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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 under the Voluntary Carbon Standard
(VCS). Validation is part of the VCS 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 VCS board. The ultimate decision on the
registration of a proposed project activity rests at the VCS Registry operator.

The project activity discussed by this validation report has been submitted
under the project title:

“Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project”

1.2 Scope and Criteria

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

The Voluntary Carbon Standard (VCS) 2007.1

VCS Program Guidelines 2007.1

Applicable CDM baselines and monitoring methodologies
Management systems and auditing methods

Environmental issues relevant to the sector

Applicable environmental and social impacts and aspects of VCS
project activity

Sector specific technologies and their applications

Current technical and operational knowledge of the specific sectoral
scope and information on best practice.

YV VVVVVY

The validation is not meant to provide any consulting towards the project
proponent (PP). However, stated requests for clarifications, corrective actions
and/or forwards actions may provide input for improvement of the project
design.

Once TUV SUD receives a first VCS project document (VCS PD) version,
document review is started to check the applicability and completeness of the
information. At the end of the validation process, the final VCS PD will form
the basis for the final evaluation as presented in this report.

The purpose of the validation is its use during the registration process as part
of the VCS project cycle. Hence, TUV SUD cannot 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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1.3 VCS project Description

The project activity involves voluntary expansion of the Clinton Landfill # 2
landfill gas management system to capture and destroy methane that would be
partially released to the atmosphere, via combustion engines. The system
includes wells, piping, blowers, meters and valves; a back-up open flare; two
1.6 MW Caterpillar engine generator sets; gas conditioning equipment, a
building to house the generators and associated interconnection and metering
devices.

The project is located at 9560 Heritage Road in Clinton, lllinois 61727 in Dewitt
County.

1.4 Level of assurance

The review of project documentation and the subsequent follow-up interviews
should provide TUV SUD with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfilment of
all defined criteria set for registration under the Voluntary Carbon Standard
Guidelines 2007.1.

The project activity shall demonstrate, based on applied methodology that it is
not a likely baseline scenario and hence emission reductions attributable to the
project are additional to any that would occur in the absence of the project
activity. With project implemented as designed, the estimated emission
reductions as specified in the final project documents version is likely to be
achieved.

2 Methodology

The project assessment applies standard auditing techniques to assess the
correctness of the information provided by the project participants. The assessment
is based on the “Clean Development Mechanism Validation and Verification Manual”
version 01. The work starts with appointment of team covering the technical
scope(s), sectoral scope(s) and relevant host country experience for evaluating the
VCS project activity. Once the project is made available for the stakeholder
consultation process, members of the team carry out the desk review, follow-up
actions, resolution of issues identified and finally preparation of the validation report.
The prepared validation report and other supporting documents then undergo an
internal quality control by the CB “climate and energy” before submission to the PP.

In order to ensure transparency, assumptions are clear and explicitly stated; the
background material is clearly referenced. TUV SUD developed methodology-
specific checklists and protocol customised for the project. 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 purposes:
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It organises, details and clarifies the requirements a VCS project is expected to

meet;

It ensures a transparent validation process where the assessment team will
document how a particular requirement has been validated and the result of the
validation and any adjustment made to the project design.

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

The completed validation protocols are enclosed in Annex 1a — Validation Protocol
applicable to ACM0001 Version 10 and Annex 1b — Validation Protocol applicable to
Tool for demonstration and assessment of additionality Version 5.2 to this report.

Validation Protocol Table 1: Conformity of Project activity and PDD

Checklist Reference Comments PDD in GSP Final PDD
Topic /
Question
The checklist is | Gives The section is | Conclusions are | Conclusions are
organised in | reference to | used to elaborate | presented based on | presented in the
sections documents and discuss the | the assessment of | same manner based
following the | where  the | checklist question | the first PDD | on the assessment
arrangement of | answer to | and/or the | version. This is|of the final PDD
the applied | the checklist | conformance to | either acceptable | version and further
PDD version. | question or | the question. It is | based on evidence | documents including
Each section is | item is found | further used to | provided (42), or a | assumptions
then further | in case the | explain the | Corrective Action | presented in the
sub-divided. comment conclusions Request (CAR) due | documentation.
The lowest level | refers to | reached. In some | to non-compliance
constitutes a | documents cases sub- | with the checklist
checklist other  than | checklist are | question (See
guestion / | the PDD. applied indicating | below).
criterion. yes/no  decisions | Clarification

on the compliance | Request (CR) s

with the stated |used when the

criterion. Any | validation team has

Request has to be
substantiated
within this column

identified a need for
further clarification.
Forward action
request to highlight
issues related to
project
implementation that
require review
during the first
verification.
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Validation Protocol Table 2: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification
Requests

Clarifications and | Ref. to | Summary of project | Validation team conclusion
corrective action | table 1 owner response

requests

If the conclusions | Reference | The responses given | This section should
from table 1 are|to the | by the client or other | summarise the discussion on
either a Corrective | checklist project  participants | and revision to project
Action, a | question during the | documentation together with
Clarification or a | number in [ communications with | the validation team’s
Forward action | Table 1 | the validation team | responses and final
Request, these | where the | should be | conclusions. The conclusions
should be listed in | issue is | summarised in this | should be reflected in Table
this section. explained. section. 1, under “Final PDD".

In case of a denial of the project activity more detailed information on this decision
will be presented in table 3.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Unresolved Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Clarifications and | Id. of | Explanation of the Conclusion for Denial
corrective action | CAR/CR 1

requests

If the final conclusions | Identifier of | This section should present a detail explanation,
from table 2 results in a | the why the project is finally considered not to be in
denial the referenced | Request. compliance with a criterion with a clear reference
request should be listed in to the requirement which is not complied with.
this section.

2.1 Review of Document

A first version of the VCS PD was submitted to the DOE in April 2009. The
first PD version submitted by the PP and additional background documents
related to the project design and baseline were reviewed to verify the
correctness, credibility and interpretation of the presented information,
furthermore a cross check between information provided and information from
other sources (if available) have been done as initial step of the validation
process. A complete list of all documents and proofs reviewed is attached in
Annex 2 to this report.

2.2 Follow-up Interviews

On 22 April 2009 TUV SUD performed interviews and physical site inspection
with project stakeholders to confirm relevant information and to resolve issues
identified in the first document review. The table below provides a list of all
persons interviewed in this context.
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Name

Organisation

Adam Stein (Emission Reduction
Project Manager)

TerraPass, Inc.

Edwin Ingalls (Dewitt Energy General
Manager)

DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC

Ryan Ingalls (Dewitt Energy Plant
Operator)

DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC

2.3 Resolution of any material discrepancy

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 positive 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 validation protocols in Annex 1a and 1b.

The final VCS PD that was submitted in October 2009 serves as the basis for
the final assessment presented herewith. Changes are not considered to be
significant with respect to the qualification of the project as a VCS project
based on the two main objectives, i.e. to achieve a reduction of anthropogenic
GHG emissions and to contribute to a sustainable development.

3 Validation Findings

3.1 Project Design

The following description of the project as per VCS PD could be verified during
the on-site visit.

The project will reduce methane emissions that will be released partially to the
atmosphere in the Clinton Landfill # 2 through expansion of the gas collection
system to capture and destroy the LFG via the combustion engines. Prior to
project activity, the landfil gas management system collected gas and
destroyed it in an open flare with a flow capacity of 550 scfm to maintain
suction on the well field and maintain compliance with state and federal
regulations. The expansion of the system for electricity generation allows the
combustion equipment to draw gas at an average of 1,100 to 1,200 scfm to
power two 1.6 MW generators. The project activity seeks credit for voluntary
emission reductions over and above the compliance system.

The technology used in the project consists of landfill gas conditioning skid,
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blowers, two engine-generator sets, meters and recorders to monitor project
activity and building to enclose the generator sets.

The project is an expansion of the existing gas management system for
electricity generation.

The project is owned and operated by DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC. The
project receives gas from Clinton Landfill, Inc., a private landfill operator that
owns and operates the Clinton Landfill, including the associated well field and
gas collection system. Clinton Landfill has no direct involvement in the
operation or ownership of the project, other than to deliver gas to the project
site.

DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC signed a contract with Royal Energy
Resources, Inc (for Clinton Landfill No. 2) for rights to develop an energy
project using landfill gas in February 2004 (IRL 12). The project achieved
commercial operation in 24 January 2007. The crediting period is proposed to
last for 10 years starting 01 July 2009. The crediting period did not coincide
with project start because project monitoring was not compliant with VCS
requirements during the first years of operation.

On meeting the requirements of VCS 2007.1 on start date and crediting start
date, the project proponent provided proof of contract with a different validation
team dated 31 October 2008 (IRL 32) and proof of acceptance by VCS
Association that such contract is compliant with VCS requirements even if the
proof of contracting applies to a different entity than the party performing the
validation work (IRL 41).

The project has not participated in another emission trading programme and
has not been rejected under other GHG programme.

The information presented in the project description on the technical design is
consistent with the actual planning and implementation of the project activity as
confirmed by:

e review of data and information (see annex 2), cross check the same
with other sources if available.

e An on-site visit has been performed and relevant stakeholder and
personnel with knowledge of the project were interviewed, in case of
doubt further cross checks through additional interviews have been
done.

e Finally information related to similar projects or technologies as the
project activity have been used if available to confirm the accuracy and
completeness of the project description.

In light of the above, TUV SUD confirms that the project description as
included to the VCS PD is sufficiently accurate and complete in order to
comply with the requirements of the VCS.
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3.2 Baseline
A. Applicability of the selected methodology

Compliance with each applicability condition as listed in the chosen baseline
and monitoring methodology “Consolidated baseline and monitoring
methodology for landfill gas project activities, ACM001, Version 10" has been
demonstrated.

The assessment was carried out for each applicability criteria and included
among others the compliance check of the local project setting with the
applicability conditions in regard to baseline setting and eligible project
measures. This assessment also included the review of secondary sources
which sustain that applicability conditions are complied with.

The Methodology specific protocol included to the Annexes 1a and 1b
document the assessment process, including the steps taken. The results on
the compliance check as well as the relevant evidence are explicitly presented
in annexes 1a and 1b.

TUV SUD confirms that the chosen baseline and monitoring methodology is
applicable to the project activity.

Emission sources which are not addressed by the applied methodology and
which are expected to contribute more than 1% of the overall expected
average annual emissions reduction have not been identified.

B. Project boundary

The project boundary was assessed in the context of physical site inspection,
interviews, and on the secondary evidence received on the design of the
project.

The spatial extent of the project boundary comprises the landfill, landfill gas
capture system, generators and the open flare. The generated electricity is
sold to the local grid however, displacement of fossil fuels resulting from this
activity is not included in this project. The most relevant documentation
assessed in order to confirm the project boundary are following:

> lllinois Environmental Protection Agency Construction permit (IRL 21)

> Self-certification of qualifying facility status for a proposed small power
production facility (IRL 27)

> Project boundary correspondence (IRL 45)

Hence TUV SUD confirms that the identified boundary and the selected

sources and gases as documented in the PDD are justified for the project

activity.

C. Baseline Identification

In the project document the following baseline scenario has been defined:
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Landfill gas is partially captured and subsequently flared. In the absence of
the project activity, the operation of the existing landfill gas collection system
and flare shall be continued to maintain compliance with the regulation, “Title
35: Environmental Protection, Subtitle B: Air Pollution. Chapter I: Pollution
Control Board, Subchapter c: Emission standards and limitations for stationary
sources Part 220 Nonmethane Organic Compounds” or otherwise known as
“35 lllinois Administrative Code (IAC), Part 220”.

The information presented in the VCS PD has been validated by a first
document review of all the data, further confirmation based on the on-site visit
and a final step by cross checking the information with similar relevant projects
and/or technologies. The sources referenced in the PDD have been quoted
correctly. The information was cross-checked based on verifiable and credible
sources, such as:

» 2004 Annual Facility Report per 35 Il. Adm. Code 813.504 and Gas
Monitoring Report for Clinton Landfill 2 (IRL 20)

» Title V- Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) Permit and Title | Permit -
Clinton Landfill # 2 (IRL 24)

TUV SUD has determined that no reasonable alternative scenario has been
excluded.

Based on the validated assumptions on calculations TUV SUD considers that
the identified baseline scenario is reasonable.

TUV SUD confirms that all relevant VCS requirements, including relevant and /
or sectoral policies and circumstances, have been identified correctly taken into
account in the definition of the baseline scenario.

A verifiable description of the baseline scenario has been included to the PD.
D. Additionality

The additionality of the project has been presented in the PD using the VCS
additionality project test (http://www.v-c-
s.org/docs/Voluntary%20Carbon%20Standard%202007 1.pdf ) in combination
with the Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality version 5.2
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/tools/am-tool-01-
v5.2.pdf). The project test includes Step 1: Regulatory surplus; Step 2:
Implementation barriers (investment barrier) and Step 3: Common practice. In
VCS Step 2 and Step 3 the benchmark analysis and common practice analysis
of the Additionality Tool are used, respectively.

The approach use in the VCS PD has been assessed first based on a
document review, where following relevant documents have been reviewed:

¢ Investment Analysis, Clinton Landfill 2 Project (IRL 4)showing in a clear
and transparent manner the investment costs, the revenues (other than
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VSC project) considered, as well as the Internal Rate of Return with and
without the project activity.

e Landfill gas purchase agreement between DeWitt Energy Associates,
LLC and Royal Energy Resources, Inc showing that carbon credits were
considered prior to project start (IRL 48).

e Environmental permits (IRL18, IRL 19, IRL 24 and IRL 40)

On site the additionality has been discussed principally with: Adam Stein,
emission reduction project manager.

Finally the data, rationales, assumptions, justifications and documentation
provided have been check using local knowledge and sectoral and financial
expertise. This information was confirmed through the following
documentation:

e Commercial operation date (IRL 34)
e PPA Sales — DeWitt Renewable Energy Facility, Clinton, IL (IRL 15)

¢ Annex 6 of VCS Project Document: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and
Combustion Project Version 1.45 (IRL 31)

Based on this validation steps we can confirm that the documentation
assessed is appropriate for this project.

D.1 Regulatory test

The regulatory test requires that the project is not mandated by any enforced
law, statute or other regulatory framework to reduce GHG emissions. In the US
there are no mandatory regulations requiring reduction of GHG emissions.

The US Clean Air Act however, requires installation of gas collection and
combustion system to maintain compliance with air regulation specifically
stipulated under:

e Emission Guidelines and Standards of Performance for MSW landfills
(EG & NSPS)

e 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts Cc (http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cqi/t/text/text-
idx?c=ecfr&sid=15fd70fb2bfbbdd4ac707713617fe1e0&rgn=div6&view=t
ext&node=40:6.0.1.1.1.6&idno=40 )

e 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart WWW (http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cqi/t/text/text-
idx?c=ecfr;sid=f00db0d5f7157425ca1d835392face10;rgn=div6;view=tex
t:node=40%3A6.0.1.1.1.88;idno=40;cc=ecfr )

e 35 lllinois Administrative Code (IAC), Part 220 — Emission Standards
and Limitations for Stationary Sources — Nonmethane Organic
Compounds
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(http://www.ipcb.state.il.us/SLR/IPCBandIEPAEnvironmentalReqgulations
-Title35.asp )

The project document demonstrates that baseline scenario is partial release of
gas due to mandatory landfill gas capture or destruction requirements because
of safety issues and local environmental regulations. The project proponent
took into account the capture of methane generated in the baseline in
accordance with ACM 0001, Version 10.

D.2 Implementation Barriers

The project proponent chose investment barrier.  Project faces capital or
investment return constraints that can be overcome by the additional revenues
associated with the generation of VCUs. Step 2 of “Tool for the assessment
and demonstration of additionality” — Benchmark Analysis was adopted.

