Is the information provided in com- | 1,3, | Yes. The information provided is in compliance with actual situa- | M %}
pliance with actual situation or planning? 13 tion or planning.
A4.27. Does the project use state of the 1,3, | The project uses state of the art technology which has been al- %} %}
art technology and / or does the technology 13 ready applied in other CDM projects.
result in a significantly better performance
than any commonly used technologies in the
host country?
A4.28. Is the project technology likely to 1,3, | No. The project equipment can be expected to run for the whole ] %}
be substituted by other or more efficient tech- | 13 project period and it can not be expected that it will be replaced by
nologies within the project period? more efficient technologies, but additional components could be
added using biogas to generate heat and produce electricity.
A4.29. Does the project require extensive | 1,3, | Yes, initial training and maintenance efforts are required. CAR8 | M
initial training and maintenance efforts in order | 13 | During the visit at the project site the project developer confirmed
to be carried out as scheduled during the pro- that training will be realised by the provider of the equipment,
ject period? AVESUY.
Corrective Action Request 8:
-Information from AVESUY about training and maintenance efforts
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should be submitted to the validation team.

-The PDD should inform, that AVESUY is responsible for training
and maintenance efforts.

A.4.2.10. Is information available on the de- 1,3, | See A.4.2.9. CAR8 ™
mand and requirements for training and main- | 13
tenance?

A4.2.11. Is a schedule available for the im- 1,2,3 | A time schedule for the implementation of the project activity (time | M %}
plementation of the project and are there any | ,7,9 | schedule for each farm) was submitted to the validation team.
risks for delays? AVESUY provided a declaration proving the contruction start of

the biodigester of the first farm on November 14, 2007.

A.4.3. Estimated amount of emission reductions over the chosen crediting period

A4.3.1. Is the form required for the indica- | 3 The form required for the indication of projected emission reduc- | CAR9 | M
tion of projected emission reductions correctly tions is not completely correctly applied.
applied? Corrective Action Request 9:

Project participants are requested to indicate the period in month
for the emission reductions of the first and the last year.

A.4.3.2. Are the figures provided consistent | 1,2,3 | The figures provided in A.4.3. are consistent with other data pre- | See 4]
with other data presented in the PDD? ,11, | sented in the PDD. CAR
12 However, see B.6.4.5. and F.3.2. 22
15, See
CAR
16, 46
18
A.4.3.3. Are the figures consistent with the | 1,3, | Annual emission reductions are below 60.000 t CO2e. Thus, the 4 A
small-scale criteria for the used Type? 15 small-scale criteria of methodology AMS Il1.D is fulfilled.

A.4.4. Public funding of the small-scale project activity
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A4.41. Is the information provided on pub- | 1,3 No public funding is involved. Information given in the PDD. 4] 4]

lic funding provided in compliance with the ac-
tual situation or planning as available by the
project participants?

A4.42. Is all information provided consis- 1,3 | Information provided in A.4.4. is consistent with that in Annex 2. 4] 4]
tent with the details given in remaining chap-
ters of the PDD (in particular annex 2)?

A.4.5. Confirmation that the small-scale project activity is not a debundled component of a large scale project activity

A4.5.1. Is there a registered small-scale 1,3, | Corrective Action Request 10: CAR %}
CDM site of a project activity or an application | 15 Information in the PDD should be revised. All debundling criteria | 10
to register another small-scale CDM project should be mentioned in the PDD.
activity: with the following characteristics: Debundling checklist Yes / No
the same project participants? No
In the same project category and technol- No
ogy/measure?

Registered within previous two years? Orin | No
registration process?
Whose boundary is within 1 km of the pro- No
ject boundary of the small scale project ac-
tivity (sites) under consideration?

A4.5.2. If the answer to all the above ques- | --- N/A M ]
tion is ‘Yes’ then does the total size of the
small scale project activity combined with pre-
viously registered small scale CDM project ac-
tivity exceeds the limits of small scale CDM
project activities?
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B. Application of a baseline and monitoring methodology
B.1. Title and reference of the approved baseline and monitoring methodology applied to the small-scale project activity
B.1.1.1.Are reference number, version number, | 1,3, | The PDD clearly indicates the SSC methodology “AMS-II11.D | |
and title of the baseline and monitoring 15 “Methane Recovery in agricultural and agro industrial activities”
methodology clearly indicated? version 13”.
B.1.1.2.Is the applied version the most recent | 1,3, | At the time of uploading the PDD for the GSP, version 13 has ] %}
one and / or is this version still applica- | 15 been the most recent version.
ble?
B.2. Justification of the choice of the project category
B.2.1. Is the applied methodology considered the | 1,3, | Yes. The applied methodology is considered to be the most ap- ] ]
most appropriate one? 15 propriate one.

Integrate the required amount of sub-checklists on the applicability criteria as given by the applied methodology and comment on at least every line

answered with “No”; Replace blue text

B.2.1.1.Criterion 1:

Does the project category comprise methane recov-
ery and destruction from manure and wastes from
agricultural or agro-industrial activities that would be
decaying anaerobically in the absence of the project
activity by

(a) Installing methane recovery and combustion sys-
tem to an existing source of methane emissions, or
(b) Changing the management practice of a biogenic
waste or raw material in order to achieve the con-
trolled anaerobic digestion equipped with methane
recovery and combustion system?

1,3,
15

Applicability checklist Yes /No/NA
Criterion discussed in the PDD? Yes
Compliance provable? Yes
Compliance verified? Yes

] M
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B.2.1.2. Criterion 2 (a): 1,2,3 | During the on-site visit it was confirmed by the project developer | CAR 4]
E)(;)ness?t.he project activity satisfies the following condi Applicability checklist Yes /No/NA
. Criterion discussed in the PDD? No
. . _ Compliance provable? No
(a) The sludge is handled aerobically, and in case of Compliance verified? No
soil application of the final sludge the proper condi- and by the farmers that the final sludge will be used for fertiirriga-
tions and procedures (not resulting in methane emis- tion.
sions) are ensured. Corrective Action Request 11:
Applicability criterion 2 (a) of the methodology should be men-
tioned in the PDD.
B.2.1.3. Criterion 2 (b) 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 12: CAR |
(b)The technical measures used ensure that all bio- | »15 | Applicability criterion 2 (b) of the methodology should be men- 12
gas produced by the digester is used or flared? tioned in the PDD.
Applicability checklist Yes /No/NA
Criterion discussed in the PDD? No
Compliance provable? No
Compliance verified? No
B.2.1.4.Criterion 3: - Not applicable. 4} %}
Applicability checklist Yes /No/NA
Does the project recover methane from landfills or Criterion discussed in the PDD? N/A
includes waste water treatment? Compliance provable? N/A
Compliance verified? N/A
B.2.1.5.Criterion 4: 1,2,3 | |
15
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Applicability checklist Yes / No/ NA
Are the measures limited to those that result in emis- Criterion discussed in the PDD? Yes
sion reductions of less than or equal to 60 kt CO2 Compliance provable? Yes
equivalent annually? Compliance verified? Yes
B.3. Description of the project boundary
B.3.1. Does the project boundary include phys- | 1,2,3 | The project boundary includes the farms where the methane re- CAR %}
ical, geographical site(s) where the me- | ,15 | covery and destruction takes place. 13
?
place? It is strongly recommended by the validation team to illustrate the
project boundary in a schematic figure.
B.3.2. Do the spatial and technological 1,2,3 | Yes. The spatial and technological boundaries were verified on- CAR %}
boundaries as verified on-site comply with the | ,15 | site. They comply with the discussion provided in the PDD. 13
discussion provided by / indication included to However, see B.3.1.
the PDD?

B.4. Description of baseline and its development

Integrate questions concerning the determination of the additionality as provided by the methodology applied or insert the module provided when

applying the “additionality tool”; Replace blue text, if necessary

B.4.1. 1,2,3
15,
16

Have all technically feasible baseline sce-
nario alternatives to the project activity
been identified and discussed by the
PDD? Why can this list be considered as
being complete?

Technically feasible baseline scenarion alternatives to the project
activity have been identified and discussed by the PDD. However,
the list may not be considered as complete, as the IPCC 2006
guidelines mentions still other alternatives like:

Liquid/Slurry

Daily spread

CAR
14

4]
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Burned for fuel

Deep bedding

Aerobic treatment

Corrective Action Request 14:

The alternatives Liquid/Slurry, daily spread, burned for fuel, deep
bedding, aerobic treatment mentioned in the IPCC 2006 guide-
lines should be still mentioned in the PDD.

B.4.2. Does the project identify correctly and ex- | 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 15: CAR %}
cludes those options not in line with regu- | ,15 | The PDD should mention whether all options are in line with regu- | 19
latory or legal requirements? latory or legal requirements. Those options, which are not in line

with regulatory or legal requirements, should be excluded from
further consideration.

B.4.3. Have applicable regulatory or legal re- 1,2,3 | The alternative “burned for fuel” is not allowed in the host country. | CAR %}
quirements been identified? 15 | See B.4.2. 15
B.4.4. Does the PDD identify the most likely 1,2,3 | Anaerobic lagoons are identified as the most likely baseline sce- | M M
baseline scenario? ,15 | nario.

[“...in the absence of the project activity, biomass
and other organic matter are left to decay an-
aerobically within the project boundary and
methane is emitted to the atmosphere.”]