The parameters used in the financial calculations have been validated based
on a revision of the sources presented in the project document. The following
parameters had been crosschecked:

1. Equity IRR for benchmark analysis of 15 percent was based on average rate
of return for most types of landfill gas to energy projects compiled by the US
Environmental Protection Agency (IRL 43). Compilation of USEPA
indicates that desired rate of return (ROR) ranges from 12% TO 18% for
most types of power projects. Outside equity investors generally expect a
ROR of 15% to 20% or more depending on the project risk profile. The
portion of project investment cost that is financed by equity is 77%. As the
ROR reflects the early-stage of investment situation where project risks are
typically higher, the 15% equity IRR is considered adequate.

2. O&M cost of US$0.015/kWh was based on project owner's pro forma
planning documents (IRL 47). The O&M escalator was based on the
average inflation rate. Ten years prior to financial closure, the inflation rate
averaged 2.5% per year (IRL 49).

3. Renewable Energy Credit Price of US$ 5 was verified against the REC
prices indicated in the PPA Sales invoice of DeWitt Renewable Energy
Associates, LLC to Ameren (IRL 15). The invoice was dated 01 March
2007, two months after the project start date. This is consistent with the pro
forma financial planning tool the developers used to model the project.

4. The gas license payment was based on the actual purchase agreement
between the project developers and the landfill operator at the time of
closure, starting at US$9.79 per engine per operating hour in 2007 to
US$10.25 per engine operating hour in 2008 and 2008 (IRL 48).

5. Electricity prices were taken from power purchase agreement between
Ameren Energy Marketing Company and DeWitt Energy Associates, LLCs
entered into last August 2005 starting at US$0.0350 per kWh during the first
year of operation (IRL 44, CONFIDENTIAL). The electricity price indicated
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in the PPA Sales invoice of DeWitt Renewable Energy Associates, LLC to
Ameren is consistent with the power purchase agreement (IRL 15).

The financial calculation has been completely checked, all the calculations files
were checked and no mistakes have been found. Hence it can be confirmed
that the calculations are correct.

D.3 Common practice analysis

The project region for the common practice analysis has been defined as State
of lllinois in the United States of America. The project activity’s technology can
be found in different country regions, where different situations can appear.
Hence the region has been defined taken into account the kind of technology
and the industry type. The assessment team has revised the approach
presented in the project document and can confirm that the relevant
parameters such as location, scale, comparable environment with respect to
regulatory framework, investment climate, access to financing have been taken
into account in order to define the region to be used for the common practice.

The assessment team has revised official sources such as U.S. EPA’s Landfill
Methane Outreach Program (LMOP) database
(http://www.epa.gov/Imop/proj/xis/opprjsimopdata.xls ). This information
confirms that the list of similar projects presented in the VCS PD is complete.

All similar projects that are not a VCS project have been checked firstly by a
review of all documents provided in Annex 6 of the VCS PD. Furthermore the
essential distinctions between these projects and the VCS project under
validation have been confirmed using Annex 6- Analysis of Common Practice
in the VCS PD for South Barrington Landfill and the financial analysis division
staff report to the commission
(http://www.icc.illinois.gov/downloads/public/edocket/217458.pdf ) indicating
that South Barrington LFGE project was ensured a long term price for its
electricity pegged to retail prices making it more financially viable. Unlike
South Barrington LFGE project, the price paid for electricity generated by the
Clinton landfill project was negotiated wholesale rate.

Hence it can be confirmed that the proposed VCS activity is not a common
practice in the defined region.

3.3 Monitoring Plan

The monitoring plan presented in the PDD complies with the requirement of
the methodology. The assessment team has checked all the parameters
presented in the monitoring plan against the requirements of the methodology;
no deviations relevant for the project activity have been found in the plan.

The procedures have been revised by the assessment team through document
review and interviews with the relevant personnel; this information together
with a physical inspection allows the assessment team to confirm that the
proposed monitoring plan is feasible within the project design. The major
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parameters to be monitored have been discussed with the PPs especially
regarding the location of the meters, the data management and in general the
quality assurance and quality control procedures to be implemented in the
context of the project.

The amount of landfill gas combusted in the power plant (LFGelectictyy ) IS
measured on a continuous basis using a flow meter. Data are logged and
entered into a custom software tool which aggregates the data in an online
database and generates periodic reports. Data are to be aggregated monthly
and yearly. Data will be submitted to TerraPass Inc. in electronic format on a
quarterly basis. TerraPass Inc. performs the additional quality assurance
check, resolve quality issues as needed and store the data in a standardized
database format for use in calculating emission reduction. Calibration of
measuring instrument shall be implemented by a factory authorized technician
on an annual basis.

Hence it is expected that the PPs will be able to implement the monitoring plan
and the emission reductions achieved can be reported ex-post and verified.

Calculation of GHG Emissions

Baseline Emissions

TUV SUD has assessed the calculations of project emissions, baseline
emissions and leakage and emission reductions. Corresponding calculations
were carried out based on calculation spreadsheets. The parameters and
equations presented in the VCS PD and further documentation have been
compared with the information and requirements presented in the methodology
and respective tools. The equation comparison has been made explicitly
following all the formulae presented in the calculation files.

The calculation of the baseline emissions followed the procedures described in
the methodology ACM0001 Version 10. This methodology requires the use of
the “Tool to determine methane emissions avoided from disposal of waste at
the solid waste disposal site, version 4
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/tools/am-tool-04-v4.pdf)
which shows the calculation to estimate the amount of methane produced by
the landfill in the absence of the project activity, through the multiphase first
order decay model.

The adjustment factor AF is 32.1 percent. There is a legal requirement to
install a gas collection system and flare to control non-methane organic
compounds to comply with federal and state requirements. The assessment
team has validated this information according to 35 lllinois Administrative Act

Part 220. AF was calculated based on the baseline destruction efficiency (€gy)
of 16.1 percent and destruction efficiency by the project activity (Epr) of 50

percent. Epry shall be determined annually during the crediting period. The
baseline destruction efficiency was calculated from the amount of methane
destroyed historically measured (MDyst) for the previous year before the start
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of the project (in 2006). The destruction efficiency of the baseline system (egy)
is 16.1 percent

Since no emission reduction is claimed for the fossil fuel or electricity
displacement, the baseline emissions of the industries involved are not
considered in the baseline Emissions estimation.

The assumptions and data used to determine the emission reductions are
listed in the PDD and all the sources have been checked and confirmed.

Based on the information reviewed it can be confirmed that the sources used
are correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD.

The values presented in the PDD are considered reasonable based on the
documentation reviewed, further references and the result of the interviews.

The baseline methodology has been correctly applied following the
requirements.

Project Emissions

The identified project emissions are project emissions from flaring and project
emissions from electricity consumption. Project equipment will be powered by
the electricity generated by the project except during times that the engines are
maintained or repaired.

Regarding the emission factor, a default value of 1.3 tCO2/MWh will be used to
calculate project emissions from electricity consumption. This default value is

correctly applied since the “Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or leakage

emissions from electricity consumption”, version 1

(http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/tools/am-tool-05-v1.pdf )
mentions that the value can be applicable to project emissions from electricity
consumption from the grid (Scenario A, option A2,a) ). Also a default value of
20% will be used to determine the average technical transmission and

distribution losses, as stated in the followed methodology.

The project activity will not require the use of other fossil fuel, thus they are not
considered in the calculations.

The project emissions from the flare will be calculated with the “Tool to
determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane” through a
continuous monitoring of the methane destruction efficiency calculations.

Based on the information reviewed it can be confirmed that the sources used
are correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD. The values presented in the
PDD are considered reasonable based on the documentation reviewed, further
references and the result of the interviews.

Detailed information on the verification of the parameters used in the equations
can be found in Annexes 1a and 1b.
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VCS 2007 Validation Report

Leakage
No leakage emissions are to be taken on account in this methodology.
Emission Reductions

In summary, the calculation of the baseline emissions; project emissions, and
the emission reductions, respectively, can be considered as correct.

Environmental Impact

US federal and State of lllinois environmental regulations do not require the
conduct of an environmental impact assessment. The VCS PD has included
all the permits and licenses required as listed below:

1. lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) Construction permit to
DeWitt Energy dated 15 March 2005

2. Department of Planning and Development Building Permit 23 February
2005

3. The IEPA Dept. of Air issued permit No. 039808AAE on May 18, 2005 for
operation of the generators, pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21 (b)6; 35 IAC
203.112 and 203.136; lllinois Administration code 2116130; and Sec.
39.5(1) of lllinois

4. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission granted permit no. QF-07-64-
000 under Federal Energy Regulatory Act 556: self-certification of
qualifying facility status for a proposed small power generation facility.

5. Landfill currently operates under IEPA Permit No. 0398080007 issued 25
August 2008 and expiring 1 August 2012.

Comments by stakeholders

The project proponent conducted meetings with local zoning board,
association of local business leaders, Central lllinois Mayor’s association and
local press appearance to explain the project, respond to questions related to
the project. The outreach effort did not yield any significant feedback from the
community. The project was regarded as uncontroversial and positive to
community development.

TUV SUD Project No.: 600500342 Page: 16



VCS 2007 Validation Report

4 Validation conclusion

TUV SUD has performed a validation of the following proposed VCS project
activity:

“Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project”

Standard auditing techniques have been used for the validation of the project.

Methodology-specific checklists and protocol customised for the project have
been prepared to carry out the audit and present the outcome in a
transparent and comprehensive manner.

The review of the project design documentation, the subsequent follow-up
interviews and the further cross check of references have provided TUV SUD
with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfillment of stated criteria in the
protocol. In our opinion, the project meets all relevant VCS requirements.
Hence TUV SUD will recommend the project for registration by the VCS
Board.

An analysis as provided by the applied methodology demonstrates that the
proposed project activity 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
reductions as specified within the final PDD version.

Based on review of recognized registries of VER standards and an analysis
of Internet sources, TUV SUD has not detected indications that the same
project activity is included to other standards or schemes intended to
generate Voluntary Emission Reductions or renewable energy certificates.
This was furthermore confirmed in writing by the project participants (IRL 51).
Nonetheless, as double counting cannot be fully excluded based on the
assessment carried, TUV SUD refrains from any liabilities related to the
potential double counting of carbon rights.

The ownership of the carbon rights are considered to be held by the project
participant. This conclusion has been reached based on the fact that the
participant (IRL13) is operator of the plant resulting in the emission
reductions. This was sustained by the landfill gas purchase agreement
between DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC and Royal Energy Resources, Inc
for Clinton Landfill No. 2 (IRL48) and Clinton Landfill 2 Permit No. 1996-102-
LFM to develop and operate the landfill (IRL 40). However, as the holding of
carbon rights may be impacted by other legislation or contracts not subject to
the audit service, TUV SUD refrains from any liabilities related to the legal
holding of carbon rights.
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The validation is based on the information made available to us and the
engagement conditions detailed in this report. The validation has been
performed following the VVM requirements. The only purpose of this report is
its use during the registration process as part of the VCS project cycle.

Hence, TUV SUD cannot be held liable by any party for decisions made or
not made based on the validation opinion, which will go beyond that purpose.

Munich, 12-11-2009 Munich, 12-11-2009
SV IR a//"/ a gc ! 5(
Thomas Kleiser Martin Schroder
Certification Body “climate and energy” Assessment Team Leader
TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH TUV SUD Industrie Service GmbH
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
PPD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
A. General description of project activity
A.1. Title of the project activity
identify the unique VCS activity? Combustion Project” clearly identify the unique project activity.
Are there any indication concerning the revi- 1 Yes. VCS PD Version 1.1 dated March 12, 2009 %} %}
sion number and the date of the revision?
The final PD submitted is Version 1.51 dated 12 November 2009
Is this consistent with the time line of the pro- | 1, 32 | The project achieved financial closure on December 20, 2005. CL No. ]
ject’s history? Commercial operation started Feb 2007. A contract was entered 1

into for project validation according to VCS standard was estab-
lished last October 31, 2008. The PP is requesting the crediting
period will start May 1, 2009.

Clarification Request No. 1.
1. Provide proof of contracting on October 31, 2008 and
reason for the termination of contract.
2. Explain why crediting period does not coincide with
start of project operation. Provide proof of start of
commercial operation.

During on-site audit, PP provided e-mail from VCS confirming that
project is eligible to proceed with validation contract entered into
before 19 Nov 2008. Proof of contracting was shown.

The crediting period (May 2009) does not coincide with the project
start (Feb 2007) because monitoring equipment compliant to
monitoring requirements of methodology are not installed.

Update start of crediting period

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10 Page 1 of 68
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Project Title:
Date of Completion:
Project No.:

12 November 2009
600500342

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

A.2. Description of the project activity

Is the description delivering a transparent 1 Yes, the overview of the project activity is transparent. The project CAR 4]
overview of the project activities? activity will introduce additional equipment to improve capture and No. 1

destruction of methane from existing system that partially releases

the LFG gas to meet federal/state/local regulations.

Corrective Action Request No.1.
Describe landfill waste design capacity in the PD.

What proofs are available demonstrating that | 1, Clarification Request No. 2. CL No. M
the project description is in compliance with 32, During on-site visit provide the following: 2
the actual situation or planning? 27 1. On guidance by VCS secretariat on project boundary,

proof or personal correspondence with acting VCS
Program Manager on Feb 5, 2008 as indicated in the
PD.

2. Diagram (map) of collection system showing gas ex-
traction devices including proposed site for future col-
lection expansion and locations of any areas excluded
from collection. Delineate the added equipment for
project activity.

3. Provide feasibility study report for the project activity

4. Submit the project schedule including the tasks al-
ready realized

During the on-site visit the following were shown/provide: Guid-
ance by VCS secretariat, map showing collection system; proofs
of project start date. 5, 2008 as indicated in the PD.

In Section 7 of the PD indicate month project monitoring will start
and project activity VCS revalidation

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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&

Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Is the information provided by these proofs 1, Yes ] M
consistent with the information provided by 16,
the PDD? 29
Is all information presented consistent with 1, Yes %} M
details provided by further chapters of the 16,
PDD? 29
Which project category as part of a GHG pro- | 1 The project activity falls under Sectoral Scope 13 — Waste Han- ] ]
gram that has been approved by the VCS dling and Disposal under Clean Development Mechanism.
Board was chose? Is it specified if the project This is not a grouped project.
is a grouped project?
Are the conditions before project start ade- 1 Corrective Action Reguest No.2. CAR %]
quately described? The PD is not clear on the total amount of waste in place No. 2
prior to project start. Provide information
A.3. Project participants
Is the form required for the indication of pro- The form is not applicable for VCS project. 4] %}
ject participants correctly applied?
Section 1.15 of PD list the project participants and their roles as
follows:
Project owner: DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC
Edwin Ingalls, General Manager, eingalls@edgewaternet.com
Project proponent, developer of the PD, and purchaser of the
credits: TerraPass, Inc.
Adam Stein, Senior Project Manager, Carbon Management Ser-
vices, adam@terrapass.com
Is the participation of the listed entities or Par- | 1, The PDD indicated that a contract exist between the project par- CL No ]
ties confirmed by each one of them? 12, ticipants. To be verified during on-site visit. 3
13 Clarification Request No. 3.
1. Submit documentation where the entities involved
applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10 Page 3 of 68
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

confirm their participation in the project (i.e., between
Dewitt Energy and TerraPass).

2. Clarify difference between project owner and propo-
nent. Who is the landfill operator

The PP submitted the Landfill Gas Purchase Contract between
DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC and Royal Energy Resources,
Inc. for Clinton Landfill No. 2 and the Verified Emission Reduc-
tions Consignment Agreement between TerraPass, Inc. and De-
Witt Energy Associates LLC

Is all information on participants / Parties pro- | 1, To be further verified during on-site visit. %} %}
vided in consistency with details provided by | 12, | Annex 1 is not applicable for VCS PD. Information on participants
furthe)rochapters of the PDD (in particular an- | 13 | should be provided in Section 1.15 and Section 8.
nex 1)~
A.4. Technical description of the project activity
Location of the project activity
A4.1.1. Does the information provided on the 1, 22 CLNo. | M
location of the project activity allow for a clear Clarification Request No. 4. 4
identification of the site(s)? Label project site clearly on the map provided. GPS coor-
dinates do not match with the CAAP report. Identify at
which part of the project site coordinates were taken.
PP confirmed that coordinates given in PD is in the center
of the landfill site.
applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10 Page 4 of 68
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
A.4.1.2. How is it ensured and/or demonstrated, | 1 CAR 4]
that the project proponents can implement Corrective Action Request No.3. No. 3
mtﬁggte?ct )tgls site (ownership, licenses, PD is not clear on the ownership/operation of the Clinton Landfill #
7 2 and the interfacing between the landfill owner and project pro-
ponent (i.e., Dewitt Energy) during implementation of project activ-
ity.
Category(ies) of project activity
A.4.2.1. To which category(ies) does the project | 1,5 | Yes, the project category is correctly identified and indicated in CAR ]
activity belonging to? Is the category cor- Section 1.2 of the PD. The project type is waste handling and No. 4
rectly identified and indicated? disposal.
The baseline and monitoring methodology used is CDM Method-
ology- ACMO0O001 Version 9.1 (Scope 13) - Consolidated baseline
and monitoring methodology for landfill gas project activities.
Corrective Action Reguest No.4.
Revise PD according to the latest version of the methodol-
ogy ACMO0001 Version 10.
Technology to be employed by the project activity
A.4.3.1. Does the technical design of the project | 1 Yes, the PD describes that the project activity complies with envi- | See CL ]
activity reflect current good practices? ronmental regulations, reduces GHG emissions and recovers No. 2

energy for electricity generation. The technology will enhance the
capacity to collect gas.

The technical design shall be verified during on-site visit.
See CL No. 2

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
The design was checked during on-site visit
A.4.3.2. Does the description of the technology | 1 Yes, there is a complete and transparent description of the tech- | See CL ]
to be applied provide sufficient and transpar- nology applied under the project activity in the PD. No. 2
ent input/ information to evaluate its impact The type of technology employed and its capacity shall be cor-
on the greenhouse gas balance? roborated during on-site visit.
See CL No. 2
The design was checked during on-site visit
A.4.3.3. Does the implementation of the project No, technology implemented is from the host country. %} %}
activity require any technology transfer from
annex-l-countries to the host country(ies)?
A.4.3.4. Is the technology implemented by the 21, The PD indicates compliance to environmental regulations. In- %} %}
project activity environmentally safe? 22, formation provided in the PD shall be checked during on-site visit.
52 Checked during on-site visit.
25,
26,
28
A.4.3.5. Is the information provided in compli- 21, To be corroborated during on-site visit. See CL 4]
ance with actual situation or planning? 22, See CL No. 2. No. 2
gi Checked during on-site visit
25,
26,
28
A.4.3.6. Does the project use state of the art 21, The project proposes to improve LFG collection and methane ] ]
technology and / or does the technology re- 22, destruction over and above those achieved by the gas collection
sult in a significantly better performance than | 23, system in the baseline scenario. The baseline scenario is con-
any commonly used technologies in the host | 24, tinuous operation of an active methane recovery and destruction
country? 25, system to maintain compliance with 35 IAC, Part 220.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 6 of 68




Annex la - Validation Protocol
Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

0

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
26,
28

A.4.3.7. Is the project technology likely to be No, the technology selected is not likely to be substituted within ] %}
substituted by other or more efficient tech- the crediting period.
nologies within the project period? To be confirmed during on-site visit.

Confirmed during on-site visit

A.4.3.8. Does the project require extensive ini- | 1 Yes, implementation of project activity requires qualified person- CL No. ]
tial training and maintenance efforts in order nel. 5
to be carried out as scheduled during the pro- Clarification Request No. 5.
ject period?

1. Provide during on-site visit: training, operation, main-
tenance and quality control procedures and monitoring
program/plan.

2. Describe capacity building conducted to realize project
activity GHG monitoring, maintenance and reporting
requirements.

During on-site visit procedures that require personnel training
were submitted.

A.4.3.9. Is information available on the demand | 1, See CL No. 5 See CL 4]
and requirements for training and mainte- 29, No. 5
nance? 30,

35

A.4.3.10. Is a schedule available for the imple- Yes, schedule is available. Project activity is already imple- ] ]
mentation of the project and are there any mented
risks for delays?

applicable to ACMO0001, Ver.10 Page 7 of 68
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Project Title:
Date of Completion:
Project No.:

12 November 2009
600500342

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

Estimated amount of emission reductions over the chosen crediting period

A.4.4.1. Is the form required for the indication of | 1 Yes. Section 1.3 presents the emission reduction per year during | CL No. |
projected emission reductions correctly ap- the crediting period, the total GHG emission reduction and the 6
plied? annual average.
Clarification Request No. 6.
Provide source of emission reduction calculation in Sec-
tion 1.3 of PD
A.4.4.2. Are the figures provided consistent with Yes, the figures shown in Section 1.3 are consistent with other ™ ™
other data presented in the PDD? figures presented in the PDD.
A.4.4.3. Is it a: The project does not concern to any of the categories described 4] %}
a) micro project (less than 5,000 tonnes CO2 equiva- (micro project neither mega project) Tthe estimated average
b) mega project (more than 1,000,000 tonnes CO2 ggagﬁnzh;aoplg)ﬁ) (;t;;g?;’:lr;? tgﬁr'oeda\g'” start 01 July 2009 and end
equivalent emission reductions per year)? years.
Public funding of the project activity
A.4.5.1. Is the information provided on public No, there is no public funding. %} %}
funding provided in compliance with the ac-
tual situation or planning as available by the
project participants?
A.4.5.2. Is all information provided consistent Yes, it is consistent. ™ |
with the details given in remaining chapters Annex 2 is not applicable under VCS PD
of the PDD (in particular annex 2)?
Compliance with relevant local laws and regu-
lations related to the project
A.4.6.1. Does the VCS PD include identification of | 21, 22, | Yes, Section 1.10 of the PD identified relevant local laws and ™ ™
relevant local laws and regulations related to | 23, 24, | regulations related to the project.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

Project No.: 600500342
the project and demonstration of compliance | 25, 26,
with them? 28 On Landfill, permits issued from Illinois Environmental Protec-

tion Agency (IEPA) are operating permits, and land, air and
water bureaus.

For the proposed project activity: permits issued from IEPA are
building and construction permit; permit for engine emissions;
and air permit under Clean Air Act. The Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission also granted permit on self-certification of
qualifying facility status for a proposed small power generation
facility.

Identification of risks that may substantially
affect the project’

A.4.7.1. Are risks that may affect the project activity
identified and explained in an adequate man-
ner?

Yes, in Section 1.11 in the PD there is information on risks that
could affect the project

Demonstration to confirm that the project was
not implemented to create GHG emission re-
ductions primarily for the purpose of its sub-
sequent removal or destruction

A.4.8.1. Is it confirmed in the document that the
project was not implemented to create GHG
emission reductions primarily for the purpose
of its subsequent removal or destruction?

Yes, Section 1.12 of the PD confirms that the project was not
implemented primarily to create GHG emission reductions.

The statement was checked on-site

Demonstration that the project has not cre-
ated another form of environmental credit (for
example renewable energy certificates)

A.4.9.1. If the project has created another form of
environmental credit: Is a letter provided from

Section 1.13 of the PD indicates that the project activity creates
renewable energy certificates (RECs). . The RECS are pur-

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

the program operator that the credit has not
been used and has been cancelled from the
relevant program?

chased by Ameren, the alternative retail energy supplier that
also purchases the generated electricity.

The methane destruction credits are separated from the indirect
reductions from grid power sales.

Projects rejected under other GHG programs
(if applicable)

A.4.10.1.Projects rejected by other GHG programs
can be considered. If this is the case it shall
be:

a) clearly stated in the VCS PD: all GHG programs
for which the project has applied for credits and why
the project was rejected (no commercially sensitive
information, see A.17).

b) provision of the VCS verifier and registry with the
actual rejection document(s) including explanation.

¢) If the project was validated against VCS program
requirements.

The project has not been rejected under other GHG program.

Project proponents roles and responsibilities
including contact information of the project
proponent, other project participants

A.4.11.1. Are project proponents roles and respon-
sibilities (contact information and other par-
ticipants) included in the document?

Yes, complete information of project proponents is provided in
Section 1.15 of the PD.

Project owner: DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC
Edwin Ingalls, General Manager, eingalls@edgewaternet.com

Project proponent, developer of the PD, and purchaser of the
credits: TerraPass, Inc.

Adam Stein, Senior Project Manager, Carbon Management
Services, adam@terrapass.com

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service

Further Information

A.4.12.1. Have information that are relevant for Yes, the consideration about eligibility (Section 1.2 and 1.4); ] %}
the eligibility of the project and quantification guantification of emission eduction (Section 1.3 and 4.3); re-
of emission reductions or removal enhance- movals enhancements (Section 1.8); legislative (Section 1.10);
ments, including legislative, technical, eco- technical (Sections 1.9 and 3); economic (Section 2.4); sec-
nomic, sectoral, social, environmental, geo- toral, social, and environmental (Section 5); geographic (Sec-
graphic, site-specific and temporal informa- tion 1.5); site-specific (Section 1.5) and temporal information
tion been included in the document. (section 7) have been addressed in the PD.
Commercially sensitive Information (if appli-
cable)
A.4.13.1. Is commercially sensitive information 1, 2,3, | Yes. The following information is proprietary and confidential as ] ]
that has been excluded from the public ver- 4 indicated in Section 1.17 of the PD:
sion of the VCS PD (that will be displayed on  Detailed spreadsheet models relevant to ACM0001, devel-
the VCS Project Database) listed? oped by TerraPass;

¢ Financial additionality spreadsheets including screenshots
and backup data and any discussion of the actual or pro
forma payments or costs to DeWitt Energy Associates;
e Contract between DeWitt Energy Associates and Terra-
Pass.
The above documents were provided during on-site visit

B. Application of a baseline and monitoring methodology

B.1. Title and reference of the approved baseline and monitoring methodology

B.1.1.1. Are reference number, version number, Yes, methodology used is clearly indicated.
and title of the baseline and monitoring CDM Approved Consolidated Baseline Methodology ACM0001
methodology clearly indicated? Version 9.1, “Consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology

for landfill gas project activities.”

B.1.1.2. Is the applied version the most recent No. The version is not the recent one and not applicable. See ]

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10 Page 11 of 68
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
one and / or is this version still applicable? CAR
See CAR No. 4 No. 4
B.1.1.3. Is the right VCS program methodology See CAR No. 4 See ]
named and an explanation given why this CAR
methodology was used? No. 4
Are information given about methodology
deviations or methodology revisions?
B.2. Justification of the choice of the methodology and why it is applicable to the project activity
B.2.1.1. Is the applied methodology considered Yes, the methodology is appropriate. The project activity foresees ™ ™
the most appropriate one? the introduction of landfill gas capture system where the baseline
is the partial release of the gas and the project includes energy
production and gas flaring.
Criterion: The gas and the project activity in- | 1, 5 | During the onsite visit the verifier team will corroborate that the CAR |
clude situations such as: project met this criteria. No. 5

a) The captured gas is flared; and/or

b) The captured gas is used to produce en-
ergy (e.g., electricity/thermal energy)

c) The capture gas is used to supply con-
sumer through natural gas distribution
network. If emissions reductions are
claimed for displacing natural gas, project
activities may use approval methodology
AMO00053.

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

Is the option correctly presented and con- No
firmed?*

*During the on-site visit, the audit team will corroborate if the
project meet this criteria

The project participant selected option A and B.

Corrective Action Request No.5.
Justify the choice of the methodology and its applicability
based on criteria in ACMO0001 and tools mentioned in Sec-
tion 2.1.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project @
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service

B.3. Description of the sources and gases included in the project boundary

Integrate the required amount of sub-checklists for sources and gases as give n by the methodology applied and comment on at least every line an-
swered with “No”

Source: ] %}
Possible CH, emissions from decomposition of Boundary checklist Yes / No
waste at the landfill site Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | Yes
Inclusion / exclusion justified? Yes
Description of Source Explanation / Justification sufficient? Yes
Gas(es): CH, Consistency with monitoring plan? Yes
Type: Baseline Emissions
Source: Baseline electricity consumption is assumed to be zero 4] 4]
Possible CO, emissions from electricity consumption Boundary checklist Yes / No
Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | NA
Description of Source Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
Gas(es): CO; Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Type: Baseline Emissions Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Source: %} %}
Possible CO2 emissions from thermal energy genera- Boundary checklist Yes / No
tion Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | NA
Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
Description of Source Expla_nation / J_ustifica';ion_ sufficient? NA
Gas(es): CO, Consistency with monitoring plan? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10 Page 13 of 68
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

Type: Baseline Emissions

Source: %}
Possible CO, emissions from on-site fossil fuel con- Boundary checklist Yes / No
sumption due to the project activity other than for Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | NA
electricity generation Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA

Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Description of Source Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Gas(es): CO,
Type: Project Activity Emissions

Source: CL No.

Possible CO, emissions from on-site electricity use Boundary checklist Yes / No 7
Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | Yes
Description of Source Inclusion / exclusion justified? Yes
Gas(es): CO, Explanation / Justification sufficient? Yes
Type: Project Activity Emissions Consistency with monitoring plan? Yes
On-site electricity use will be provided by the project except during
times that the engines are being maintained or repaired. Project
emission from grid electricity consumption is assumed to be zero
for ex ante calculations and will be monitored for ex post calcula-
tions.
Clarification Request No. 7.
Describe how small the project emissions from electricity
consumption are relative to the emissions from methane
destruction (see Section 4.4, page 49).

Source: CAR
Possible CH, emissions from active LFG capture Boundary checklist Yes / No No. 6
and flaring Source and gas(es) discussed in the PDD? | Yes

Inclusion / exclusion justified? No
Description of Source Explanation / Justification sufficient? No

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

Gas(es): CH,
Type: Project Activity Emissions

| Consistency with monitoring plan? | No |

Corrective Action Reguest No.6.
According to the methodology, quantity of methane flared
with project activity should be measured and included in
project emissions. Clarify why methane emissions with
project activity is equal to zero. Also include LFGggre,y in
data to be monitored.

Do the spatial and technological boundaries Yes, verified during on-site visit %} %}
as verified on-site comply with the discussion
provided by/indication included to the PDD?
B.4. Description of how the baseline scenario is identified and description of the identified baseline scenario
Is it clearly described that the baseline is the Yes, it is clearly described that some of the methane generated by ] %}
atmospheric release of the gas and the base- the landfill is captured and destroyed. A landfill gas collection
line methodology considers that some of the and combustion system was put in place in 1998 to comply with
methane generated by the landfill may be federal and state requirements for the control of NMOCs emis-
captured and destroyed? sions and surface and subsurface methane.
Verified during on-site visit.
Does the project identify correctly and ex- 1,5, | Yes, the project only takes into account options in line with regula- | CL No. | 4
cludes those options not in line with regulato- | 18 tion. 8

ry or legal requirements?

Clarification Request No. 8.
1. lIdentify in the PD which scenario satisfies the re-
quirement to include LFG1 and LFG2.
2. Submit source of information on “the system was put
in place in 1998 to comply with federal and state re-
quirements.”

“Illlinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) Permit No.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

1996-102-LFM, Modification No. 3, Log. No. 1998-174 — approving
modification of an existing municipal solid waste” was submitted
but are not clearly describe to justify that the system was put in
place in 1998.

Is correctly describe the situation about the
requirement from the authority about the cap-
ture and destruction/utilization of the gas pro-
duced in the landfill?