B.4.5. Is this identification supported by offi- 1,2,3 | Yes. The document “First Brazilian inventory of greenhouse gas A %}
cial and/or verifiable documents (e.g. studies, | ,8,15 | emissions (Primeiro Inventario Brasileiro de emissoes antropicas
web pages, certificates, etc? de gases de efeito estufa), Science and Technology ministry,

2006 mentions that anaerobic lagoons and tanks are the pre-
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dominant scenario in Brazil.
B.4.6. Is the identified baseline scenario in 1,2,3 | There are no regulatory or legal requirements in Brazil regarding | M 4]
line with regulatory or legal requirements? ,8,15 | manure management.

However it is forbidden to through effluents directly to water re-
sources (national law) or to burn the excrements.

B.5. Description of how the anthropogenic emissions of GHG by sources are reduced below those that would have occurred
in the absence of the registered small-scale CDM project activity:

Integrate questions concerning the determination of the additionality when applying the “additionality tool”; Replace blue text, if necessary

B.5.1. In case of applying step 2 / investment
analysis of the additionality tool: Is the
analysis method identified appropriately
(step 2a)?

As the additionality tool is not applied, B.5.1.-B.5.12. are not ap-
plicable.

%]

B.5.2. In case of Option | (simple cost analysis):
Is it demonstrated that the activity pro-
duces no economic benefits other than
CDM income?

N/A

B.5.3. In case of Option Il (investment compari-
son analysis): Is the most suitable finan-
cial indicator clearly identified (IRR, NPV,
cost benefit ratio, or (levelized) unit cost)?

N/A

B.5.4. In case of Option Il (benchmark analysis):

Is the most suitable financial indicator
clearly identified (IRR, NPV, cost benefit
ratio, or (levelized) unit cost)?

N/A

B.5.5. In case of Option Il or Option IlI: Is the
calculation of financial figures for this indi-

N/A
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cator correctly done for all alternatives
and the project activity?

B.5.6.

In case of Option Il or Option Ill: Is the
analysis presented in a transparent man-
ner including publicly available proofs for
the utilized data?

N/A

B.5.7.

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analy-

sis) of the additionality tool: Is a complete
list of barriers developed that prevent the
different alternatives to occur?

N/A

B.5.8.

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analy-
sis): Is transparent and documented evi-
dence provided on the existence and sig-
nificance of these barriers?

N/A

B.5.9.

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analy-
sis): Is it transparently shown that the
execution of at least one of the alterna-
tives is not prevented by the identified bar-
riers?

N/A

B.5.10.

Have other activities in the host country /
region similar to the project activity been
identified and are these activities appro-
priately analyzed by the PDD (step 4a)?

N/A

B.5.11.

If similar activities are occurring: Is it
demonstrated that in spite of these simi-
larities the project activity would not be
implemented without the CDM component
(step 4b)?

N/A

B.5.12.

Is it appropriately explained how the ap-

N/A

]

4]
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proval of the project activity will help to
overcome the economic and financial hur-
dles or other identified barriers (step 5)?
If the additionality tool has not been used please answer B.5.13 to B.5.18
B.5.13.  If the starting date of the project activity | 1,2,3 | Not applicable as the starting date of the project activity is after ] %}
is before the date of validation, is evidence the date of validation.
available to prove that incentive from the
CDM was seriously considered in the deci-
sion to proceed with the project activity?
B.5.14.  Is a complete list of barriers developed | 1,2,3 | The PDD mentions investment, technological and legal barriers. 4] 4]
that prevents the project activity to occur? ,20 | These barriers prevent the project activity (without the incentives
of CDM) to occur.
B.5.15.  Does this list include at least one of the | 1,2,3 See A
following barriers? 20 Barriers Discussed? | Verifiable? CAR
Investment Yes No 16
Technological Yes No
Due to prevailing practice No No
Other — Legal barriers Yes No
See B.5.17.
B.5.16.  Does the discussion sufficiently take 1,2,3 | Yes. A %}
into account relevant national and/or sectoral There is no specific legislation (nor a forthcoming law to regulate
policies? that issue) demanding specific effluent treatment or GHG control.
B.5.17. Is transparent and documented evi- 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 16: CAR %}
dence provided on the existence and signifi- The barriers which are mentioned in the PDD should be evi- 16
cance of these barriers? denced by literature references and/or documents.
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B.5.18. Is it appropriately explained how the 1,2,3 | Yes. The PDD appropriately explains how the approval of the pro- | M 4]
approval of the project activity will help to ject activity asCDM project will help to overcome the identified
overcome the identified barriers? barriers.
B.6. Emissions reductions
Integrate questions concerning methodological choices and selection of options, if necessary
B.6.1. Explanation of methodological choices
B.6.1.1.Is it explained how the procedures pro- | 1,3, | Corrective Action Request 17: CAR %}
vided in the methodology are applied by | 16 | B.6.1. of the PDD has better to show via formulae how the TIER 2 | 17
the proposed project activity? approach was applied. All formulae regarding baseline emissions,
project emissions, leakage emissions and emission reductions
should be mentioned in B.6.1.
B.6.1.2.1s every selection of options offered by | 1,3, | See B.6.1.1. CAR %}
the methodology correctly justified and 16 17
is this justification in line with the situa-
tion verified on-site?
B.6.1.3. Does the project emissions consist of | 1,2,3 | The pre-project situation involves some use of fossil fuel use or 4 A
CO, emissions from use of fossil fuels or | ,15 | electricity consumption for pumping purposes.

electricity for the operation of the project
activity?

There is no increase of fossil fuel due to the proposed project
activity.

There is no significant increase in energy consumption due to the
project activity.The total electricity consumption of the electric
pumps and the gas compressors for all farms is approximately 3
MWh per year.

However, methane emissions from digester leakage and methane
emissions from inefficiency in methane flaring will be considered.
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B.6.1.4.Are the formulae required for the de- 1,3 See B.6.1.1. CAR %}
termination of baseline emissions cor- 17

rectly presented, enabling a complete
identification of parameters to be used
and / or monitored?

B.6.1.5.Are the formulae required for the de- 1,3 See B.6.1.1. CAR %}
termination of leakage emissions cor- 17
rectly presented, enabling a complete
identification of parameter to be used
and / or monitored?

B.6.1.6.Are the formulae required for the de- 1,3 See B.6.1.1. CAR ™
termination of emission reductions cor- 17
rectly presented?

B.6.2. Data and parameters that are available at validation

B.6.2.1.Is the list of parameters presented in 1,2,3 | The list of parameters presented in chapter B.6.2. is not consid- CAR 4]
chapter B.6.2 considered to be complete | ,15, | ered to be complete. 18
with regard to the requirements of the 16 Corrective Action Request 18:

' ?
applied methodology There are missing the following parameters. Project participants

are requested to include the parameters in B.6.2. of the PDD:
-IPCC tier 2 related parameters:
e Vs

e Vs, site for each swine group (like sows, finisher, gilts,
sows in gestation, boars, piglets, nursery)

e Bo

e MCF (anaerobic lagoon)

e MCF (biodigester)

e BW (Body Weight of animals), default
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e BW (Body Weight of animals), site
- population and type of animals
-all parameters related with the calculation of project emissions
B.6.2.2.Comment on any line answered with “No”
a. Parameter 1: amount of the Not applicable. 4} %}
waste or raw material Data Checklist Yes /No /NA
Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Choice of data correctly justified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
b. Parameter 2: most recent IPCC | 1,2,3 | See B.6.2.1. CAR %}
tier 2 (i.e. Vs, Bo, MCF) 15, | [ Data Checkiist Yes/No/NA 18
16 Title in line with methodology? No
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? No
Has this value been verified? No
Choice of data correctly justified? No
Measurement method correctly described? No
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c. Parameter 3 (only for Animal 1,2,3 | See B.6.2.1. CAR %}

WMS):popuIation and type of ,15, Data Checklist Yes / No / NA 18
animals. 16 Title in line with methodology? No

Data unit correctly expressed? No

Appropriate description of parameter? No

Source clearly referenced? No

Correct value provided? No

Has this value been verified? No

Choice of data correctly justified? No

Measurement method correctly described? | No

If the recovered methane is used for heat or electricity generation,
please include the corresponding protocol
d. Methane Global Warming Po- 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 19: CAR %}
tential, CH4 GWP .15, | Regarding the parameter “Methane Global Warming Potential”: | 19
16 | Source has to be mentioned in more detail.