20,
22,
23

The PD identified the regulatory and legal requirements associ-
ated with the project activity including a series of performance
metrics and monitoring criteria from 35IAC to establish whether
the system in place is adequate to control NMOC emissions and
surface and subsurface methane:

Clarification Request No. 9.

1. Clearly indicate that the performance and monitoring
criteria are met by Clinton Landfill # 2 to control
NMOCs and surface and subsurface methane (from
2006 to 2008 or most recent available).

a. Provide annual reports submitted to Illinois EPA
substantiating the claim on compliance to the
regulatory requirements (2006 to 2008). Include
solid waste landfill groundwater, leachate, facility
and gas reporting form filed for the Clinton Landfill
on April 25, 2008.

b. Provide most recent version of all permits issued
by IEPA to Clinton Landfill # 2 and DeWitt Energy
(related to project activity).

c. |fnot documented in (a) above, provide values of
the following monitored parameters as mentioned
in page 19: pressure, methane, oxygen, nitrogen
and carbon dioxide. Limit to annual average and
range (max and min)

d. Provide copy of approval of landfill gas collection
system issued by IEPA to Clinton Landfill men-
tioned in page 19 of PD. Also, provide information

CL No. ]

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

on the submitted gas collection and control speci-
fication including maximum expected gas flow,
flare specification.

2. Indicate clearly on the report how compliance to regu-
lations will be maintained during maintenance or
emergency shutdown/failure of the engine-generator
sets.

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 CDM project activity (assessment and demonstration of additionality):

In case of applying step 2 / investment analy- See Valida-

sis of the additionality tool: Is the analysis tion_Protocol_Additionality tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2
method identified appropriately (step 2a)?

In case of Option | (simple cost analysis): Is it See Valida-

demonstrated that the activity produces no tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2
economic benefits other than CDM income?

In case of Option Il (investment comparison See Valida-

analysis): Is the most suitable financial indica- tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

tor clearly identified (IRR, NPV, cost benefit
ratio, or (levelized) unit cost)?

In case of Option Il (benchmark analysis): Is See Valida-

the most suitable financial indicator clearly tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2
identified (IRR, NPV, cost benefit ratio, or (le-
velized) unit cost)?

In case of Option Il or Option lll: Is the calcu- See Valida-

lation of financial figures for this indicator cor- tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2
rectly done for all alternatives and the project

activity?

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

In case of Option Il or Option IlI: Is the analy-
sis presented in a transparent manner includ-
ing publicly available proofs for the utilized
data?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analysis) of
the additionality tool: Is a complete list of bar-
riers developed that prevent the different al-
ternatives to occur?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analysis):
Is transparent and documented evidence pro-
vided on the existence and significance of
these barriers?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

In case of applying step 3 (barrier analysis):
Is it transparently shown that the execution of
at least one of the alternatives is not pre-
vented by the identified barriers?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

Have other activities in the host country / re-
gion similar to the project activity been identi-
fied and are these activities appropriately
analyzed by the PDD (step 4a)?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

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

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

Is it appropriately explained how the approval
of the project activity will help to overcome
the economic and financial hurdles or other
identified barriers (step 5?

See Valida-
tion_Protocol_Additionality tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2

B.6. Emissions reductions including parameters and calculations of the “Tool to determine methane emissions avoided from

disposal of waste at a waste disposal site”

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Explanation of methodological choices

B.6.1.1. Is it explained how the procedures pro-
vided in the methodology are applied by the
proposed project activity?

Yes, Section 4.1 presents the methodology selected and Section
4.1 address the procedures provided by the methodology to quan-
tify emissions and/or removals for the baseline scenario.

B.6.1.2. Is every selection of options offered by
the methodology correctly justified and is this
justification in line with the situation verified
on-site?

Yes, the options are correctly justified in the PD. Options verified
during site visit.

B.6.1.3. Are the formulae required for the de-
termination of project emissions correctly
presented, enabling a complete identification
of parameter to be used and / or monitored?

Yes, the formula required are correctly presented.

B.6.1.4. Are the formulae required for the de-
termination of baseline emissions correctly
presented, enabling a complete identification
of parameter to be used and / or monitored?

Yes, the formula required are correctly presented

B.6.1.5. Are the formulae required for the de-
termination of leakage emissions correctly
presented, enabling a complete identification
of parameter to be used and / or monitored?

No leakage effects are accounted.

B.6.1.6. Are the formulae required for the de-
termination of emission reductions correctly
presented?

Yes, the formula required are correctly presented

Data and parameters that are available at validation

B.6.2.1. Is the list of parameters presented in
chapter B.6.2 considered to be complete with
regard to the requirements of the applied
methodology?

See CRs and CARs presented under this section.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
B.6.2.2. Parameter Title: 1, 10 CAR |
Emission factor of the electricity and/or other ener- Data Checklist Yes / No No. 7
ay. Title in line with methodology? No

Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? No
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? No
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Corrective Action Request No.7.

The title of the methodology is not correct in Section 4.3 of
the PD. Also, the Scenario used and how it is applied to
the project activity.

B.6.2.3. Parameter Title: %} %}
CO2 emission intensity of the thermal energy Data Checklist Yes / No

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.6.2.4. Parameter Title: 1 CL No. ]

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Regulatory requirements relating to landfill gas pro- Data Checklist Yes / No 10
ject. Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? NA
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Clarification Request No. 10.
Clearly identify sources of:
1. Regulations applicable to both Clinton Landfill No. 2
and DeWitt Renewable Energy facility.
2. @ Model correction factor In the applicable Table in
Section 3.3 and Annex, i.e., which table/section
B.6.2.5.  Parameter Title: 1 Data Checklist Yes / No CLNo. | ™
TR - >
¢ Model correction factor to account for model uncer- Title in I|_ne with methodology:> No 10
tainties Data unl_t correctly_ egpressed : No
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? No
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? No
Measurement method correctly described? NO
See CL No. 10 above.
1,2 CAR 8 |
OX Oxidation factor Title in line with methodology? Yes

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? No
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? No
Measurement method correctly described? NA

Corrective Action Request No.8.

1. Describe type of material used to cover waste in the

applicable Table in Section 3.3.

2. Clearly reference source(s) i.e., which table/section.
3. OX does not reflect the type of material used and

considered in the calculations.

B.6.2.7. Parameter Title: CL %}
MCF Methane correction factor Data Checklist Yes / No No.11
Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? No
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? Yes
Has this value been verified? No
Choice of data correctly justified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Clarification Request No. 11.
Clearly reference source in Section 3.3 of the following
parameters:
1. Methane conversion factor, MCF
2. Decay rate of the waste type j, K],
3. Fraction of methane in the SWDS gas, F
4. GWP, global warming potential
B.6.2.8. Parameter Title: CL No. ]

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Data Checklist Yes / No 11
Kj, Decay rate for the waste type j 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? No
Choice of data correctly justified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? NA
SeeCL 11
B.6.2.9. Parameter Title: CL No. %}
Data Checklist Yes / No 11
F, Fraction of methane in the SWDS gas 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? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? NA
See CL No. 11.
B.6.2.10.  Parameter Title: CLNo. | ™
Data Checklist Yes / No 11
GWPCH4, Global warming potential Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

Source clearly referenced? No

Correct value provided? Yes
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? NA

See CL No. 11

B.6.2.11.  Parameter Title: CL No. %}
Data Checklist Yes / No 12
DCH4, Methane Density Title in line with methodology? Yes
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? No
Correct value provided? Yes
Has this value been verified? Yes
Choice of data correctly justified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Clarification Request No. 12.
1. Data unit used for Dcyq methane density is not consis-
tent in the PD.
2. Clearly reference source
3. Methane density is not available in reference provided.
B.6.2.12.  Parameter Title: %} %}

BECH4, SWDS,y, Methane generation from the land-
fill in the absence of the project activity.

Data 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? Yes
Has this value been verified? Yes

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 24 of 68




Annex la - Validation Protocol
Project Title:
Date of Completion:
Project No.:

12 November 2009
600500342

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

NA
NA

Choice of data correctly justified?
Measurement method correctly described?

Ex-ante calculation of emission reductions

B.6.3.1. Is the projection based on the same Yes, the projection is based on the same procedures for further CL No.

procedures as used for future monitoring? monitoring. 13
Clarification Request No. 13.
ISO 14064-2 section number indicated in the PD is not
correct.

B.6.3.2. Are the GHG calculations documented | 1, 2, | Yes, GHG calculation spreadsheet are mentioned in the PD but See CL

in a complete and transparent manner? 3 will be treated as confidential document. No. 6
See CL No. 6

B.6.3.3. Is the data provided in this sectioncon- | 1,5 | CL No. 6 See CL
sistent with data as presented in other chap- No. 6
ters of the PDD?
Summary of the ex-ante estimation of emission reductions

B.6.4.1. Will the project result in fewer GHG Yes, the project emissions are lower than the baseline ]
emissions than the baseline scenario?

B.6.4.2. Is the form/table required for the indica- | 1,5 | Yes, the table on emission reductions are correctly applied ]
tion of projected emission reductions cor-
rectly applied?

B.6.4.3. Is the projection in line with the envi- 1 See CL No. 1 See CL
sioned time schedule for the project’s imple- Yes, project activity was implemented. No. 1

, e o o

mentation and the indicated crediting period” Update project crediting period

B.6.4.4. Is the data provided in this section in 1 Yes, the data about estimation of emission reduction presented is | See CL
consistency with data as presented in other consistent with other data in the PDD. No. 6

chapters of the PDD?

See CL No. 6

B.7. Application of the monitoring methodology and description of the monitoring plan

Data and parameters monitored (Note: For questions under this section please refer to Section 3.3 of the PD)

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
B.7.1.1. Is the list of parameters presented in 1,5 Corrective Action Request No.9. CAR %}

regard to the requirements of the applied

methodology? a. Include the missing parameters in section

B.7.1.

b. Include more details on the technology to be
employed for measurements (e.g., kind of
equipment, manufacturer, accuracy, calibration
plan, etc. as necessary.

c. Include monitoring and recording frequency as
necessary.

d. Include QA/QC procedures as necessary

B.7.1.2. Parameter Title: 1,5 CAR ]
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No No. 10
LFGtotaly Title in line with methodology? No
_ Data unit correctly expressed? No
Total amount of landfill gas captured at Normal Tem- Appropriate description of parameter? No
perature and Pressure 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
Correct reference to standards? No
Indication of accuracy provided? No
QA/QC procedures described? No
QA/QC procedures appropriate? No

Corrective Action Request No.10.

Include total amount of landfill gas captured (LFGtotal,y) and total
amount of landfill gas flared (LFGflared,y) in the monitoring plan .

B.7.1.3. Parameter Title: 1,5 See %}
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No CAR
LFGflared,y Title in line with methodology? No No. 10
Data unit correctly expressed? No
Amount of landfill gas flared at Normal Temperature Appropriate description of parameter? No
and Pressure 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
B.7.1.4. Parameter Title 1,5 %} %}
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? Yes
LFGelectricity,y Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
: : Source clearly referenced? Yes
llil\rc?r(r)rﬁlglt?(farlr?ns:gltl?raesacnodmgrfstsel?r:an power plant at Correct value provided for estimation? NA
P Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? Yes
Correct reference to standards? Yes
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? Yes
QA/QC procedures appropriate? Yes
B.7.1.5. Parameter Title: %} %}
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
LFGthermal,y Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

0

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Amount of methane combusted in boiler at Normal Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Temperature and Pressure Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.6. Parameter Title: ] ]
LFGPLy Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
_ _ ) Title in line with methodology? NA
Amount of landfill gas sent to Pipe Line at Normal Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Temperature and Pressure i __
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

B.7.1.7. Parameter Title:
Project emissions from flaring of the residual

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project -@
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
gas stream in year (PEflare,y) Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? No
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
B.7.1.8. Parameter Title: 1,5 CAR ]
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No No. 11
wCH4 Title in line with methodology? Yes
Lo : Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Methane fraction in the landfill gas Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? Yes
Correct value provided for estimation? No
Has this value been verified? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? Yes
Correct reference to standards? Yes
Indication of accuracy provided? No

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
QA/QC procedures described? Yes
QA/QC procedures appropriate? Yes
Corrective Action Reguest No.11.
Correct value and indicate value applied for historical
emissions and for ex-ante estimates.
B.7.1.9. Parameter Title: T 1,5 CAR 4]
Temperature of the landfill gas Monitoring Checklist Yes / No No. 12
Title in line with methodology? No
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
Corrective Action Request No.12.
Include temperature and pressure of landfill gas in Section 3.3,
Monitored parameters
B.7.1.10. Parameter Title: P 1,5 CAR ™
Pressure of the landfill gas 12
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? No

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
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
B.7.1.11.  Parameter Title: 1,5 M M
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
ELLFG Title in line with methodology? Yes
Net amount of electricity generated using LFG Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? Yes
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | yeg
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project '@
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
B.7.1.12.  Parameter Title: 4] %}
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
ETLFG Title in line with methodology? NA
Total amount of thermal energy generated using Data unit correctly expressed? NA
LFG Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.13.  Parameter Title: 1,5, ] %}
17 Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Operation of energy plant 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? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? Yes
Correct reference to standards? Yes
Indication of accuracy provided? Yes
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

0

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service

QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

B.7.1.14.  Parameter Title: 4] 4]
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No

EFfuel,BL Title in line with methodology? NA

CO2 emission factor of fossil fuel Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

B.7.1.15.  Parameter Title: 4] 4]
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No

NCVfuel,BL Title in line with methodology? NA

Net calorific value of fossil fuel Data unit correctly expressed? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.16.  Parameter Title: 4] 4]

Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
eBL,gene Title in line with methodology? NA
Efficiency of the baseline captive power plant Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
| QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.17.  Parameter Title: 4] 4]
_ Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
€ boiler Title in line with methodology? NA
E;f‘lacrga;cy of the baseline boiler for producing thermal Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Option A Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Use the highest val'ue among the following three val- Source clearly referenced? NA
ues as a conservative
approach: Correct value provided for estimation? NA
ﬁ(.)rI:/.Ieasured efficiency prior to project implementa- Has this value been verified? NA
2. Measured efficiency during monitoring; Measurement method correctly described? NA
3. Manufacturer’s information on the boiler efficiency.
Correct reference to standards? NA
Option B Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Assume a boiler efficiency of 100% based on the net .
calorific values as a QA/QC procedures described? NA
conservative approach. QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.18.  Parameter Title: ] ]
Operation of the boiler Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.19.  Parameter Title: Not Applicable %} %}
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
PEFC,jy Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Project e_missjons from fossil fuel combustion in Appropriate description of parameter? NA
process j during the yeary .
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.20.  Parameter Title: %} %}
Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
MGPR,y Title in line with methodology? NA
Am_ount of_rr_lethane generated during year y of the Data unit correctly expressed? NA
project activity
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Correct value provided for estimation? NA
Has this value been verified? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
B.7.1.21. Is the Global Warming Potential going The project activity is proposed for a single period of 10 years.
to be monitored at the end of the first com-
mitment period?
Description of the monitoring plan
B.7.2.1. Is the operational and management No, the operational and management structure is not clearly de- CAR 4]
structure clearly described and in compliance fined. No. 13
with the envisioned situation? Corrective Action Request No.13.
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1. Identify who has the overall responsibility of data man-
agement in the PD,
2. Describe how data will be collected, recorded and
stored PD.
3. Add accuracy of each equipment in the table in the PD.
4. Provide information on operation, maintenance and
calibration of flow meters, temperature and pressure
gauges, portable analyzers and other instruments used
for project activity monitoring. The information will be
requested as needed during on-site visit.
B.7.2.2. Are responsibilities and institutional ar- See CAR No. 13 See 4]
rangements for data collection and archiving CAR
clearly provided? No. 13
B.7.2.3. Does the monitoring plan provide cur- See CAR No. 13 See ]
rent good monitoring practice? CAR
No. 13
B.7.2.4. If applicable: Does annex 4 provide Annex 4 is not applicable in VCS PD. See 4]
useful information enabling a better under- See CAR No. 13 CAR
standing of the envisioned monitoring provi- no. 13

sions?

B.8. Date of completion of the application of the baseline study and monitoring methodology an the name of the responsible

person(s)/entity(ies)

B.8.1.1. Is there any indication of a date when No. the date is not available CAR | M
the baseline was determined? Corrective Action Request No.14. No. 14
Include in the PD the date of baseline determination and
the responsible person/party.
B.8.1.2. Is this consistent with the time line of See CAR No. 14 See ]
the PDD history? CAR
No. 14
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B.8.1.3. Is the information on the person(s) / en- See CAR No. 14 See ]
tity(ies) responsible for the application of the CAR
baseline and monitoring methodology pro- No. 14
vided consistent with the actual situation?

B.8.1.4. Is information provided whether this See CAR No. 14 See M
person / entity is also considered a project CAR
participant? No. 14

C. Duration of the project activity / crediting period

C.1. Duration of the project activity
Are the project’s starting date and operational Yes, the project starting date is clearly defined (February 2007). CLNo. | &4
lifetime clearly defined and reasonable? See CAR No. 1 14

Clarification Request No. 14.
1. Indicate the operational life-time of the project activity
2. Clarify when crediting period and monitoring periods
will start.

a) Is the project starting date included to the See CL No. 14 above See CL ]
document, means the date on which a finan- No. 14
cial commitment was made to the project and
the project reached financial closure? b) Is
the crediting period starting date included
means the date the first monitoring period
commenced?
(VCS project crediting period: A maximum of
ten years which may be renewed at most two
times.)

C.2. Choice of the crediting period and related information
Is the assumed crediting time clearly defined Yes, the crediting time is defined and fixed for 10 years. M %}
and reasonable (renewable crediting period of
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max 7 years with potential for 2 renewals or
fixed crediting period of max. 10 years)?

D. Environmental impacts

D.1. Documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts, including transboundary impacts

Has the analysis of the environmental im- 1 No environmental impact assessment was required. %} %}
pacts of the project activity been sufficiently

ibed?
described The project proponent has included information on federal, state

and local regulations and permits that the project has to comply.

Are there any Host Party requirements foran | 1 No. %} |
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and
if yes, has an EIA been approved?

Will the project create any adverse environ- 1 No, the project will not create adverse effects. %} %}
mental effects?

Were transboundary environmental impacts 1 No. %} M
identified in the analysis?

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

Have the identified environmental impacts 1 Environmental impact assessment is not required by State and
been addressed in the project design suffi- federal regulations

ciently?

Does the project comply with environmental 1 The project comply with all other required environmental regula-
legislation in the host country? tions . Also See Section A.4.3.4 above

E. Stakeholders’ comments

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

Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? Yes, the stakeholders will consulted. ™ ]
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Have appropriate media been used to invite Outreach efforts include, meetings, hosting site visits, presenta- [} [}
comments by local stakeholders? tion to local organizations and officials and press releases.
If a stakeholder consultation process is re- Yes, according to PD the stakeholder process is required by law. ] %}
quired by regulations/laws in the host country, Compliance to regulations/laws to be verified during on-site visit.
has the stakeholder consultation process
been carried out in accordance with such
regulations/laws?
Is the undertaken stakeholder process that 1 To be verified during on-site visit. CL No. %}
was carried out described in a complete and Clarification Request No. 15. 15
transparent manner? 1. Clarify how the project participant ensured the effec-
tive delivery of the invitation of the stakeholder consul-
tation.
2. Provide minutes of meetings, presentation materials,
list of attendees or evidences of stakeholder consulta-
tions.
3. Describe outcome of stakeholder consultations and
mechanisms for on-going communication included in
the document
4. List of stakeholder's comments and how they were
taken into account
E.2. Summary of the comments received
Is a summary of the received stakeholder See CL No. 15 See CL ]
comments provided? No. 15
E.3. Report on how due account was taken of any comments received
Has due account been taken of any stake- See CL No. 15 See CL ]
holder comments received? No. 15

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 41 of 68




Annex la - Validation Protocol

Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project @
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service

Table 1a Tool to determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane

The ACMO0001 methodology requires the use of the “Tool to determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane” to calculate the pro-
ject emissions from flaring of the residual gas stream (PE;jq. in tCO,€e). PEg,e can be calculated on an annual basis or for the required period of time
using this tool.

F. Tool to determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane

F.1.Justification of the choice of the tool and why it is applicable to the project activity

Is the applied tool considered the most ap- The tool is applied based on the requirements for an open flare ] ]
propriate one? (50% default flare efficiency and monitoring of operation)

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”;

Criterion 1:

Is the residual gas stream (RG) containing Applicability checklist Yes / No

methane? Criterion discussed in the PDD? NA
Compliance provable? NA
Compliance verified? NA

Criterion 2:

Is the residual gas stream (RG) to be flared Applicability checklist Yes / No

containing no other combustible gases than Criterion discussed in the PDD? NA

methane, carbon monoxide and hydrogen? Compliance provable? NA
Compliance verified? NA

Criterion 3:

Is the residual gas stream (RG) to be flared [ Applicability checklist [ Yes /No |
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obtained from decomposition of organic mate- Criterion discussed in the PDD? NA
rial (through landfills, bio-digesters or anaero- Compliance provable? NA
bic lagoons, among others) or from gases Compliance verified? NA

vented in coal mines (coal mine methane and
coal bed methane)?

F.2.Description of the parameters included in the tool

Integrate the required amount of sub-checklists for parameters as given by the tool applied and comment on at least every line answered with “No”

Parameter:
PBfarey _ _ Boundary checklist Yes / No
Project emissions from flaring of the residual Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
gas stream in yeary Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
. Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Unit: tCOye : : P
) Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Type: result
Parameter:
N flare,h _ Boundary checklist Yes / No
Flare efficiency in hour h based on measure- Parameter discussed in the PDD? Yes
ments or default values Inclusion / exclusion justified? Yes
. Explanation / Justification sufficient? Yes
Unit: - Consistency with monitoring plan? Yes
Type: default/result
Parameter:
fVin _ _ . Boundary checklist Yes / No
Volumetric fraction of component i in the re- Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
sidual gas in the hour h where i = CH4, CO, Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
COz, Oz, Hz, N Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Consistency with monitoring plan? NA

Unit: -
Type: monitored
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Parameter:
FVre, n ) ) ) Boundary checklist Yes / No
Volumetric flow rate of the residual gas in dry Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
basis at normal (NTP) conditions 2 in the hour Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
h Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
. . — >
Unit: m3h Consistency with monitoring plan~ NA
Type: monitored
Parameter:
toan _ _ Boundary checklist Yes / No
Volumetric fraction of O2 in the exhaust gas Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
of the flare in the hour h (only in case the flare Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
efficiency is continuously monitored) Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Unit: - Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Type: monitored
Parameter to be monitored:
fv craFen ] ) Boundary checklist Yes / No
Concentration of methane in the exhaust gas Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
of the flare in dry basis at normal conditions in Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA
the hou_r h (on_Iy in the case the flare effi- Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
ciency is continuously monitored) Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Unit: mg/m3
Type: required
Parameter to be monitored:
Thare [ Boundary checklist [ Yes /No |

Temperature in the exhaust gas of the en-
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closed flare Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA

' Inclusion / exclusion justified? NA

Unit: °C Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
Type: required Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
Parameter to be monitored:
y ] ) Boundary checklist Yes / No
Any other parameters required to monitor Parameter discussed in the PDD? NA
proper operation of the flare according to the Inclusion / exclusion justified? Na
manutfacturer's specification (only in the_ case Explanation / Justification sufficient? NA
o_f use of a default value for the flare effi- Consistency with monitoring plan? NA
ciency)
Unit: -

Type: required

Do the spatial and technological boundaries
as verified on-site comply with the discussion
provided by / indication included to the PDD?

F.3.Description of how the baseline methodology procedure is identified and description of the identified baseline procedure

Are the project emissions from flaring of the NA
residual gas stream calculated based on the
flare efficiency and the mass flow rate of me-
thane?

Does the determination of flare efficiency take NA
into account the actual efficiency of combus-
tion in the flare and the time that the flare is
operating?

Does the calculation of combustion efficiency NA
take into account the methane content in the
exhaust gas of the flare, the air used in the
combustion process, and the methane con-
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tent in the residual gas?

Is the stated type of flare (open, enclosed)
traceable due to the definitions mentioned in
the tool?

In case Of Open flare: YeS, the 50% default was used. M M
Is there a device foreseen to demonstrate the
flare is operational and are the default values
(50% , 0%) in the calculation adapted?

Have applicable regulatory or legal require- There is no regulation on methane destruction.
ments been identified?

Table 1b Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or leakage emissions from electricity consumption

The ACMO0001 methodology requires the use of the “Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or leakage emissions from electricity consumption”. This
tool provides procedures to estimate the baseline, project and/or leakage emissions associated with the consumption of electricity.

PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD

G. Emissions reductions

Integrate questions concerning methodological choices and selection of options, if necessary

Explanation of methodological choices

G.1.1.1. Is it explained how the procedures pro- Yes, the tool is used to determine electricity consumption emis- 4] %]
vided in the tool are applied by the pro- sions.
posed project activity?

G.1.1.2. Is every selection of options offered by Yes. To determine emission factor for electricity generation, Sce- ] 4
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
the tool correctly justified and is this jus- nario A, electricity consumption from the grid, Option A2.
tification in line with the situation verified
on-site?
G.1.1.3.  Are the formulae required for the deter- Yes, the formulae are complete. %} |

mination of project or leakage emissions
by electricity consumption correctly pre-
sented, enabling a complete identifica-
tion of parameter to be used and / or
monitored?

Data and parameters that are available at validation

G.1.2.1. Isthe list of parameters presented in The parameters are complete. %} %}
chapter B.6.2 considered to be complete
with regard to the requirements of the ap-

plied tool?

G.1.2.2. Parameter Title: %} %}
PP; _ _ Data Checklist Yes / No
Rated capacity of power plant i 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

Ex-ante calculation of emission by electricity consumption

G.1.3.1. Is the projection based on the same pro- No, the baseline project emissions are based on calculations 4] ]
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
cedures as used for future monitoring? meanwhile the future monitoring will be by measurements.
G.1.3.2. Are the GHG calculations documented in | 16 Yes, calculations are in the PDD. %} %}
a complete and transparent manner?
G.1.3.3. Isthe data provided in this section con- 16 Yes, sections in the PDD are consistent. | |

sistent with data as presented in other
chapters of the PDD?

Summary of the ex-ante estimation of emissions by electricity consumption

G.1.4.1. Isthe data provided in this section in 16 Yes, sections in the PDD are consistent. | ]
consistency with data as presented in
other chapters of the PDD?

G.2. Application of the monitoring methodology and description of the monitoring plan

Data and parameters monitored

G.2.1.1. Isthe list of parameters presented in 16 No, see comments below. See CL ]
chapter B.7.1 considered to be complete No. 16
with regard to the requirements of the
applied tool?
G.2.1.2. Parameter Title: %} %}
ECeryy _ N Monitoring Checklist Yes /No
Onsite consumption of electricity pro- Title in line with methodology? Yes
vided by the grid and/or captive power Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
pla'nt_(s) anq attributable to the project Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
activity during the year y Source clearly referenced? Yes
Measurement method correctly described? Yes
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? Yes
QA/QC procedures described? NA
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
| QA/QC procedures appropriate? | NA |
G.2.1.3. Parameter Title: %} %}
EFgiay o Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Emission factor for the grid in year y Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA

Measurement method correctly described? | NA

Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

Option A2 of the tool was selected. Scenario A applies only to
project and/or leakage electricity consumption sources but not to
baseline electricity consumption sources. A value of 1.3 tCO2/MWh
was used.

Since the project activity will use the default value provided in the
tool, no emission factor will be monitored.

G.2.1.4. Parameter Title: 1 CL No. ™
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
TDL, Monitoring Checklist Yes / No 16
Average technical transmission and dis- Title in line with methodology? Yes
tribution losses Data unit correctly expressed? Yes
Appropriate description of parameter? Yes
Source clearly referenced? No
Measurement method correctly described? No
Correct reference to standards? Yes
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? No
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
Clarification Request No. 16.
1. Clearly indicate the source of data in the reference/link
provided.
2. Use local grid data when possible.
3. Describe how changes in distribution losses will be
monitored.
G.2.1.5. Parameter Title: %} %}
FCuiy _ o Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Qua_ntlty of fossil fuel t_ype i fired in the Title in line with methodology? NA
captive power plantk in year y Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
No captive plant
G.2.1.6. Parameter Title: %} %}
EGyy N Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
total net amount of electricity produced Title in line with methodology? NA
by captive power plant k Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Measurement method correctly described? NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
No emission reductions will be claimed for energy displacement.
G.2.1.7. Parameter Title: %} %}
HGy _ _ Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
guantity of hea_lt co-generated in captive Title in line with methodology? NA
power plantk in yeary Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Measurement method correctly described? NA
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PDD in | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA

No heat generation

G.2.1.8. Parameter Title: 16 ™ ™
NCV; . _ Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
Net calorific value of fuel type i Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA

Measurement method correctly described? | NA

Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
G.2.1.9. Parameter Title: 4] 4]
EFcoz, o ) Monitoring Checklist Yes / No
CO, emission factor of fuel type i Title in line with methodology? NA
Data unit correctly expressed? NA
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PDDin | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
Appropriate description of parameter? NA
Source clearly referenced? NA
Measurement method correctly described? | NA
Correct reference to standards? NA
Indication of accuracy provided? NA
Monitoring Frequency compliant? NA
QA/QC procedures described? NA
QA/QC procedures appropriate? NA
Annex 4: Monitoring information
If additional background information on monitor- No additional background information in Annex 4. %} %}
ing is provided: Is this information consistent
with data presented in other sections of the
PDD?
Is the information provided verifiable? Has suffi- No additional background information in Annex 4. ] ]
cient evidence been provided to the validation
team?
Do the additional information and / or docu- No additional background information in Annex 4. %} %}
mented procedures substantiate / support
statements given in other sections of the PDD?
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Clarifications and corrective action re- Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team
quests by validation team table 1 conclusion
Clarification Request No. 1. A.13 See the accompanying file, “TerraPass First Env 10_31 | M
1. Provide proof of contracting on signed.pdf”. The proof of signed contract
October 31, 2008. The crediting period does not coincide with the start of | was submitted (IRL 32) dur-
2. Explain why crediting period does project operation because the project monitoring was ing the on-site audit. Also

not coincide with start of project not compliant with VCS requirements during the first submitted is the proof of ac-

operation. Provide proof of start of year of operation. For proof of start of operation, see ceptance by VCS Association

commercial operation. the accompanying file, “Commercial operation date”. that such contract is compli-
ant with VCS requirements
even if the proof of contract-
ing applies to a different en-
tity than the party performing
the validation work (IRL 42).
The project start date in Sec-
tion 1.6 is January 24, 2008
and the start of the crediting
period is July 1, 2009.
The information provided is
accepted and issues remain
close.

Corrective Action Reguest No.1. A2.1 Section 1.7 of the PD has been updated to indicate a ]

Provide landfill design capacity and
include information in the PD.

design capacity of 4.7 million cubic yards of waste.

Landfill capacity is confirmed
and accepted. See IRL No.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 55 of 68




Annex la - Validation Protocol
Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
33.
Clarification Request No. 2. A.2.2 1. See the accompanying file, “Project boundary 4]

During on-site visit provide: correspondence.pdf” Evidence of project start date

1. Onguidance by VCS secretariat 2. Supplied during site visit or plant achieving commer-
on project boundary, proof or per- 3. We are unaware of any standalone feasibility cial operation was provided
sonal correspondence with acting report (IRL No. 34) Information
VCS Program Manager on Feb 5, 4. Section 7 has b dated with i provided is complete and
2008 as indicated in the PD. . Section 7 has been updated with specific accepted.