Data Checklist Yes /No/NA

Title in line with methodology? Yes

Data unit correctly expressed? Yes

Appropriate description of parameter? Yes

Source clearly referenced? No

Correct value provided? Yes

Has this value been verified? Yes

Choice of data correctly justified? N/A

Measurement method correctly described? | N/A
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B.6.3. Ex-ante calculation of emission reductions
B.6.3.1. Does the emission reduction achieved | 1,2,3 | The emission reduction achieved by the project activity was esti- 4] %}
by the project activity was estimated ex- | ,15, | mated ex-ante by using the TIER 2 IPCC approach as described
ante in the PDD by the formulae de- 16 in the methodology.
scribed in the Methodology?
B.6.3.2. Will the actual emissions reduction 1,2,3 | Yes. The formulae described in the methodology are applied to 4} %}
achieved by the project during the cred- | ,15, | calculate the actual emissions reduction.
iting period be calculated using the for- | 1g
mulae described in the Methodology?
B.6.3.3.1s the projection based on the same 1,2,3 1. The projection of emission reductions does not consider a | CAR A
procedures as used for future monitor- 1, solid separator at Varzea site. Besides, the fact that reten- | 20
ing? 12, tion time is not clear and probably quite low, the informa-
15 tion has been obtained on-site that liquid effluents are
’ steadily taken out from the first lagoon and solids to be
16, used for fertiirrigation before entering the first lagoon.
18, 2. Numbers of heads indicated in the PDD of all four farms
which participate in the project activity are not the same as
the numbers which were provided during the on-site visit.
Corrective Action Request 20:
1. Regarding the farm Varzea: The project developer Amazon S/A
said during the on-site visit that a laboratory will be contracted to
examine how much solid parts are lost due to the use of the solid
separator and to calculate the retention time of the liquids of the
first lagoon. The result of this laboratory test should be submitted
to the validation team.
2. Number of heads of all farms should be revised in the PDD and
the excel calculation sheet.
B.6.3.4.Are the GHG calculations documented | 1,3 | GHG calculations are not documented in a complete and trans- CAR %}
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in a complete and transparent manner? parent manner. 21
Corrective Action Request 21:
B.6.3. should document the GHG calculations in a transparent
manner (with real numbers).
B.6.3.5.If there is more than one component of | ---- Not applicable, as CER credits are only claimed for the reduction | 4]
the project activity, then, are emission of methane emissions.
reduction calculations provided sepa-
rately for each component?
B.6.3.6.Is the data provided in this section con- | 1,2,3 | Yes. The data provided in this section is consistent with data pre- | CAR %}
sistent with data as presented in other ,11, | sented in other chapters of the PDD. 22
chapters of the PDD? 12 | However, see F.3.2. and B.6.4.5. CAR
15, 46
16,
18
B.6.4. Summary of the ex-ante estimation of emission reductions
B.6.4.1.Will the project result in fewer GHG 1,2,3 | The project will definitely result in fewer GHG emissions than the | M %}
emissions than the baseline scenario? baseline scenario.
B.6.4.2.Is the form/table required for the indica- | 3 Yes. Project emissions, baseline emissions, leakage emissions CAR9 ™
tion of projected emission reductions and emission reductions are indicated in the Table of B.6.4.
correctly applied? However, see A.4.3.1.
B.6.4.3.1f the project activity involves more than | ---- Not applicable. %} 4}
one component, is separate table in-
cluded for each of the component.
B.6.4.4.Do these values comply with small- 1,2,3 | Yes. Annual emission reductions are below the limit of 60.000 4] M
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scale criteria for every year? , 15 | tCO2e.

B.6.4.5.1s the projection in line with the envi- 1,2,3 | During the on-site visit it was obtained information that construc- | CAR M
sioned time schedule for the project’s ,7,9 | tion start of the project activity is November 14, 2007. 22
implementation and the indicated credit- The crediting start is indicated as 15/02/2008 in the PDD. This is
ing period? not realistic due to on-going construction works until March 2008

and due to the EB requirement that the period between submis-
sion for registration and start of the crediting period has to be at
least 8 weeks.
Corrective Action Request 22:
1. Project participants are requested to change the start of
the project activity to November 14, 2007.
2. The start of the crediting period should be modified to a
more realistic date.

B.6.4.6.1s the data provided in this section in 1,2,3 | Yes. The data provided in this section is consistent with data pre- | See A
consistency with data as presented in ,11, | sented in other chapters of the PDD. CAR
other chapters of the PDD? 12 | However, see F.3.2. and B.6.4.5. 22

15, See
CAR
16, 46
18
B.7. Application of the monitoring methodology and description of the monitoring plan
B.7.1. Data and parameters monitored

B.7.1.1. Will the yearly emission reductions be | 1,2,3 | Yes. The yearly emission reductions will be the direct measure- CAR ]

the direct measurement of the amount of | ,15 | ment of the amount of methane flared. 23

methane fuelled or flared?

Corrective Action Request 23:
The direct measurement should refer to methane instead of bio-
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gas.

B.7.1.2. Will the amount of methane recovered | 1,2,3 | The PDD does not mention anything about it. CAR |
and fuelled or flared be monitored ex- .15 | Corrective Action Request 24: 24

i ?
post using flow meters? The PDD should mention the use of flow-meters (including indica-
tion of the specifications of the meter like accuracy, calibration
requirements, model etc.) in order to monitor the amount of meth-
ane recovered and flared.

B.7.1.3. Will the fraction of methane in the bio- | 1,2,3 | Nothing mentioned in the PDD. CAR A
gas be measured with a continuous ana- | ,15 | Corrective Action Request 25: 25
Ir%sezrszrr,eestIﬁrgagglslyéovmggr?ég) ?(:\:/21 The PDD should mention whether the fraction of methane in the

° ' biogas will be measured with a continuous analyser or alterna-
tively with periodical measures at a 95 % confidence level.

B.7.1.4. If the project activity includes an en- 1,2,3 | There will be used enclosed flares in the project activity. CAR %}
closed flare, one of the two fOIIOWing op- ,15 Corrective Action Request 26: 26
B%Zisg?liﬁ:f?:ﬁr? to r%ifsr?me the effi- The PDD does not explicitly mention that an enclosed flare is

y 9p ' used in the project activity. Please add in the PDD and submit an
a. to adopt a 90% default value or evidence for the usage of enclosed flares.
b. to perform a continuous monitoring of the effi-
ciency. Enclosed flare checklist Yes /No/NA
Option discussed in the PDD? Yes
Compliance provable? Yes
Compliance verified? Yes

B.7.1.5. If option a. is chosen, will a continu- 1,2,3 | The PDD mentions that coninuous checking of temperature and 4 %}
ous check of compliance with the manu- | ,15 | biogas flow rate is done.
facturer’s specification of the flare de-
vice be done? Is it included in the PDD?

B.7.1.6. If option b. is chosen, will the Meth- Not applicable, as option (a) is chosen. 4 %}
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odological Tool to determine project
emission from flaring gases containing
methane be used? Is it included in the
PDD?

B.7.1.7. If the project activity includes an open | ----- Not applicable, as the project uses an enclosed flare. 4} %}
flare, will the 50% default value be
used? Is it included in the PDD?

B.7.1.8.Is the list of parameters presented in 1,2,3 | The list of parameters presented in chapter B.7.1 is not consid- CAR 4]
chapter B.7.1 considered to be complete | ,15 | ered to be complete. 27
with regard to the requirements of the Corrective Action Request 27:

' ?
applied methodology The following parameters are missing and should be included in

B.7.1. of the PDD:

-biogas pressure

-combusted gas

-fraction of time in which the gas is combusted in the flare

B.7.1.9.Comment on any line answered with “No

a. Parameter 1: biogas flow 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 28: CAR A

.15 | Regarding the parameter biogas flow: The applied value, meas- | 28
urement method (“The frequency of the calibrations and control
procedures would be different for each application” is not clear)
and QA/QC procedures should be revised. A reference to stan-
dards and accuracy should be indicated.

Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? Yes
Correct value provided for estimation? No

Has this value been verified? No
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Has this value been verified? No

Measurement method correctly described? No

Correct reference to standards? No

Indication of accuracy provided? No

QA/QC procedures described? No

QA/QC procedures appropriate? No

b. Parameter 2: biogas temperature 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 29: CAR %}
15 Regarding the parameter “biogas temperature”: measurement 29
method should be revised. A reference to standards, accuracy
and QA/QC procedures should be indicated.

Monitoring Checklist Yes / No

Title in line with methodology? Yes

Data unit correctly expressed? Yes

Appropriate description of parameter? Yes

Source clearly referenced? Yes

Correct value provided for estimation? Yes

Has this value been verified? Yes

Measurement method correctly described? | No

Correct reference to standards? No

Indication of accuracy provided? No

QA/QC procedures described? No

QA/QC procedures appropriate? No

c. Parameter 3: biogas pressure 1,2,3 | See B.7.1.8. See 4]
15 Monitoring Checklist Yes / No QAR
Title in line with methodology? No
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Title in line with methodology? No 27
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided for estimation? No
Has this value been verified? No
Measurement method correctly described? | No
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
d. Parameter 4: fraction of CH4 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 30: CAR %}
15 30

Regarding the parameter “fraction of CH4”: measurement method
and QA/QC procedures should be revised. A reference to stan-

dards and accuracy should be indicated.

Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? Yes
Correct value provided for estimation? Yes
Has this value been verified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? | No
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
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e. Parameter 5: flare efficiency 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 31: CAR %}
15 Regarding the parameter “flare efficiency”: Data unit, description, 31
source, measurement method, QA/QC procedures should be re-
vised. A reference to standards and accuracy should be indicated.
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided for estimation? Yes
Has this value been verified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? No
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
f.  Parameter 6: combusted gas 1,2,3 | See B.7.1.8. See %}
15 Monitoring Checklist Yes / No CAR
Title in line with methodology? No 27
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided for estimation? No
Has this value been verified? No

Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13

Page A-26




Validation Protocol

Project Title: COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project — Report N° 1086752

Date of Completion:05/03/2008
Number of Pages: 27

&

Industrie Service

PPD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
Has this value been verified? No
Measurement method correctly described? No
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
g. Parameter 7: fraction of time in which | 1,2,3 | See B.7.1.8. See %}
the gas is combusted in the flare ,15 Monitoring Checklist Yes / No CAR
Title in line with methodology? No 27
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided for estimation? No
Has this value been verified? No
Measurement method correctly described? No
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
h. Parameter 8:Soil application 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 32: CAR 4]
.15 | Regarding the parameter “Soil application”: QA/QC procedures 32
have to be explained.
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? N/A
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? Yes
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Source clearly referenced? Yes
Correct value provided for estimation? N/A
Has this value been verified? N/A
Measurement method correctly described? | Yes
Correct reference to standards? N/A
Indication of accuracy provided? N/A
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No
B.7.2. Description of the monitoring plan
B.7.2.1.1s the operational and management 1,2,3 | Not described yet in the PDD. CAR ™
structure Clearly described and in com- Corrective Action Reguest 33: 33
) . e TIPS
pliance with the envisioned situation’s The operational and management structure as well as the re-
sponsibilities and arrangements for data collection and archiving
have to be explained in the PDD.
B.7.2.2.Are responsibilities and institutional ar- | 1,2,3 | See B.7.2.1. See 4]
rangements for data collection and ar- CAR
chiving clearly provided? 33
Full fit the following check lists concerning the data that should be described in the PDD and monitored during he crediting period, and com-
ment on at least every line answered with “No
B.7.2.3. Method for the integration of terms in | 1,2,3 | Nothing mentioned in B.7.2. of the PDD yet. CAR %}
equations of the methodology to obtain | ,15 | Corrective Action Request 34: 34
tmh:nrtess\lfjvliﬁifr?;hoengoyrﬁ‘i%reﬂcrgle:vs;re_ The methods for integration of the terms in equation “captured
' and destroyed methane” and “emission reductions” should be
mentioned in the PDD (in B.7.2. of the Monitoring Plan).
Monitoring checklist Yes / No
Described in the PDD? No
Will be monitored during the crediting | CAR 34
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| period? | |
B.7.2.4. Methods and instruments used for me- | 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 35: CAR %}
tering, recording and processing the .15 | Methods and instruments used for metering, recording and proc- | 39
data obtained. essing of the data should be indicated in B.7.2.
See also B.7.1.2.
Monitoring checklist Yes / No
Described in the PDD? No
Will be monitored during the crediting | No
period?
B.7.2.5. In case of soil application of the final 1,2,3 | Nothing mentioned in B.7.2. of the PDD yet. CAR %}
sludge, is the proper application (notre- | ,15 | Corrective Action Requests 36: 36
isnu![tr:ngnl]n rr]riltetr?:nelerr?'lys&ons) included The proper application of the final sludge should be included in
© monttoring plan the monitoring plan (B.7.2) of the PDD.
B.7.2.6. Are on-site inspections for each verifi- Nothing mentioned in B.7.2. of the PDD yet. CAR %}
cation periOd for each individual farm in- 1,2,3 Corrective Action Regl_Jests 37: 37
. o o
cluded in the monitoring plan 15 The PDD should mention that on-site inspections for each
verification period for each individual farm are required.
B.7.2.7.If the project activity is under a pro- Not applicable. 4} %}
gramme of activities, are the conditions
for use of this methodology in a project
activity under a programme of activities
applied?
B.7.2.8.Does the monitoring plan provide cur- 1,2,3 | See B.7.2.3.-B.7.2.6. See |
rent good monitoring practice? ,15 CAR
34-37
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B.7.2.9.1f applicable: Does annex 4 provide 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 38: CAR %}
useful information enabling a better un- | ,15 | The electronic chart which is mentioned in Annex 4 of the PDD 38

derstanding of the envisioned monitoring
provisions?

should be updated and submitted to the validation team.

B.8. Date of completion of the application of t
person(s)/entity(ies)

he baseline study and monitoring methodology an the name of the responsible

B.8.1.1.1s there any indication of a date when 1,2,3 | Yes. The baseline was determined on 17/10/2007. A %}
the baseline was determined?

B.8.1.2.Has dd/mm/yyyy format been used to 3 Yes. | |
indicate the date.

B.8.1.3.Is this consistent with the time line of 1,2,3 | Yes. It is consistent with the time line of the PDD history. | |
the PDD history?

B.8.1.4.Is the information on the person(s) / en- | 1,2,3 | The PDD informs that Amazon Carbon S/S Ltda. has been re- ] ]
tity (ies) responsible for the application sponsible for the application of the baseline and monitoring meth-
of the baseline and monitoring method- odology. This is consistent with the actual situation.
ology provided consistent with the actual
situation?

B.8.1.5.ls information provided whether this 1,2,3 | The PDD does not inform that Amazon Carbon S/S Ltda. is pro- CAR %}
person / entity is also considered a pro- ject participant of the project activity. 39
ject participant? Corrective Action Request 39:

The PDD should inform (in B.8.) that Amazon Carbon S/S Ltda. is
project participant of the project activity.
C. Duration of the project activity / crediting period
C.1. Duration of the project activity
C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and op- | 1,2,3 | The starting date of the project activity is determined as Decem- CAR A
e_re_ltic_)nal lifetime clearly defined and reason- ,7,9 | ber, 0_1, 2007_ in 'ghe PDD. qugyeri the construction starting date | 22
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able? was changed to November 14, 2007.
See B.6.4.5.
The lifetime of the project activity is clearly defined with 25 years.
C.2. Choice of the crediting period and related information
C.2.1. Is the assumed crediting time clearly 1,2,3 | The crediting period is defined as fixed crediting period of 10 See ]
defined and reasonable (renewable crediting | ,7,9 | years. The start is determined for February 15, 2008 in the PDD. | cAR
period of max 7 years with potential for 2 re- This is not realistic due to on-going construction works until March | 22
newals or fixed crediting period of max. 10 2008 and due to the EB requirement that the period between
years)? submission for registration and start of the crediting period has to
be at least 8 weeks.
See B.6.4.5.
c.2.2. Has dd/mm/yyyy format been usedto | 3 Yes. The format dd/mm/yyyy has been used to indicate the start- | M |
indicate the start date of the crediting period. ing date of the crediting period.
D. Environmental impacts
D.1. If required by the host Party, documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project activity:
D.1.1. Are there any Host Party requirements | 1,2,3 | There is no EIA necessary for this kind of project activity. 4 A
for an Environmental Impact Assessment
(ElA), and if yes, has an EIA been approved?
If yes answer also D.1.2to D.1.4
D.1.2. Has the analysis of the environmental 1,2,3 | Yes. The analysis of the environmental impacts of the project ac- | M %}
impacts of the project activity been sufficiently tivity has been sufficiently described. There are only positive envi-
described? ronmental impacts.
D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse en- | 1,2,3 | There are no adverse environmental effects related due to the 4 A
vironmental effects? project activity.
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D.1.4. Were transboundary environmental im- | 1,2,3 | There are no transboudary environmental impacts related with the | CAR 4]
pacts identified in the analysis? project activity. 40
Corrective Action Request 40:
The PDD should inform that there are no transboudary environ-
mental impacts related with the project activity.

D.2. If environmental impacts are considered significant by the project participants or the host Party, please provide conclu-
sions and all references to support documentation of an environmental impact assessment undertaken in accordance with
the procedures as required by the host Party

D.2.1. Have the identified environmental im- 1,2,3 | Yes. Only positive environmental impacts are related with the pro- | M |
pacts been addressed in the project design ject activity.
sufficiently?

D.2.2. Does the project comply with environ- 1,2,3 | Valid environmental licenses respectively protocols have been 4] 4]
mental legislation in the host country? 4 submitted to the validation team (see IRL) and A.2.2.

E. Stakeholders’ comments

E.1.Brief description how comments by local stakeholders have been invited and compiled

EA1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been con- | 1,2,3 | Relevant stakeholders have been consulted. 15 Invitations to CAR |
sulted? ,10 | stakeholders have been presented during the on-site visit. 41

However, the PDD does not inform who are the stakeholders.
Corrective Action Request 41:
The PDD should inform in E.1. who are the consulted stake-

holders.
E.1.2. Have appropriate media been usedto | 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 42: CAR A
invite comments by local stakeholders? 10| The PDD should inform in E.1. which media have been usedto | 42
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invite stakeholders.
E.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is | 1,2,3 | The Brazilian DNA gives guidance how the local stakeholder %} %}
required by regulations/laws in the host coun- | ,10 | process has to be conducted. The validation team may confirm
try, has the stakeholder consultation process that the process has been performed as required.
been carried out in accordance with such
regulations/laws?
E.1.4. Is the undertaken stakeholder process | 1,2,3 | See E.1.1. and E.1.2. See 4]
that was carried out described in a complete | ,10 CAR
and transparent manner? 41
See
CAR
42
E.2.Summary of the comments received
E.2.1. Is a summary of the received stake- 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 43: CAR %}
holder comments provided? .10 | The PDD should inform whether negative comments have been | 43
received.
E.3.Report on how due account was taken of any comments received
E.3.1. Has due account been taken of any 1,2,3 | Yes. It has been taken due accout of stakeholder comments. CAR %}
stakeholder comments received? ,10 Corrective Action Request 44: 44
It should be mentioned in E.3. that also written comments have
been received and they had only positive character.
F. Annexes 1 -4
F.1.Annex 1: Contact Information
F.1.1. Is the information provided consis- | 1,2,3 | The information provided in Annex 1 is consistent with the one | |
tent with the one given under section A.3? given in section A.3.
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F.1.2. Is the information on all private 1,2,3 | Yes. Information on all private participants (Amazon and Cotriba) | M 4]
participants and directly involved Parties pre- is presented.
sented?