2. Diagram (map) of collection sys- moths_for the start of VCS_—co_mpllant project
tem showing gas extraction de- monitoring and VCS re-validation
vices including proposed site for
future collection expansion and Further request from DOE:
locations of any areas excluded - Reference provided does not contain paragraph
from collection. Delineate the on project boundary
ﬁSded equipment for project activ- - Project start date in Section 7 is not consistent

- o ith ion 1.6.

3. Provide feasibility study report for with Section 1.6
the project activity

4. Submit the project schedule in- Response to further request:
cluding the tasks already realized - Please see the accompanying file, "Project

boundary correspondence 2.pdf", question 1.
- Project start date in Section 7 has been cor-
rected.
Corrective Action Request No.2. A.2.6 Section 1.6 has been updated to indicate approximately | M

The PD is not clear on the total
amount of waste in place prior to pro-
ject start. Please provide information.

4 million metric tons of waste in place prior to project
start.

Further request from DOE:
Indicate source of information

Response to further request:

The information is considered
complete.
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Section 1.6 has been updated with a footnote. Total
waste in place figures have been calculated from IEPA
documents available here:
http://www.epa.state.il.us/land/landfill-capacity/

See, for example, the accompanying document “region-
4.pdf”, page R4.7, which indicates the waste deposited
for Clinton Landfill in 2005, 2006, and 2007.

See also the accompanying file “Waste disposal to-
tals.xls”, which collates the data from all the deposit
reports, and fills in missing years with averages. The
result of this calculation is 4.0 million metric tons of
waste deposited by the end of 2006.

Clarification Request No. 3.

1. Submit documentation where the
entities involved confirm their par-
ticipation in the project (i.e., be-
tween Dewitt Energy and Terra-
Pass).

2. Clarify difference between project
owner and proponent. Who is the
landfill operator.

A.3.2

Clarification request addressed during site visit.

4]

Information is complete and
accepted.

Clarification Request No. 4.

Label project site clearly on the map pro-
vided. GPS coordinates do not match with
the CAAP report. ldentify at which part of the
project site coordinates were taken. clarify:

A4.11

1. The caption has been updated to indicate that the
red area is the county in which the project is located.

2. The project site has been labelled “Project site”

3. Section 1.5 has been updated with a description of
the project site relative to the landfill site.

4. The GPS coordinates, to the best of our knowledge,
correspond to the center of the gas collection system.

4]

Information provided is ac-
cepted.
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Corrective Action Request No.3. A4.1.2 The relationship between the landfill and the Project M
PD is not clear on the owner- proponent has been further described in section 1.15.
ship/operation of the Clinton Landfill # Clinton Landfill, Inc. is a pri-
2 and the interfacing between the Further request from DOE: vate landfill operator that
l(?gdf'g:\,v&/izeér?gﬁ F;r(&]fﬁ;pricg?ﬂg;nén_ Clinton Landfill, Inc. is not a participant but listed as owns and operates the well
N =Nergy) during Imp separate entity under Section 1.15. field and gas collection sys-
tation of project activity. tem at the Clinton Landfill.
o _ _ They sell the collected gas
Clarify interfacing between the landfill owner and pro- along with environmental
ject proponent regarding technical interfacing (e.9, gas | attributes to DeWitt Energy,
delivery obligations, gas venting/flaring, environmental | 3nd have no direct involve-
compliance and other related interface that could affect | ment in the operation or
GHG emission reductions) should be provided. ownership of the project ac-
tivity other than to deliver
Response to further request: gas. A |6E)ndf|” gaSDpli/(/(?haEse
. contract between DeWitt En-
PD has been updated accordingly. ergy Associates, LLC and
Royal Energy Resources, Inc
was provided (IRL No. 12)
The issue has been clarified
and remains close.
Corrective Action Request No.4. A4.21 The referenced to the version of ACM0001 has been 4]
Revise PD according to the latest ver- updated. Version 10 of the protocol contains no PD has been updated ac-
sion of the methodology ACM0001 changes relevant to the present project. All changesto | cordingly.
Version 10. the protocol relate to thermal energy generation pro-
jects (see accompanying file, “eb45_repan09.pdf”).
Clarification Request No. 5. A.4.3.8, Provided during site visit. %}
A.4.3.9

1. Provide during on-site visit: train-
ing, operation, maintenance and
quality control procedures and moni-
toring program/plan

Description of training and monitoring procedures has
been included in section 3.4 of the PD

The information provided is
considered complete.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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2. Describe capacity building con-
ducted to realize project activity GHG
monitoring, maintenance and report-
ing requirements.

Clarification Request No. 6. A4.4.1 See the accompanying file, “Clinton methane calcula- |
Provide source of emission reduction tions v1.1”
calculation in Section 1.3 of PD
Corrective Action Request No.5. B.2.2 %}
Justify the choice of the methodology and its Section 2.2 has been updated with an explanation of
applicability based on applicability criteria the methodology choice. The PD has been updated
stipulated in ACMO001 and tools mentioned in and issue remains close.
Section 2.1.
Clarification Request No. 7. B.3.5 PD has been updated to include an estimate of 21 met- | M
Describe how small the project emis- ric tons per year from grid electricity use.
sions from electricity consumption are Grid electricity consumption
relative to thg emissions from meth- by project activity shall be
ane destruction (see Section 4.4, accounted for during the
page 49). crediting period.
The issue remains close.
Corrective Action Request No.6. B.3.6 LFGparey Was added to the set of monitored parameters. | M

According to the methodology, quan-
tity of methane flared with project ac-
tivity should be measured and in-
cluded in project emissions. Clarify
why methane emissions with project
activity is equal to zero. Also include

The PD was also updated to indicate that the flare is
never used while at least one engine is running, so for
ex ante estimation of emissions reductions, the quantity
flared is assumed to be zero. Because the flare is not
physically connected to the gas collection system at this
time, the Project operator does not plan to monitor this

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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LFGqare,y in data to be monitored.

value or seek value for any gas destroyed with the flare.
If the flare is enabled at a future time, it will be moni-
tored in accordance with VCS requirements.

Clarification Request No. 8.

1.

Identify in the PD which scenario
satisfies the requirement to in-
clude LFG1 and LFG2.

Submit source of information on
“the system was put in place in
1998 to comply with federal and
state requirements.”

B.4.2

Section 2.4 has been updated.

For source of information on start of gas collection sys-
tem, see accompanying document,
“0398080007_Clinton Landfill 2-391.pdf", page 8.

4]

Section 2.4 describes scenar-
ios relevant for estimating
baseline methane emissions.

Clinton Landfill, Inc. began
operating the landfill gas col-
lection system in June 1998
(IRL No. 36)

The information is complete
and issue remains close.

Clarification Request No. 9.

1. Clearly indicate that the performance
and monitoring criteria are met by
Clinton Landfill # 2 to control NMOCs
and surface and subsurface methane
(from 2006 to 2008 or most recent
available).

a.

Provide annual reports submitted
to lllinois EPA substantiating the
claim on compliance to the regula-
tory requirements (2006 to 2008).
Include solid waste landfill
groundwater, leachate, facility and
gas reporting form filed for the
Clinton Landfill on April 25, 2008.

a. See accompanying files:

0398080007_Clinton Landfill 2-393.pdf, p. 9 - 14
0398080007_Clinton Landfill 2-394.pdf, p. 9 - 14
0398080007_Clinton Landfill 2-395.pdf, p. 10 - 14

These annual reports are submitted by the landfill to the
IEPA. Documents were submitted in 2006, 2007, and
2008, respectively.

b. Please see accompanying documents:

4]

An environmental permit has
been issued by lllinois Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency
(IEPA) approving development
and operation of Clinton Landfill
No.2 with expiration date of Aug
1, 2012

AAM did not indicate concen-
trations > 50% of the LEL for
methane in air and no malo-
dors were reported outside
the waste boundary in 2005
and 2006 (IRL No.19).

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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b. Provide most recent version of all
permits issued by IEPA to Clinton
Landfill # 2 and DeWitt Energy (re-
lated to project activity).

c. |fnot documented in (a) above,
provide values of the following
monitored parameters as men-
tioned in page 19: pressure,
methane, oxygen, nitrogen and
carbon dioxide. Limit to annual
average and range (max and min)

d. Provide copy of approval of landfill
gas collection system issued by
IEPA to Clinton Landfill mentioned
in page 19 of PD. Also, provide
information on the submitted gas
collection and control specification
including maximum expected gas
flow, flare specification.

2. Indicate clearly on the report how
compliance to regulations will be
maintained during maintenance or
emergency shutdown/failure of the
engine-generator sets.

Construction Permit IEPA.pdf

Filed Form 556.pdf

building permit.pdf

Landfill 2002 Title V permit.pdf
0398080007 _Clinton Landfill 2-193.pdf

The first three permits are for the gas-to-energy project.
The last two are for the landfill itself.

c. Provided in the documents described in part (a).

d. See accompanying files

0398080007_Clinton Landfill 2-106.pdf
Flare Station Model and SN.pdf

2. A paragraph describing regulatory compliance pro-
cedures has been added to scenario 2.

Supporting documents show-
ing annual reports from 2003,
2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007
to 2007 (IRL Nos. 36, 20 37,
38 and 39);permits for the
project activity (IRL
Nos.21,40,25); Clinton landfill
permits (IRL Nos. 24 and 41);
Flare specification (IRL
No0.16)

The information provided
confirms that Clinton Landfill,
Inc. and the project activity
comply with the regulations.

Corrective Action Reguest No.7. B.6.2.2 Parameter name is updated and use of the scenariois | M
The title of the methodology/tool used described. The PD has been updated.
is not correct. Describe the scenario
used and how it is applied to the pro-
ject activity.
B.6.2.4, Sources have been identified ™
B.6.2.5 The sources are verified and

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Clarification Request No. 10.
Clearly identify reference sources of:
1. regulations applicable to both
Clinton Landfill No. 2 and De-
Witt renewable energy facility
2. ¢ Model correction factor In
the applicable Table in Section
3.3 and Annex, i.e., which ta-

issue remains close.

ble/section
Corrective Action Request No.8. B.6.2.6 Value for OX has been updated, and all methane col- ™
1. Describe type of material used to lection values have been recalculated accordingly. Ref- | Material used is verified as
cover waste in the applicable Ta- erence to source now includes document name, ver- 60-mil high density polyethyl-
ble in Section 3.3. sion, and page number. ene liner. OX is zero (0) .
2. Clearly reference source(s) i.e., The issue remains close.
which table/section.
3. OX does not should reflect the
type of material used and consid-
ered in the calculations.
B.6.2.7, PD has been updated with reference to specific table 4]
Clarification Request No. 11. B.6.2.8, Information included in PD
B.6.2.9, and issues remain close.
Clearly reference source in Section B.6.2.10

3.3 of the following parameters:
1. Methane conversion factor,

MCF

2. Decay rate of the waste type |,
Kj,

3. Fraction of methane in the
SWDS gas, F

4. GWP, global warming potential

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Clarification Request No. 12. B.6.2.11 Reference has been updated to more precisely indicate | M
1. Data unit used for D¢y, Mme- source of figures. Density figure is calculated, not taken | values and units were veri-
thane density is not consistent directly from reference. fied and issues remain close
in the PD.
% ﬁ:/llgtir%;e;irrfsnifei:%gtczvaiIa— Density figures have been updated throughout to use
= . YIS e same units, metric tons per cubic foot.
ble in reference provided
Further request from DOE:
Value and unit of volume of one Ib mole of ideal gas
Section 4.2, page 49.
Response to further request:
Section 4.2 updated
Clarification Request No. 13. PD has been updated. %}
ISO 14064-2 section number indicated in Correct information has been
the PD is not correct. provided. This issue remains
close.
Corrective Action Reguest No.9. B.7.1.1 Missing parameters have been added. %}

Regarding monitoring parameters;

a. Include the missing pa-
rameters in section B.7.1.

b. Include more details on the
technology to be employed
for measurements (e.g.,
kind of equipment, manu-
facturer, accuracy, calibra-
tion plan, etc. as neces-
sary.

c. Include monitoring and re-
cording frequency as nec-

Exact equipment specification is not known at this time,
as project owner is deferring purchase until after valida-
tion. Equipment type, location, monitoring frequency,

and QA/QC plans are described in section 3 of the PD.

Section 3.4 has been updated to indicate that specific
of plan will be in keeping with manufacturer guidelines
and national/international standards.

Further request from DOE:
Methodology requires monitoring of LFGgarey. Please

Information has been pro-
vided in the monitoring plan.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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essary.
d. Include QA/QC procedures
as necessary

clarify. Also see reponse to CAR 6.

Response to further request: Update (10/9/09):
LFGtarey has been added.

Corrective Action Reguest No.10. B.7.1.2, Total landfill gas captured has been added to section 4]
Include total amount of landfill gas B.7.1.3 3.4 LFGtotal,y and LFGflare,y
captured g%F%thﬁaLY) ?Imd ijtal are included in the Project
amount of landfi gas tlare ) document (|R|_ 31)
(LFGflared,y) in the monitoring plan. Further reques.t from DOE:
See forward action request (FAR 1) below.
Corrective Action Request No.11. B.7.1.8 Values for historical emissions and ex ante estimates ]

Correct value and indicate value ap-
plied for historical emissions and for
ex-ante estimates.

included.
Further request from DOE:

1. Provide spreadsheet showing calculations for base-
line and emission reduction.

2. Clarify the increase in destruction efficiency for pro-
ject activity in 2009 to 2013.

3. Proforma efficiency in year 1 according to PD is
50% (page 53). Explain why 61% was used in Ex
ante project emissions reductions (see Table in
page 54)

Response to further request:

1. The spreadsheet showing baseline emissions is
“Clinton methane calculations v1.1.xls.” Cell D4 on

Spreadsheets and calcula-
tions have been verified.

PP adjusted all emissions
table in PD to start at 2007.

Methane generation
(BEcha,swosy) IS consistent in
the spreadsheet and the
PDD.

All issues remain close.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 64 of 68




Annex la - Validation Protocol

Project Title: Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

the “Inputs” sheet shows the methane generated in
2006, the year prior to project start. This figure was
calculated via a first-order decay model. The
spreadsheet showing the baseline gas destroyed is
“Clinton Flare Data 2006.xls.” On the “Collated,
normalized data” sheet, Cell P56 shows the amount
of landfill gas captured, based on historical flow
data and methane concentration data. Cell Q56
shows the amount of methane captured. This data
is described fully in Annex 5. The spreadsheet
“Baseline calculation.xIs” shows the calculation of
the adjustment factor AF using the figures and
equations in the PD

2. Section 4.4 has been updated with an explanation
of the destruction efficiency factors: “The growing
destruction efficiency reflects the greater capture ef-
ficiency in future years as more of the landfill is
brough under final cover, additional wells are in-
stalled, and final pipes are constructed. The num-
bers used in the ex ante calculations reflect the pro
forma assumptions of the project developer. Note
that these ex ante estimates won't affect the actual
number of VERs generated by the project, which
will be based on the measured rate of methane de-
struction.”

3. Year 1 of the project was 2007. The first year of the
table is 2009. The higher destruction efficiency re-
flects the construction of additional collection wells
and the greater degree of final cover in the active
landfill cell.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Further request from DOE:

1. All emission tables in PD should start at pro-
ject start date — 2007

2. In “Clinton methane calculations v1.1”,
methane generation for 2006 is not consis-
tent with CEL D4, “Inputs” and Cell R3,
“Calculations”.

3. IntheTable page 55 of PDD (pdf version),
BEchaswos,y IS not consistent with Clinton
Methane Calculations V1.1

Corrective Action Reguest No.12. B.7.1.9, Temperature and pressure added to section 3.3 ]
Include temperature and pressure of | B.7.1.10
landfill gas in Section 3.3, Monitored
parameters
Corrective Action Request No.13. B.7.2.1 PD has been updated with a “Responsibilities and ]
1. ldentify who has the overall re- Processes” section in Chapter 3. We can'’t yet provide
sponsibility of data management in the accuracy of inividual pieces of equipment, because
the PD, equipment won't be purchased until validation is com-
2. Describe how data will be col- plete.

lected, recorded and stored PD.
3. Add accuracy of each equipment

in the table in the PD. Further request from DOE:

4. Provide information on operation Clarify if landfill operations personnel are from Clinton
maintenance and calibration of Landfill, Inc. Show how data will be transmitted to Ter-
flow meters, temperature and raPass, Inc.
pressure gauges, portable analyz-
ers and other instruments used for Response to further request:

project activity monitoring. The in-
formation will be requested as
needed during on-site visit

PD updated to clarify that landfill personnel are em-
ployed by Clinton Landfill Inc.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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Section 3, Responsibilities and processes section up-
dated to indicate manner of data transmission.

Corrective Action Request No.14. B.8.1.1 This information has been added to section 4.1 of the ]
Include in the PD the date of baseline PD.
determination and the responsible
person/party
C.1l Section 1.6 has been updated with the operational life 4]
of the project. Requested crediting period start date is
Clarification Request No. 14. now July 1, because monitoring won't begin until after
1. Indicate the operational life- validation is complete.
time of the project activity
2. Clanify when_ credltl_ng per_lod Further request from DOE:
and monitoring periods will ) o ]
start. Commercial operation in Section 1.6 started January
2007 while project start date in Section in Section 7 is
Feb 2007. Clarify difference or make project start date
consistent in the PD.
Response to further request:
Date in Section 7 has been corrected
Clarification Request No. 15. E.14 A paragraph has been added indicating the lack of for- | M

1. Clarify how the project participant
ensured the effective delivery of
the invitation of the stakeholder
consultation.

2. Provide minutes of meetings,
presentation materials, list of at-
tendees or evidences of stake-
holder consultations.

3. Describe outcome of stakeholder

mal records from stakeholder consultations. The clarifi-
cation requests go significantly beyond the VCS re-
quirements, and unfortunately no such supporting
documentation exists.

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10
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consultations and mechanisms for
on-going communication included
in the document

4. List of stakeholder’'s comments
and how they were taken into ac-

count
Clarification Request No. 16. .2.1.4 A link to the report and page number citation has been | M
1. Clearly indicate the source of data included, and the monitoring section has been updated
in the reference/link provided. with a note about future monitoring. We know of no
2. Use more local grid data when source of data for regional transmission losses, so we
possible. will continue to use the national figure.
3. Describe how changes in distribu-
tion losses will be monitored.
Forward Action Reguest No. 1. B.7.1.2, If and when the flare is reincorporated into the system, | M
In case that the flare is re- B.7.1.3, its proper installation and integration into the system
CAR No. 10 | shall be verified prior to the subsequent verification pe-

incorporated to the system, the ade-
guate installation and integration shall
be verified prior to the subsequent
verification period.

riod.

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

applicable to ACM0001, Ver.10

Page 68 of 68




Annex 1b - Validation Protocol

Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

PPD in
GSP

Final
PDD

A. General description of project activity

A.1. Demonstration to confirm that the project was not implemented to create GHG emission reductions primarily for the
purpose of its subsequent removal or destruction.

Is it confirmed in the document that the pro-
ject was not implemented to create GHG
emission reductions primarily for the purpose
of its subsequent removal or destruction?

1,14

Yes, in Section 1.12 there is a confirmation that the project does
not create GHG emission primarily for further reduction.

]

4]

A.2. Demonstration that the projects has not created another form of environmental credit (for example renewable energy

certificates)

If the project has'c_reated another form of en- | 1, At the project facility, renewable energy generation produces re- | CL1 A
vironmental credit: Is a letter provided from 15, | newable energy certificates (RECs). The RECs are purchased by
the program operator that the credit has not | 44, | Ameren, the retail energy supplier that also purchases the gener-
been used and h%s been cancelled fromthe | 45 | gieq electricity. The project boundary has been drawn to exclude
relevant program the exported electricity.
The PD indicates that guidance from VCS secretariat makes it
clear that project boundary can be drawn such that the methane
destruction credits are separated from the indirect reductions from
grid power sales.
Clarification Request No. 1.
Provide copy of correspondence of the project proponent
to VCS on Feb 5, 2008.
A.3. Projects rejected under other GHG programs (if applicable)
Projects rejected by other GHG programs can | 1, The project has not been rejected under other GHG program. The M A
be considered. If this is the case it shall be: 13,

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
a) clearly stated in the VCS PD: all GHG pro- 32 The TerraPass, Inc (project proponent) and DeWitt Energy (pro-
grams for which the project has applied for credits ject owner) Verified Emission reductions consignment agreement
and why the project was rejected (no commer- became effective 2 October 2008 (IRL13). The project was first
cially sensitive information, see A.17). contracted for verification under VCS program in 31 October 2008
b) provision of the VCS verifier and registry with (IRL 32). The timeline indicates that there is hot enough time to
the actual rejection document(s) including expla- apply to other GHG programs.
nation. In addition, the project activity does not meet the CCX eligibility
c) If the project was validated against VCS pro- criteria on membership status and ownership status without the
gram requirements. consignment agreement
(http://www.chicagoclimatex.com/docs/offsets/CCX_Landfill_Meth
ane_Collection_and_Combustion_Final.pdf). TerraPass, Inc is
listed as CCX member while DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC is
not (http://www.chicagoclimatex.com/content.jsf?id=64).
Forward Action Request 1.
Double counting with other in future evolving emissions
trading schemes shall be re-assessed at each verification.
B. Application of a baseline and monitoring procedure
B.1. Title and reference of the approved baseline and monitoring procedure
Are reference number, version number, and 1 ™ 4]

title of the tool clearly indicated?

Yes, the tool is indicated in the PD as Tool for the demonstration
and assessment of additionality (version 5.2) (EB39, annex 10)

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
Is the applied version the most recent one 1,6 | ves, version 5.2 is the most recent one and still applicable. M M
and / or is this version still applicable?
B.2. Justification of the choice of the tool and why it is applicable to the project activity
Is the applied tool considered the most ap- 1,6 | Yes, the tool is the most appropriate. ] 4]
propriate one?
B.3. Description of the parameters included in the tool
B.4. Description of how the baseline methodology procedure is identified and description of the identified baseline proce-
dure
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 CDM project activity (assessment and demonstration of additionality):
Is the realisation of the project activity based | 1,5 | No. The project was based on Version 9.1 of the approved meth- | See 4]
on an approved, a proposed new methodol- odology on Consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology CAR
ogy or especially on ACM0001? for landfill gas project activities.” No. 7
See CAR No. 7 of Validation Protocol ACMO0001 Clinton Land-
fill2Project. Revise PD according to the latest version of the
methodology ACM0001 Version 10.
In case the project activity started before the | 12 Clarification Request No. 2. _ CLNo. |&
validation activity, how is demonstrated that Submit documents evidences that the carbon credits were | o
the CDM was seriously taken into account for taken into account for the decision to start the project, e.g.,
the decision to start the project? FS, financial evaluation
Step 1 — Identification of alternatives to the project activity
Are alternative scenarios defined that provide | 1 Yes, the two alternative scenarios will continue to provide landfill | 4]

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
outputs or services comparable with the pro- operation services of the same capacity as the CDM project activ-
posed CDM project activity? ity.
Can be the list of alternatives considered to 1 CLNo. | ™M
be complete, why? Is the scenario project ac- There are two alternatives presented. i.e., to continue with pre- | 3
tivity without being registered as CDM project project activity and execution of project without registration under
included? VCS.
Use of gas for thermal energy was mentioned but was not in-
cluded as alternative because the project was in the beginning
considered as not financially attractive.
Clarification Request No. 3.
Clarify why only two alternatives are considered.
According to PP only two alternatives are possible given that oth-
er alternatives are clearly less financially attractive than the
project activity.
In case several different facilities, technolo- 1 Combinations of facilities/technologies/outputs/services were not ] M
gies, outputs or services are present in the considered in this project activity.
project, are separately alternative scenarios
for each of them included? Have realistic
combinations been considered as project
scenario?
Describe why the alternative scenarios are 1 Yes, both alternatives listed are credible and realistic scenarios. ™ 4]
credible and realistic (technology, practices, Option 1 similar to LFG2, operation of the existing landfill gas col-
services, status of implementation)? lection system and flare, has been selected like baseline, to main-

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
tain compliance with regulations and keep explosive gas within
the limit an avoid odor issues.
Option 2, execution of project without registration under a volunta-
ry carbon standard such as VCS 2007, the investment analysis
demonstrates that the project activity is only possible with carbon
revenues.
Both scenarios provide services (landfill operation of the same
waste design capacity) comparable with the proposed CDM
project activity.
Do the alternative scenarios comply with 1, Yes, alternative scenarios comply with mandatory laws and regu- 4] 4]
mandatory laws and regulations? 18, lations.
19,
20,
21,
22,
23,
24
If a scenario does not comply with the man- NA %} %}
datory laws and regulations, it is clearly dem-
onstrate that the law and/or regulation is sys-
tematically not enforced in the country?
Step 2 — Investment analysis (could be optional if step 3 is used)
Is the analysis method identified appropri- 1 Yes, investment analysis is more appropriate than barrier analysis A 4

ately?

in the context of the project activity.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS

PPD in
GSP

Final
PDD

In case of Option | (simple cost analysis): Is it Not applicable
demonstrated that the activity and the alterna-
tives identified in step 1 produce no economic
benefits other than CDM income? Is the
project activity more costly than at least one
alternative?

4]

]

In case of Option Il (investment comparison )
analysis): Is the most suitable financial indica- Not Applicable
tor clearly identified (IRR, NPV, cost benefit
ratio, or (levelized) unit cost) and reflects this
indicator no economical and financial attrac-
tiveness or feasibility at all?

In case of use of IRR, it is clearly demon- Not. Applicable
strated why is equity of project IRR used?

In case of Option Il (benchmark analysis): Is | 1, 4, | yes the benchmark analysis is appropriate as the baseline does
the most suitable financial/economic indicator | 15, | ot require investment (i.e., the developer has the choice to invest
clearly identified (project or equity IRR)? 43 or not to invest. Benchmark indicator of 15% was used, based on
expected returns for projects of similar types of projects. The PD
indicated that the benchmark used (15%) is within the range of
most types of landfill gas to energy project published by USEPA
(12% to 18%).

Corrective Action Request No.1.

1. Describe clearly how 15 percent was selected.

2. The 15% provided in the PD is based on methane re-
covery projects at farms. Provide benchmark rate for
similar types of projects.

CAR
No. 1

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Annex 1b - Validation Protocol
Project Title:
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
PPDin | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
3. Consider market rates on values of RECs used. Justi-
fy why 0.5 cent per kWh was used. Provide source.
How is it demonstrated that the finan- 1, 4, Clarification Request No. 4. CLNo. | M
cial/leconomic analysis (benchmark) 13. Submit the following: 4
repre_sents Sta”dar.d. ret'urns in the market, 15 1. Financial additionality spreadsheets.
considers the specific risk of the project type, _ _
but is not linked to the subjective profitability 2. Submit copies of source.s/.pro forma on values used for
expectation or risk profile of a particular value of REC and electricity
project developer (Option Il and Option 111)? 3. Source of carbon revenue of $5 per metric ton. Spec-
ify if this is per metric ton of C or CO2 (PD, page 24).
4. Contract between DeWitt Energy Associates and Ter-
raPass.
5. Provide financial feasibility assessment provided to the
local bank.
In case of company internal benchmark, is it See A
clearly demonstrate that there is only one po- See CAR No. 1 CAR
tential project developer and that the bench- No. 1
mark has been consistently used in the past
(Option Il and Option 111)?
In case of Option Il or Option Ill: Is the calcu- | 1, 4, Clarification Request No. 5. CLNo. | M
lation of financial figures for this indicator cor- | 42, 1. ltis not clear when carbon offset revenue was consi- | °
rectly done for all alternatives (Option Il) and | 48 dered in the cash flow. PD indicates that crediting pe-
the project activity (Option? riod will start May 2009. Show how this decision was
considered by the company’s Board.
2. Clarify how the period of assessment (10 years) was

selected. The calculations shall as a preference reflect
the technical lifetime or if shorter should include the fair
value of the project activity assets at the end of the as-

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Annex 1b - Validation Protocol %

Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
PPDin | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
sessment period.
Also see CAR No. 1 and CL No. 4.
In case of Option Il or Option lll: Is the analy- | 1,4 | To be verified during on-site visit. See 4]
sis presented in a transparent manner includ- CAR
ing publicly available proofs for the utilized See CAR No. 1. CL No. 4 and 5 No. 1,
data? T ' ' CL No.
4 and
CL No.
5
Are all assumptions and input data clearly 1,4 | To be verified during on-site visit. See %}
presented, documented, evidenced and con- See CAR No. 1 and CL No. 4 and 5. CAR
sistent with the rest of the PDD? No. 1,
CL No.
4 and
CL No.
5
Does the sensitivity analysis shows that the 1,4 | Sensitivity analysis is based on REC sales, increasing investment | CL No. | M
conclusion of financial/economical attractive- time horizon, and inclusion of carbon revenue. 6
ness is robust to reasonable variations in the Clarification Request No. 6.

- e ) -
critical assumptions Demonstrate that variables constituting more than 20 per-

cent of either total project costs or total project revenues
are subjected to reasonable variation. If costs/revenues
are fixed provide appropriate documentation (e.g., actual
purchase agreement between the project developers and
the landfill operators)

See CAR No. 1 and CL No. 4

How is demonstrate that this variations have See CL No. 6 SeeCL | M

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title:

Annex 1b - Validation Protocol
Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.:

600500342

&

Industrie Service

CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION

Ref. COMMENTS

PPD in
GSP

Final
PDD

been adequately taken (range is adequate)?

No. 6

Step 3 — Barriers analysis (is mandatory if step 2 is not

used or does not shows additionality)

Is a complete list of barriers developed that
prevent the implementation of the proposed
project and the different alternatives to occur?

Not Applicable

]

Is transparent and documented evidence pro-
vided on the existence and significance of
these barriers?

Not Applicable

Is it transparently shown that the execution of
at least one of the alternatives is not pre-
vented by the identified barriers?

Not applicable

How is confirmed that the CDM does alleviate
the barriers presented?

Not applicable

Step 4 — Common practice analysis (is to complement based on the information given in stepl and reinforce step2 / step3)

Have other activities in the host country / re-
gion similar to the project activity been identi-
fied and are these activities appropriately
analyzed by the PDD?

1 See VCS requirements below

If similar activities are occurring: Is it demon-
strated that in spite of these similarities the
project activity would not be implemented
without the CDM component?

1 See VCS requirements below

VCS Requirements:

In addition to using a vV CS Program approved methodol o-
gy; the project proponent shall

demonstrate that the project is additional using one of the

1,14 | The project proponent chose the project test consisting of: Step 1
— regulatory surplus; Step 2 — Implementation barriers; Step 3 —

Common Practice

CAR
No. 2

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Annex 1b - Validation Protocol
Project Title:
Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

&

Industrie Service

CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

PPD in
GSP

Final
PDD

Ifollowing tests: Is demonstrated that the project activity is
additional based of one of the tests:

a) the project test,
b) the performance test
c¢) technology test

Step 1: The PD claims that the credits sought are surplus to
greenhouse gas destructions mandated by federal, state or local
regulations.

Also, see CAR No. 10 of ValidationProtocol ACMO0001 Clinton
Landfill2Project.

Step 2: Project faces investment barriers in form or an inade-
quate financial return compared to other alternatives and requires
carbon revenues to overcome them.

See CL No. 4 to 6.

Step 3. There are similar activities in the Region and 35 landfill
gas to energy projects were reported to be operational
Corrective Action Request No.2.