F.2.Annex 2: Information regarding public fundings

F.2.1. Is the information provided onthe | 1,3 | No public funding is involved. This information is consistent with 4] ]
inclusion of public funding (if any) in consis- the actual situation presented by the project participants.
tency with the actual situation presented by
the project participants?

F.2.2. If necessary: Is an affirmation 1,3 | Not applicable. 4} %}
available that any such funding from Annex-I-
countries does not result in a diversion of
ODA?

F.3.Annex 3: Baseline information

F.3.1. If additional background informa- 1,2,3 | Not all information is consistent. CAR |
tion on baseline data is provided: Is this in- 11, | -Temperature is indicated with 18° C whereas in B.6.1. it is men- | 49
formation consistent with data presented by 12, | tioned 19°C.

i ?
other sections of the PDD’ 16, -Density of methane is indicated with 0.67 kg/m3 which is equiva-
18 lent to 0.00067 t/m3. However, B.6.2. states 0.000067 t/m3.
Corrective Action Request 45:
Information about temperature and methane density should be
consistent throughout the whole PDD.

F.3.2. Is the data provided verifiable? 1,2,3 | Corrective Action Request 46: CAR A
Has sufficient evidence been provided to the | ,11, | The validation team has received shortly after the on-site visit new | 46
validation team? 12, | baseline data (in excel baseline calculation sheets “Plantel Co-

16, | triba” and “Reducoes atuais english”). The population numbers
18 are different for all four farms, some TIER 2 parameters were
changed. Please update the baseline information in Annex 3 of
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the PDD and revise the emission reductions calculation through-
out the PDD.
F.3.3. Does the additional information 1,2,3 | See F.3.2. See %}
substantiate / support statements given in 11, CAR
other sections of the PDD? 12, 46
16,
18
F.4.Annex 4: Monitoring information
F.4.1. If additional background informa- 1,2,3 | See B.7.2.3.-7.2.6. and B.7.2.9. See %}
tion on monitoring is provided: Is this informa- | ,15 CAR
tion consistent with data presented in other 34-38
sections of the PDD?
F.4.2. Is the information provided verifi- 1,2,3 | See B.7.2.3.-7.2.6. and B.7.2.9. See |
able? Has sufficient evidence been provided | ,15 CAR
to the validation team? 34-38
F.4.3. Do the additional information and/ | 1,2,3 | See B.7.2.3.-7.2.6. and B.7.2.9. See %}
or documented procedures substantiate / ,15 CAR
support statements given in other sections of 34-38

the PDD?
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Table 2

Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

&

Industrie Service

Clarifications and corrective action re- Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team
quests by validation team table 1 Conclusion
Corrective Action Request 1: A21. 1. The amount of emission reductions that results from | Answer 02.01.2008:

A.2. of the PDD should inform how
many tons CO2e are reduced by the
project activity.

The PDD should inform in detail how
the pre-project situation of each farm
looked like (pre-project waste man-
agement system), amongst others de-
scription of animal structure, barns,
open air lagoons (number and size),
manure processing.

It should be better explained what the
project activity consists of and be ex-
plicitly mentioned how the project will
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

It should be specified whether open or
enclosed flares are used in the project
activity.

the project activity were added to section A.2 of the
PDD*.

2. The pre-project situation is summarised in section
A.2 of the PDD (The project proposes to replace the
existing Animal Waste Management Systems (AWMS)
by a lower-GHG emitting AWMS. Currently, swine
waste is flushed from the barns and treated in sequen-
tial anaerobic lagoon management systems that results
in high GHG emissions) The pre-project situation for
each farm was described in section A.4.1.4. In this sec-
tion, details are given on the existing AWMS, including
the number and size of anaerobic lagoons, contain-
ment areas, animal population, etc.

3. In section A.2 of the PDD, it is explicitly defined how
the project will reduce greenhouse gas emissions

4. In section A.2 of the PDD it is defined that the project
activity will use an enclosed flare to combust methane.

*All citations to the PDD are referring to the Version 2 of
the PDD, to be delivered with this Validation Protocol.

Answer 23.01: The table on Section B.6.4 was revised
to be consistent with the rest of the PDD.

The number of anaerobic lagoons was corrected, as
requested.

1. The information about the
amount of emission reduc-
tions has been included in
the last submitted PDD.
However, the figure is not
consistent with B.6.4. Please
revise.

2.-Volta Gaucha: It has to be
mentioned in the PDD that
the 9" lagoon was built as a
precaution and is not regu-
larly used or mention that
there are only 8 lagoons in
use.

-15 de Novembro: Please
change the number of la-
goons to 2 lagoons as identi-
fied on-site. Description of
Varzea, regarding removal of
solids and liquids is not 100
% correct. Please revise.

3. Necessary information has
been included in the last

PR PR I AP B ¥ o ¥ o W e §
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Answer 06.02: The number of lagoons was corrected
as requested.

submitted PDD. M

4. The last submitted PDD
indicates that enclosed flares
will be used in the project
activity. &

Answer 04.02.2008:

1. Figure of emission reduc-
tions is consistent throughout
the whole PDD. 4

2. Volta Gaucha and 15 de
Novembro: There are still
mentioned 9 lagoons respec-
tively 3 lagoons in the text (in
A.4.1.4.). Please correct to 8
lagoons respectively 2 la-
goons.

Description of Varzea is 0.k.
%}

Answer 08.02.2008:

2. The numbers of lagoons
have been corrected in the
last submitted PDD.

CAR 1 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 2:

Project participants are requested to provide
information (a.o. technical characteristics) in
the PDD about the project equipment (biodi-
gester, flare, monitoring equipment (a.o. gas

A2.2.

Technical characteristics of the project equipment are
described in section A.4.2 of the PDD. Project equip-
ments are summarized in section A.2. A contract be-
tween Amazon Carbon and AVESUY, along with a list
of purchased equipments purchased was sent to the

Answer 02.01.2008:

Technical characteristics of
the project equipment have
been included in the last
submitted PDD (A.4.2.). Evi-
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analyzer)). Besides, it should be submitted
evidence that project equipment will be pur-
chased.

Auditor as evidence.

dence about purchased
equipment has been submit-
ted to the validation team.
CAR 2 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 3:

The technical specifications of the digester,
the structure of the storage lagoons (posi-
tioned after the digester) and the flaring sys-
tem have to be explained in more detail.

A.2.6.

The specifications are provided um section A.4.2 of the
PDD.

Answer 23.01: Additional information on the new
AWMS was provided, including the measures of the
digester cells and the amount of enclosed flares to be
installed.

Answer 06.02: The information on Varzea Grande was
added to the PDD. Information on width and length
was corrected.

Answer 02.01.2008:

The technical specifications
of digester and flaring system
have been included in the
last submitted PDD.

However, information about
number and size of biodi-
gesters for each farm and
storage lagoons after the
digester have not been indi-
cated yet. Project participants
(PPs) are requested to add
this information in the PDD.
Besides, it should be indi-
cated how many enclosed
flares for each site are pre-
tended to be installed.

Answer 04.02.2008:

Additional information on the
new AWMS was provided.
However, it should be con-
firmed by the project partici-
pants that width and length of
the measures of the digester
cells have not been mixed
up. Besides, it should be
clarified for Granja Varzea
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Grande whether new lagoons
have been built for the biodi-
gester or existing lagoons will
be used for the biodigester
cells.

Answer 08.02.2008:

In the last submitted PDD
information on width and
length was corrected. Be-
sides, it was clarified for
Granja Varzea that the exist-
ing lagoons will be used as
storage lagoons.

CAR 3 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 4: A.3.1. The phrase was added to section A.3 of the PDD. Answer 02.01.2008:
Please add the phrase in A.3.: “(*) In accor- Phrase has been added in
dance with the “CDM Modalities and Procedures”, the last submitted PDD.

at the time of making the CDM-PDD public at the CAR 4 is considered to be
stage of validation, a Party involved may or may resolved. M1

not have provided its approval. At the time of re- )

questing registration, the approval by the party

(ies) involved is required.

Corrective Action Request 5: A4d411. A different map was added to the PDD, showing Answer 02.01.2008:

e The map illustrated in the PDD should
show not only Ibiruba city, but as well
Quinze de Novembro city.

e Beside the GPS coordinates it should
be mentioned the addresses of each
farm and the owner of each farm in
the PDD.

both Ibiruba and Quinze de Novembro.
The GPS coordinates taken during the on-site visit
were added to the PDD.

The correct address for each farm were added to
Table A.1 of the PDD.

Everything correctly indicated
in the last submitted PDD.

CAR 5 is considered to be
resolved. M
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e GPS coordinates should be updated
with the measurement data taken dur-
ing the on-site audit by Amazon.

Corrective Action Request 6: A4.22. The category was defined in section A.4.2 of the PDD. | Answer 02.01.2008:

The category “lll.D, Methane Recovery in Category IlI-D has been in-

agricultural and agro industrial activities” has cluded in the last submitted

to be defined in A.4.2. of the PDD. PDD.
CAR 6 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 7: A4.24. This was defined in section A.4.2 of the PDD. Answer 02.01.2008:

The PDD should inform whether the project There is no technology trans-

activity requires any technology transfer from fer from Annex-I-countries

Annex-l-countries, e.g. monitoring equipment. necessary, except for the
monitoring equipment, such
as the gas analyzer and the
flow meters. Information has
been provided in the last
submitted PDD.
CAR 7 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 8: A4.209. Information regarding training for AWMS operating is Answer 02.01.2008:

-Information from AVESUY about training and
maintenance efforts should be submitted to
the validation team.