1. Present clearly the profile of the 35 landfills with LFGE
systems (including waste in place, LFGE type and MW
capacity).

2. Indicate which other smaller landfills have a landfill
gas-to-energy system.

3. Demonstrate why the existence of these landfills with
similar activities does not contradict the claim that the
proposed project activity is financially/economically
unattractive or subject to barriers. .

C. Ownership

C.1 Proof of land title

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
PPDin | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
Is the proof of title been provided by one of 1,12, | No. There is no proof of land title provided in the PD. CAR A
the following: 13 No. 3
a) a legislative right Clinton Landfill, Inc. is the landfill and gas rights owner and not a
b) a right under local common law project participant. In February 2004, DeWitt Energy Associates,
generating the reductions/removals op an energy project using the landfill gas.
d) a contractual arrangement with the owner of the _ _ . _
tions/removals to be proponent The p|ant iS |Oca'[ed W|th|n the property OWned by Clinton Landﬂ”,
Inc.
TerraPass, Inc. is the project proponent, developer of the PD, and
purchaser of the credits.
Corrective Action Request No.3.
Describe in the PD the agreement/contract on project site
lease and gas rights. Also provide contract between De-
Witt Energy and Clinton Landfill, Inc.
C.2. Projects that reduce GHG emissions from activities that participate in an emission trading program (if applicable)
Is, if applicable, a list included to the docu- NA 4| 4|

ment that shows all project proponents of pro-
jects that reduce GHG emissions from activi-
ties that:

a) are included in an emission trading program, or
b) take place in a jurisdiction or sector in which

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
PPDin | Final
CHECKLIST TOPIC / QUESTION Ref. COMMENTS GSP PDD
binding limits are established on GHG emissions.
Is, if applicable, evidence that reductions or NA M M
removals generated by the project have or
will not be used in the program or jurisdiction
for the purpose of demonstrating compliance
included?
If yes, does evidence include: NA 4] |

a) a letter from the program operator or desig-
nated national authority that emissions allowances
(or other GHG credits used in the program)
equivalent to the reductions/removals generated
by the project have been cancelled from the pro-
gram, or national cap as applicable or;

b) purchase and cancellation of the GHG allow-
ances equivalent to the reductions/removals gen-
erated by the project related to the program or na-
tional cap.

Table 2  Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Clarifications and corrective action re- Ref. to Summary of project owner response Validation team
quests by validation team table 1 conclusion
Clarification Request No. 1. A.2 The wrong document was included earlier. See accom- | M

Provide copy of correspondence of
the project proponent to VCS on Feb
5, 2008. Document provided does not

panying file “Project boundary correspondence 2.pdf”,
question 1.

The requested information
was verified (IRL No. 45) and
issue remains close.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Annex 1b - Validation Protocol

Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

contain the requested information

Clarification Request No. 2.

Submit documents evidences that the
carbon credits were taken into ac-
count for the decision to start the
project.

B.5

See accompanying document, “dewitt pro forma.pdf.”
Note that DeWitt Energy’s financial planning system is a
configurable tool that allows the company principals to
alter planning assumptions, test various scenarios, and
create custom views of the project for different audi-
ences. The sample view provided in the document
doesn't represent a single master view of the project,
but rather shows the different parameters and planning
assumptions, including consideration of carbon reve-
nue.

Further request from DOE:

Provide a dated copy of “dewitt pro forma — high-
lighted.pdf”.

Response to further request:

A gas purchase agreement between DeWitt Energy
Associates, LLC and Royal Energy Resources,
Inc.signed in 2004 that explicitly mentions revenue from
“Greenhouse Gas credits” was submitted.

4]

Document is accepted (IRL
No. 12, Section 9.6) and is-
sue remains close.

Clarification Request No. 3.

Clarify why only two alternatives are
considered.

B.5

Section 2.1 has been expanded with a discussion of
alternatives. The CDM additionality guidelines instruct
project proponents to consider three different alterna-
tives:

1. project activity undertaken without carbon reve-
nue

2. continuation of pre-project situation

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

3. other credible scenarios that deliver services
comparable to the project activity

As discussed in the expanded section 2.1, we analyze
scenarios 1 and 2. For scenario 3, we were unable to
identify credible alternative scenarios. Possible scenar-
ios include pipeline injection of landfill gas and direct
use for thermal energy. But the relative remoteness of
the site and lack of proximity to either suitable end us-
ers or a pipeline rendered these alternatives inapplica-
ble.

Corrective Action Request No.1.

1. Describe clearly how 15 percent
was selected.

2. The 15% provided in the PD is
based on methane recovery
projects at farms. Provide
benchmark rate for similar types of
projects.

3. Consider market rates on values
of RECs used. Justify why 0.5
cent per kWh was used. Provide
source.

B.5

1. We cite two different sources for the 15% figure: the
AgStar Handbook and the Landfill Gas-to-Energy Pro-
ject Development Handbook, both compiled by the U.S.
federal government.

According to the CDM "Tool for the demonstration and
assessment of additionality,” such figures from national
authorities are considered appropriate benchmarks:

"Benchmarks supplied by relevant national authorities
are also appropriate if the DOE can validate that they
are applicable to the project activity and the type of IRR
calculation presented."

Further, the CDM tool states that national figures should
be preferred to internal benchmarks used by individual
project developers:

4]

USEPA cite rate of return on
equity from 12% to 18% for
most types of landfill gas to
energy projects. (IRL 43).

REC prices are given in (IRL
15).

The information is verified
and issues remain close.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

"Internal company benchmarks/expected returns (in-
cluding those used as the expected return on equity in
the calculation of a weighted average cost of capital -
WACC), should only be applied in cases where there is
only one possible project developer"

It happens in this case that DeWitt Energy does typi-
cally seek a hurdle rate of 15%, but we have chosen to
cite the national figures in accordance with CDM guid-
ance.

2. The PD uses figures for both methane recovery on
farms and methane recovery on landfills.

3. 0.5 cents per kWh was used because this rate was
already known at the time of financial closure. The
power purchase agreement had been negotiated prior
to acceptance of the bank loan.

Clarification Request No. 4.
Submit the following:

1. Financial additionality spread-
sheets.

2. Submit copies of sources/pro for-
ma on values used for value of
REC and electricity;

3. Source of carbon revenue of $5
per metric ton. Specify if this is
per metric ton of C or CO2 (PD,
page 24).

B.5

1. See the accompanying file “clin-
ton.financials.v2.submitted.x|s”

2. See accompanying documents “dewitt ppa excerpt
redacted.pdf” and “DeWitt PPA Invoice 07-03_R1.pdf”

3. PD has been updated to indicate $5/ton CO2. The
figure is provided by TerraPass, and simply represents
a reasonable planning assumption based on historical
carbon prices.

%}
The following were provided:

The electricity price rate and
REC prices (IRL 15) are con-
sistent with those used in the
investment analysis (IRL 4).
TerraPass-DeWitt Contract
(IRL13).

The final version of financial

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

4. Contract between DeWitt Energy
Associates and TerraPass.

5. Provide financial feasibility as-
sessment provided to the local
bank.

4. See accompanying file, “TerraPass - DeWitt con-
tract.pdf”

5. See accompanying file, “dewitt pro forma.pdf”
Further response from DOE:

Provide source of $5 per metric ton CO2
Response to further comment:

The $5 per ton is a conservative value based on pre-
vailing carbon prices at the time. Around the time of
financial closure, carbon industry members were pro-
jecting the price of Certified Emission Reductions
(CERS) sold on a forward basis to be in the €7-9 range,
or approximately $9-12.

Although no single benchmark for carbon credit prices
existed (or yet exists) in the United States, the Chicago
Climate Exchange provided a visible price index. In
2006, the year before commercial operation, average
daily closing prices for 2006-vintage credits was $3.56
per ton. Moreover, this price rose fairly steadily
throughout the course of the year, with an average clos-
ing price of $4.07 per ton in December. Given the
strong global carbon price and the steadily rising U.S.
indicators, $5 constituted a reasonable forward-looking
planning assumption.

analysis submitted is clin-
ton.financials.v3.submitted.xl
SH

The information is complete
and issues remain close.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

Data sources:
CER prices:

http://www.moneycontrol.com/mccode/news/article/new
s article.php?autono=195106

Currency conversion:

http://finance.yahoo.com/echarts?s=EURUSD=X#chart
1:symbol=eurusd=x;range=5y

CCX prices:

http://www.chicagoclimatex.com/data/cfi closing prices
historical.xls

Clarification Request No. 5.

1. Itis not clear when carbon offset
revenue was considered in the
cash flow. PD indicates that cre-
diting period will start May 2009.
Show how this decision was con-
sidered by the company’s Board.

2. Clarify in the PD how the period of
assessment (10 years) was se-
lected. The calculations shall as a
preference reflect the technical
lifetime or if shorter should include
the fair value of the project activity
assets at the end of the assess-
ment period.

B.5

1. Revenue from the environmental attributes of the
project (carbon and RECs) was anticipated from the
beginning of project operations. The crediting period
has been requested to begin after project start because
monitoring procedures were not compliant with VCS.

2. Ten years is the typical period that TerraPass uses to
evaluate projects, because it is regarded as the longest
reasonable window of time for private investors in a
small project to wait for the project to yield a financial
return. Revenues after ten years are regarded as un-
certain. The financial analysis in the PD has been up-
dated to include equipment resale and clean-up costs.

Further request from DOE:

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Project No.:

Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

600500342

&

Industrie Service

1. Clarify whether project IRR or equity IRR was used.
2. Explain O&M and gas license payment at Year 0.
3. Why Year 0 is 2007 (start of commercial operation)
4. Provide proofs/sources of the following:

a. O&M

b. O&M escalator

c. Taxrate

d. Gas licence

e. Investment tax credit

f. Clean up cost
Response to further request:

1. We have calculated an equity IRR, not a project IRR,
so cost of financing should be included. In keeping with
guidance No. 10, our analysis subtracts the loan capital
out of the total capital cost, so that only costs financed
by equity are considered.

2. We modified the analysis to move capital expendi-
tures into year 0 and the first year of revenue to year 1.

3. Year 0 is now 2006, the first year after financial clo-
sure.

4a. Because O&M costs are highly dependent on the
equipment used and the configuration at the project
site, we used the O&M estimates in the project owner's
pro forma planning documents. See document "Clinton

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Project No.:

Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

600500342

&

Industrie Service

O&M costs.pdf." (Note that the pro forma value is
14.975 cents/kWh, which we have rounded to 15
cents/kWh. The 0.16% difference is not material to the
financial additionality calculation.)

4b. For planning purposes, O&M escalation rates are
generally in the single digit percentages, although sin-
gle standard figure exists. According to the Cogenera-
tion & Small Power Production Manual, the inflation rate
is a good benchmark. In the ten years prior to financial
closure, the inflation rate averaged 2.5% per year, so
we have updated the financial additionality analysis to
use this figure.

Source for O&M escalator:

http://books.google.com/books?id=uDNBO-
3fe6UC&Ipg=PA161&0ts=YRgnBYE;jX|&dq=0%26m%?2
Oescalation&pg=PA161#v=snippet&q=0&m%?20escalati
on&f=false

Source for historical inflation rates:

http://inflationdata.com/inflation/Inflation_Rate/Historical
Inflation.aspx?dsInflation_currentPage=0

4c. The tax rate doesn't meaningfully affect the financial
additionality calculation, because the project doesn't
generate any tax burden for the first eight years of op-
eration under any of the scenarios analyzed. Corporate
tax rates in the U.S. are graduated based on profit
level. Tax rates are available here:

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title:

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

Project No.:

Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

600500342

&

Industrie Service

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corporate_tax_in_the_Unite
d_States#Tax_base_and_rates

Our figure of 36% represents a blended average rate
based on the marginal rate on profits greater than
$75,000, which ranges between 34% and 39%.

4d. The gas license payment was known at the time of
financial closure and therefore is taken directly from the
developer's agreement with the landfill. See document
"Gas license payment - highlighted.pdf,” which is an
excerpt of the gas license purchase agreement. As in-
dicated in the highlighted sections, the gas license
payment in any year is calculated by adding the Tier
One Fuel Price ($6.55/engine operating hour) to the
Tier Two Fuel Price (ranging between $2.50 and
$3.70/engine operating hour).

4e. The investment tax credit was known at the time of
financial closure and therefore is taken directly from the
developer. See document "dewitt pro forma - high-
lighted.pdf." The investment tax credit payments are
highlighted. Note, though, that the pro forma document
has a typo in the identifying labels. The $7.00/MWh
figure applies for the first three years, and the
$5.00/MWh figure applies for the next seven years.

4f. The clean-up cost is an estimate based on a private
communication with the project developer. This cost

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

was included at the request of TUV. A sensitivity analy-
sis has been added to the PDD to demonstrate that this
figure is not material to project returns.

Clarification Request No. 6.

Demonstrate that variables constitut-
ing more than 20 percent of either to-
tal project costs or total project reve-
nues are subjected to reasonable var-
iation. If costs/revenues are fixed pro-
vide appropriate documentation (e.qg.,
actual purchase agreement between
the project developers and the landfill
operators)

B.5

Only two variables constitute more than 20% of costs or
revenues. The first is the capital expense for the project
itself, of which the biggest single item is the cost of the
engines. The market for heavy equipment is not particu-
larly volatile, and the project developer had time to get
price quotes in perform detailed costing in advance of
the financial closure date. There was no reason prior to
financial closure to believe that the project would come
in significantly under budget, and indeed capital costs
ended up exceeding the pro forma estimates. Neverthe-
less, we used the pro forma estimates, in keeping with
CDM guidance.

The second is income from electricity sales. Because
the project developer signed a PPA in advance of the
financial closure date, the electricity rates were known
in advance and so not subjected to sensitivity analysis.

Corrective Action Request No.2.

1. Present clearly the profile of the
35 landfills with LFGE systems
(including waste in place, LFGE
type and MW capacity).

2. Indicate which other smaller land-
fills have a landfill gas-to-energy
system.

3. Demonstrate why the existence of

B.5

1. The PD has been updated with Annex 6, an analysis
of common practice.

2. See Annex 6.
3. See Annex 6.

Further request from DOE:

4]

The PD has been updated
and links to information of
other landfills are accessible
and included in Annex 6 of
the VCS PD.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009
Project No.: 600500342

&

Industrie Service

these landfills with similar activities
does not contradict the claim that
the proposed project activity is fi-
nancially/economically unattractive
or subject to barriers.

Links provided for Upper Rock Landfill, Lansing Landfill,

Streator Landfill, Brickyard are not accessible.

Response to further request:

Upper Rock link has been updated. Also, an associated

report has been included with the CAR response (see
document

"ERT_USEBC_Upper_Rock_Verification_Statement_A

ug 27_2007.pdf"), establishing that the landfill sought
carbon credits for its system.

The Lansing link has been updated, and the linked
document has been provided with the CAR response
(see "WMIL-KLC Ex. 3.pdf", page 2).

The Streator link has been updated, and the linked
document has been provided along with the CAR re-
sponse (see

"ERT_USEBC_Streator_ MRV_2007_07.pdf").

The Brickyard link has been updated, and the linked
document has been provided along with the CAR re-
sponse (see document
"ERT_USEBC_Brickyard_MRV_2007_07.pdf").

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Project Title: Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project

Date of Completion: 12 November 2009

&

Project No.: 600500342 Industrie Service
Corrective Action Request No.3. Cl1l Provided during site visit %}
Describe in the PD the agree- The agreement/contract on
ment/contract on project site lease project lease (IRL No. 12)
and gas rights. Also provide contract and gas right was submitted
between DeWitt Energy and Clinton and this issue remains
Landfill, Inc. closed.
Forward Action Request 1. A.3 Double counting with other emissions trading schemes | M

Double counting with other in future
evolving emissions trading schemes
shall be re-assessed at