-The PDD should inform, that AVESUY is
responsible for training and maintenance ef-
forts.

defined is section A.4.2 of the PDD. Information about
training was sent to the Auditor.

Official document on training was sent to the Auditor.

-A.4.2. of the last submitted
PDD informs about training
and maintenance efforts. M

-Document issued by AVE-
SUY about training is not
signed. PPs are requested to
submit a signed document
(including date).
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Answer 04.02.2008:

A document signed by AVE-
SUY about training has been
submitted to the validation
team.

CAR 8 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 9: A4.3.1. This information was added to section A.4.3 of the Answer 02.01.2008:

Project participants are requested to indicate PDD. Necessary information has

the period in month for the emission reduc- been added.

tions of the first and the last year. CAR 9 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 10: A4.51. Information on debundling was defined in section A.4.5 | Answer 02.01.2008:

Information in the PDD should be revised. All of the PDD. Information on debundling

debundling criteria should be mentioned in has been included in A.4.5. of

the PDD. the last submitted PDD.
CAR 10 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 11: B.2.1.2. All applicability criteria of methodology III.D were de- Answer 02.01.2008:

Applicability criterion 2 (a) of the methodology fined in section B.2. Applicability criterion 2 (a) of

should be mentioned in the PDD. the methodology has been
included in the last submitted
PDD.
CAR 11 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 12: B.2.1.3. All applicability criteria of methodology III.D were de- Answer 02.01.2008:

Applicability criterion 2 (b) of the methodology
should be mentioned in the PDD.

fined in section B.2.

Applicability criterion 2 (b) of
the methodology has been
included in the last submitted
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PDD.

CAR 12 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 13: B.3.1. A figure was added to section B.3 of the PDD to illus- Answer 02.01.2008:
It is strongly recommended by the validation trate project boundary. Project boundary is clearly
team to illustrate the project boundary in a illustrated in the last submit-
schematic figure. ted PDD.
CAR 13 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 14: B.4.1. The alternatives were added to section B.5 of the PDD. | Answer 02.01.2008:
The alternatives Liquid/Slurry, daily spread, The alternatives have been
burned for fuel, deep bedding, aerobic treat- included in the last submitted
ment mentioned in the IPCC 2006 guidelines PDD.
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 15: B.4.2. A “Consistency with madatory laws and regulation item | Answer 02.01.2008:
The PDD should mention whether all options was added to section B.5 of the PDD. In this item, legal | The only excluded scenario is
are in line with regulatory or legal require- requirements are assessed base on “Technical Criteria | the disposal of untreated ma-
ments. Those options, which are not in line for Environmental Licensing for New Swine Raising nure to water streams or in
with regulatory or legal requirements should Farms (Critérios Técnicos para o Licenciamento de Environmental Protected ar-
of FEPAM CAR 15 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 16: B.5.17. Barriers are based on EMBRAPA Technological Inven- | Answer 02.01.2008:

The barriers which are mentioned in the PDD
should be evidenced by literature references
and/or documents.

tory for swine Waste Management Systems, 2003 and
on the First Brazilian inventory of greenhouse gas
emissions (Primeiro Inventario Brasileiro de emissoes
antropicas de gases de efeito estufa), Science and
Technology ministry, 2006.

Answer 23.01: References are indicated in the end of

References are indicated in
the last submitted PDD, how-
ever very roughly.

See CAR 48

Answer 04.02.2008:

Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13

Page A-42




Validation Protocol

Project Title: COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project — Report N° 1086752

Date of Completion:05/03/2008
Number of Pages: 43

&

Industrie Service

the PDD, as requested in CAR 48.
Answer 06.02: Corrected as requested in CAR 48.

See CAR 48
Answer 08.02.2008:

CAR 16 is considered to be
resolved as CAR 48 is also
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 17: B.6.1.1. All formulae used to estimate baseline emissions are Answer 02.01.2008:

B.6.1. of the PDD has better to show via for- described in section B.4 of the PDD. Formulae used to | B6.1. of the last submitted
mulae how the TIER 2 approach was applied. determine project emissions, leakage and emission PDD is adequate.

All formulae regarding base“ne em|ss|ons , redUCtlonS are deSCI'Ibed in section 861 Of the PDD CAR 17 |S Considered to be
project emissions, leakage emissions and resolved. M

emission reductions should be mentioned in

B.6.1.

Corrective Action Request 18: B.6.2.1. All parameters related to baseline and project emis- Answer 02.01.2008:

There are missing the following parameters.
Project participants are requested to include
the parameters in B.6.2. of the PDD:

-IPCC tier 2 related parameters:
e Vs

e Vs, site for each swine group (like
sows, finisher, gilts, sows in gestation,
boars, piglets, nursery)

e Bo
e MCF (anaerobic lagoon)
e MCF (biodigester)
e BW (Body Weight of animals), default
e BW (Body Weight of animals), site
- population and type of animals

-all parameters related with the calculation of
project emissions

sions were added to section B.6.2 of the PDD

Answer 23.01: The parameters were added to Section
B.6.2 of the PDD.

Answer 06.02: The parameter was added to Section
B.6.2.

There are still missing the
following parameters in B.6.2.
of the PDD:

-N.  Average number of
animals of the type i.

-TMggh: Mass flow rate of
methane in the residual gas
in the hour h.

-Nnare-  Flare  efficiency  for
methane destruction

- CCH4 Methane concentra-
tion in biogas.

Answer 04.02.2008:

There is still missing the pa-
rameter “TMggn: Mass flow
rate of methane in the resid-

1ial _nne _in _tha haunwr h?” _in
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ual gas in the hour h.” in
B.6.2. of the PDD. Please
include.

Answer 08.02.2008:

The parameter “TMggh: Mass
flow rate of methane in the
residual gas in the hour H’
has been included in the last
submitted PDD.

CAR 18 is considered to be
resolved. ¥

Corrective Action Request 19:

Regarding the parameter “Methane Global
Warming Potential”:

Source has to be mentioned in more detail.

B.6.2.2.d)

The correct source for this parameter was added to the
PDD.

Answer 23.01: Corrected as requested.

Answer 06.02: The information was added as re-
quested.

Answer 02.01.2008:
Regarding source: the pa-
rameter should refer to the
IPCC guidelines 2006
Regarding data unit: Please
indicate: tCO2/tCH4.
Regarding description:
Please add: “..valid for the
relevant commitment period”.
Answer 04.02.2008:
Please add in description:
“..valid for the relevant com-
mitment period”.

Answer 08.02.2008:
Requested information has
been included in the last
submitted PDD.

CAR 19 is considered to be
resolved. M
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Corrective Action Request 20: B.6.3.3. 1. Analyses were made to determine the solid separa- | Answer 02.01.2008:
1.Regarding the farm Varzea: The project tor efficiency on organic matter (measured in 1. Approach may be ac-
developer Amazon S/A said during the on- Chemical Oxigen Demand) and Volatile solids re- cepted by the valida-
site visit that a laboratory will be contracted to moval. To account for solid removal for fertirrigation tion team as it is con-
examine how much solid parts are lost due to on the first lagoon, a 25 % solid removal conserva- sidered to be conser-
the use of the solid separator and to calculate tive value was adopted. vative.
the retention time of the liquids of the first 2. Animal population was determined according to the 2. Numbers of heads of
lagoon. The result of this laboratory test historical data provided by COTRIBA. A excel all farms have been
should be submitted to the validation team. calculation sheet (Plantel Cotriba English) was sent revised and are cor-
2.Number of heads of all farms should be to the TUV auditor. rectly indicated in the
revised in the PDD and the excel calculation last submitted PDD.
sheet. CAR 20 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 21: B.6.3.4. GHG calculations were added in section B.6.3, in tables | Answer 02.01.2008:
B.6.3. should document the GHG calculations B.2t0 B.5. B.6.3. of the last submitted
in a transparent manner (with real numbers). PDD documents the GHG
calculations in a transparent
manner.
CAR 21 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 22: B.6.4.5. The starting date of the project activity was defined in Answer 02.01.2008:

1.Project participants are requested to
change the start of the project activity to No-
vember 14, 2007.

2.The start of the crediting period should be
modified to a more realistic date.

section C.1.1.

The start of the crediting period was changed to a more
realistic date, as defined in section C.2.2.1.

1. Starting date has
been changed to No-
vember 14, 2007. 4

2. Start of the crediting
period has been
modified to
01/07/2008. This is a
more realistic date. M
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CAR 22 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 23: B.7.1.1. This alteration was made as requested, in section Answer 02.01.2008:
The direct measurement should refer to B.7.1. This CAR is not relevant in
methane instead of biogas. the meantime anymore.
CAR 23 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 24: B.7.1.2. Details about the flow meters are provided in section Answer 02.01.2008:
The PDD should mention the use of flow- B.7.1. Calibration requirements of
meters (including indication of the specifica- Answer 23.01: Additional information on flow meter the main metering instru-
tions of the meter like accuracy, calibration calibration and technical specifications were added to ments should be still provided
requirements, model etc.) in order to monitor the PDD to the validation team.
the amount of methane recovered and flared. Answer 06.02: Data on LD301 accuracy is available in | Answer 04.02.2008:
Annex V. -Please provide for LD301
The type K sensor is a simple device that integrates the | Smart Pressure Transmitter
enclosed flare system. It is not a separate equipment. the accuracy in B.7.1. and/or
The existing specifications were provided by the manu- | Annex 4.
facturer and are described in Annex 4 of the PDD. - Please provide specifica-
tions of Type K sensors in
Annex 4 of the PDD.
Answer 08.02.2008:
Answer may be accepted.
CAR 24 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 25: B.7.1.3. The fraction of methane in biogas will be measured by | Answer 02.01.2008:

The PDD should mention whether the fraction
of methane in the biogas will be measured
with a continuous analyser or alternatively
with periodical measures at a 95 % confi-
dence level.

periodical samples, as defined in Section B.7.1 of the
PDD.

Answer 23.01: The following was added to the PDD:

“Measured and recorded on a daily basis by dual wave-
length Infra-red refrigerant gas sensors. This sensor

The fraction of methane in
the biogas will be measured
periodically (once a day).
This information has been
included in the last submitted
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has a accuracy of +-2.5%. Analysis will be stored in PC
terminals, organized in spread sheets. A 95% confi-
dence level will be ensured through maintenance and
calibration of gas sensors.”

PDD.

What procedures are pre-
tended to establish in order to
guarantee the 95 % confi-
dence level?

Answer 02.01.2008:
Information how to ensure a

95 % confidence level has
been included into the PDD.

CAR 25 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 26: B.7.1.4. The use of an enclosed flare was explicitly defined in Answer 02.01.2008:
The PDD does not explicitly mention that an section B.7.1. Evidences of the use of enclosed flare An official (signed) document
enclosed flare is used in the project activity. was sent to the Auditor. issued by AVESUY evidenc-
Please add in the PDD and submit an evi- ing the use of an enclosed
dence for the usage of enclosed flares. flare has been submitted to
the validation team.
CAR 26 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 27: B.7.1.8. All parameters were added to section B.7.1 of the PDD. | Answer 02.01.2008:

The following parameters are missing and
should be included in B.7.1. of the PDD:

-biogas pressure
-amount of methane flared

-fraction of time in which the gas is com-
busted in the flare

Answer 23.01: The requested parameters were added
as requested.

Answer 06.02: This item was clarified in Sections B.6.1
and B.7.2. The following parameter was added to Sec-
tion B.7.1: FE (flare efficiency) Project emissions and
emission reduction will be determined considering the
mass flow rate of methane destined to the flares. Data
used for ex ante estimation of baseline and project
emissions do not need to be monitored.

The parameter biogas pres-
sure was included.

The fraction of time in which
the gas is combusted is de-
termined via the temperature
of the exhaust gas.

It should be still included the
following parameters in B.7.1.
of the PDD:

- “amount of methane flared “
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in B.7.1. (parameters to be
monitored)

- Density of methane

- GWP methane

-all parameters related with
the determination of project
emissions

Answer 04.02.2008:

All parameters related with
the determination of project
emissions have to be still
included in B.7.1. of the PDD.
Answer 08.02.2008:
Answer may be accepted.

CAR 27 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 28:

Regarding the parameter biogas flow: The
applied value, measurement method (“The
frequency of the calibrations and control pro-
cedures would be different for each applica-
tion” is not clear) and QA/QC procedures
should be revised. A reference to standards
and accuracy should be indicated.

B.7.1.9.
(Parameter

1)

The biogas flow will be measured continuously by flow
meter, as determined in section B.7.1. The applied
value for ex ante calculation was estimated based on
EMBRAPA default values, as described in section B.6.1

Answer 23.01: Corrected as requested.

Answer 02.01.2008:

The description of parameter
TMggh in B.7.1. is not cor-
rect: Instead of “Mass flow
rate of methane in the resid-
ual gas sent to flare” it is the
“amount of biogas produced
and sent to the flare” which
has to be monitored.

Answer 04.02.2008:

Correction has been provided
in the last submitted PDD.

CAR 28 is considered to be
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resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 29:

Regarding the parameter “biogas tempera-
ture”: measurement method should be re-
vised. A reference to standards, accuracy
and QA/QC procedures should be indicated.

B.7.1.9.
(Parameter
2)

The monitoring procedures for this parameter were de-
fined in section B.7.1.

Answer 23.01: Additional information on how this pa-
rameter is monitored was added to the PDD.

Answer 06.02: Information on equipment accuracy was
added to Section B.7.1.

Answer 02.01.2008:

Project participants are still
requested to inform about
accuracy, calibration re-
quirements and reference to
standards in more detail

Answer 04.02.2008:

The indication of accuracy is
missing in the PDD. Please
add and submit the respec-
tive evidence.

Answer 08.02.2008:
Accuracy has been indicated
in the last submitted PDD
and the respective evidence
is attached as annex in the
PDD.

CAR 29 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 30:

Regarding the parameter “fraction of CH4”:
measurement method and QA/QC proce-
dures should be revised. A reference to stan-
dards and accuracy should be indicated.

B.7.1.9.

(Parameter
4)

The monitoring procedures for this parameter were de-
fined in section B.7.1.

Answer 23.01: Additional information on how this pa-
rameter is monitored were added to the PDD.

Answer 02.01.2008:

Project participants are still
requested to inform about
accuracy, calibration re-
quirements and reference to
standards in more detail.

Answer 04.02.2008:
Requested information has

been included into the last
submitted PDD.
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CAR 30 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 31: B.7.1.9. The monitoring procedures for this parameter were de- | Answer 02.01.2008:
Regarding the parameter “flare efficiency”: (Parameter | fined in section B.7.1 and B.7.2. Option 12 (a) of AMS I1I-D
Data unit, description, source, measurement | 5) Answer 23.01: Corrected as requested. has been chosen for the de-
method, QA/QC procedures should be re- termination of the flare effi-
vised. A reference to standards and accuracy ciency. This implies monitor-
should be indicated. ing of temperature of the ex-
haust gas and biogas flow
rate. Both parameters are
included in B.7.1. of the PDD.
However, see CAR 28.
Answer 04.02.2008:
CAR 31 may be considered
to be resolved as CAR 28 is
also resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 32: B.7.1.9. The monitoring procedures for this parameter were de- | Answer 02.01.2008:
Regarding the parameter “Soil application™: | (Parameter | fined in section B.7.1 and B.7.2 as sludge application. | Monitoring procedures of the
QA/QC procedures have to be explained. 8) parameter “Soil application”
have been properly explained
in the last submitted PDD.
CAR 32 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 33: B.7.2.1. These items are described in Section B.7.2 and Annex | Answer 02.01.2008:

The operational and management structure
as well as the responsibilities and arrange-
ments for data collection and archiving have
to be explained in the PDD.

IV of the PDD.

The operational and man-
agement structure as well as
the responsibilities and ar-
rangements for data collec-
tion and archiving have been
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explained in the last submit-
ted PDD.

CAR 33 is considered to be
resolved. M

Answer 02.01.2008:

Corrective Action Request 34: B.7.2.3. These items are described in Section B.7.2 and Annex _

The methods for integration of the terms in IV of the PDD.. ’?ér7rﬁ2ir.1ael);pi|:u2\?;rhaft;rhrﬁ vF:n(I:I

equation “captured and destroyed methane” store all data negessar o

and “emission reductions” should be men- determine the amount gf

tioned in the PDD (in B.7.2. of the Monitoring .
methane fuelled and flared in

Plan). . "
a given crediting year. These
terminals will also store any
additional data that is neces-
sary to calculate emission
reductions.
CAR 34 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 35: B.7.2.4. These items are described in Section B.7.2 and Annex | Answer 02.01.2008:

Methods and instruments used for metering, IV of the PDD. Methods and instruments

recording and processing of the data should used for metering, recording

be indicated in B.7.2. and processing of the data
have been included in B.7.2.
and Annex IV of the PDD.
CAR 35 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Requests 36: B.7.2.5. The monitoring of this item was added to the monitoring | Answer 02.01.2008:

The proper application of the final sludge
should be included in the monitoring plan

plan, as described in Sections B.7.1 and B.7.2

The item “proper application
of the final sludge” has been
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(B.7.2) of the PDD.

included in B.7.1. and B.7.2.
of the last submitted PDD.

CAR 36 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Requests 37: B.7.2.6. This item is described in Section B.7.2 of the PDD. Answer 02.01.2008:

The PDD should mention that on-site inspec- The information that on-site

tions for each verification period for each in- inspections for each verifica-

dividual farm are required. tion period will be realized by
AMAZON has been included
in the last submitted PDD.
CAR 37 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 38: B.7.2.9. The electronic chart was provided to the TUV auditor Answer 02.01.2008:

The electronic chart which is mentioned in during the on site visits. The PDD no longer mentions | Answer may be accepted.

Annex 4 of the PDD should be updated and the eIectroryc chart, as most monitored parameters will CAR 38 is considered to be

submitted to the validation team. be automatically recorded. resolved. 7

Corrective Action Request 39: B.8.1.5. In section B.8 of the PDD it is indicated that Amazon Answer 02.01.2008:

The PDD should inform (in B.8.) that Amazon Carbon S/S Ltda is a project participant. B.8. of the last submitted

Carbon S/S Ltda. is project participant of the PDD indicates that Amazon

project activity. is project participant.
CAR 39 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 40: D.1.4. In section D.1 of the PDD it is defined that no trans- Answer 02.01.2008:

The PDD should inform that there are no
transboudary environmental impacts related
with the project activity.

boundary environmental impacts are expected.

The last submitted PDD in-
forms that no transboundary
environmental impacts occur.

CAR 40 is considered to be
resolved. M
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Corrective Action Request 41:

The PDD should inform in E.1. who are the
consulted stakeholders.

E.1.1.

A list of stakeholders was added to section E.1 of the
PDD.

Answer 23.01: The date invitations to stake holders
was sent is now determined in the PDD.

Answer 02.01.2008:

Stakeholders have been
added in the last submitted
PDD. However, it is not clear
when the invitations were
sent to them. PPs are re-
quested to inform the exact
date of sending the invitation
letters to the stakeholders.

Answer 04.02.2008:

Requested information has
been included into the last
submitted PDD.

CAR 41 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 42:

The PDD should inform in E.1. which media
have been used to invite stakeholders.

E.1.2.

Details on the media used to invite stakeholders was
determined in section E.1 of the PDD.

Answer 23.01: Added as requested.

Answer 02.01.2008:
Please still add in E.1. of the

PDD that invitations to stake-
holders were sent by postal.

Answer 04.02.2008:

Information, that invitations to
stakeholders were sent by
postal has been included in
the last submitted PDD.

CAR 42 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 43:

The PDD should inform whether negative
comments have been received.

E.2.1.

No negative comments were received, as defined is
section E.2 of the PDD.

Answer 02.01.2008:

No negative comments were
received. Information in-
cluded in the last submitted
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PDD.

CAR 43 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 44: E.3.1. This is defined in section E.2 of the PDD Answer 02.01.2008:
It should be mentioned in E.3. that also writ- Information included in E.2.
ten comments have been received and they of the last submitted PDD.
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 45: F.3.1. Consistency of this parameter was checked and cor- Answer 02.01.2008:
Information about temperature and methane rected throughout the whole PDD. Information about tempera-
density should be consistent throughout the ture and methane density is
whole PDD. consistent in the last submit-
ted PDD.
CAR 45 is considered to be
resolved. M
Corrective Action Request 46: F.3.2. Annex 3 of the PDD was changed. Historical data of Answer 02.01.2008:

The validation team has received shortly after
the on-site visit new baseline data (in excel
baseline calculation sheets “Plantel Cotriba”
and “Reducoes atuais english”). The popula-
tion numbers are different for all four farms,
some TIER 2 parameters were changed.
Please update the baseline information in
Annex 3 of the PDD.

COTRIBA livestock was added.

Baseline information was
updated in Annex 3 of the
last submitted PDD and was
verified by the validation
team for correctness.

CAR 46 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 47 (02.01.2008):

Date of completion in B.8. of the PDD (ver-
sion 2) is not possible. Please correct.

Answer 23.01: Corrected as requested.
Answer 06.02: Corrected as requested.

Answer 04.02.2008:

Date of completion is not
possible. The date of comple-
tion in B.8. has to be prior to
the date of the version of the

Table 1 is applicable to AMS I1I-D version 13
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PDD or at least to be the
same date. Please correct.

Answer 08.02.2008:

The date of completion has
been revised.

CAR 47 is considered to be
resolved. ¥

Corrective Action Request 48 (02.01.2008):

A bibliography with all used references in the
PDD (including indication of chapter, page
etc.) should be indicated at the end of the
PDD.

Answer 23.01: Added as requested.

Answer 06.02: The information was added as re-
quested.

Answer 04.02.2008:

The version of “Methodologi-
cal Tool to determine project
emissions from flaring gases
containing methane” should
be indicated in the bibliogra-
phy as well as the dates and
the exact authors of the “First
Brazilian  Inventory” and
“Technological Inventory of
EMBRAPA”.

Answer 08.02.2008:
Requested information has
been provided in the last
submitted PDD.

CAR 48 is considered to be
resolved. M

Corrective Action Request 49 (04.02.2008):

The version of the PDD has not been up-

mnvadad anith tha laat vaadifiaatinna Deainat

Answer 06.02: The version of the PDD was changed,
as requested.

Answer 08.02.2008:

Version of the PDD has been
updated.
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graded with the last modifications. Project
participants are requested to change the ver-
sion of the PDD when significant modifica-
tions occur.

CAR 49 is considered to be
resolved. M

Table 3 Unresolved Corrective Action and Clarification Requests (in case of denials)

Clarifications and / or corrective action
requests by validation team

Id. of
CAR/CR

Explanation of Conclusion for Denial
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Referenc Document or Type of Information

e

No.
1 On-site interview at “Cooperativa Agricola Mista Generatl Osorio (COTRIBA)” by auditing team of TUV SUD
Validation team on-site:
Johann Thaler TOV SUD Industrie Service GmbH

Interviewed persons:
Date: 13/14.11.2007
Representatives of COTRIBA:
Paulo Cericatto, Manager
Guilherme Trein Peukert, veterinary
Gerson Fortuna, veterinary

Representatives of Amazon:
Thiago Othero, Project Director
Alexandre Paim Nora, Technological analyst

2 On-site interviews at the farms (13/14.11.2007):

Granja Volta Gaucha, Auri Benvegnu (manager)

Granja XV de Novembro, Sidinei Teodoro de Campos (manager)
Granja Varzea, Vanderlei Capitani Basso (manager)

Granja Rene Bohrz, Marcio Andre (manager)

3 Project Design Document “COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project “, version 01, 17.10.2007.

TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
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4 Environmental licenses, all issued by FEPAM:
-Varzea Lo N°6144/2005-DL, issued on December 20, 2005, valid for 4 years
-Volta Gaucho Lo N°6138/2005-DL, issued on December 20, 2005, valid for 2 years
Protocol for request of environmental license, issued by FEPAM:
-Quinze de Novembro and Reno Bohrz, process N°020239-0567/07-7, entry date: 19/06/2007
5 Land registers of the farm sites and leasing contract, paper-copies, presented on November 13, 2007.
6 Declaration of the project participants (Amazon S/S Ltda. And Cotriba) about the voluntary participation in the project activity, paper
copy, submitted on November 13, 2007.
7 Time schedule (chronogramme) for the implementation of the project activity, excel-file, submitted on November 13, 2007.
8 First Brazilian inventory of greenhouse gas emissions (Primeiro Inventario Brasileiro de emissoes antropicas de gases de efeito estufa),
Science and Technology ministry, 2006, paper-copy, presented on November 13, 2007.
9 Declaration issued by AVESUY about the project’s starting date (14.11.2007 at Volta Gaucha), paper-copy, submitted on November 13,
2007.
10 15 Invitations to stakeholders, paper-copy, submitted on November 13, 2007.
11 Records of number of heads of the four farms, paper-copies, submitted on November 13/14, 2007.
12 On-site questionnaires for the four farms, filled out during the on-site audit, 13/14.11.2007
13 Technical plans about the biodigesters, paper-copies, submitted on November 14, 2007.
14 Evidence that farm Reno Bohrz is member of the cooperative Cotriba, paper-copy, submitted on November 14, 2007.
15 Methodology AMS 11I-D: methane recovery in agricultural and agro industrial activities, version 13.
16 IPCC: Revised 2006 Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories
17 IPCC: 2000, Good Practice Guidance

TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
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18 Baseline calculation excel-sheets “Plantel Cotriba” and “Reducoes atuais english”, excel-files, submitted on November 22, 2007.
19 Measurement of GPS coordinates during the on-site audit, 13/14.11.2007.
20 Attachment A to Appendix B of the simplified modalities and procedures for small-scal CDM project activities.
21 Validation and Verification Manual, IETA/World Bank (PCF), http://www.vvmanual.info
22 Contract between Avesuy and Amazon about the construction of biodigesters, from 12/11/2007, jpg-files, submitted on December 07,
2007.

23 Assessment of the equipment parts (AVESUY), jpg-files, submitted on December 07, 2007.

24 Declaration issued by AVESUY (07.01.2008) confirming the use of enclosed flares in the project activity.

25 Revised calculation sheets “Emission reductions 1-4”, excel-files, submitted on February 11, 2008

26 Final Project Design Document “COTRIBA Swine Waste Management System Project “, word and pdf-file, version 04, 07.02.2008,
submitted on February 08, 2008.

27 Technical specifications, Pressure Transmitter LD301, pdf-file, submitted on January 23, 2008.

28 Technical specifications, Roots Meter, pdf-file, submitted on January 23, 2008.

29 National Standards, INMETRO, N° 114 from 16.10.1997, pdf-file, submitted on January 23, 2008.

30 International Recommendation, OIML R 32, 1989, International Organization of legal metrology, pdf-file, submitted on January 23, 2008.

31 Declaration of Avesuy about training, 07.01.2008, jpg-file, submitted on January 16,2008.

32 First Brazilian Inventory of anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, Background reports, EMBRAPA, MST, 2002, pdf-file, submitted on
February 11, 2008

33 EMBRAPA Solids Separator1, pdf-file, submitted on February 11, 2008

34 EMBRAPA Anaerobic lagoon1, pdf-file, submitted on February 11, 2008.

35 EMBRAPA Anaerobic digester1, pdf-file, submitted on February 11, 2008.

TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
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36 Technician criteria for ambient licensing of new enterprises destined to the swine culture, pdf-file, submitted on February 11, 2008.

TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH




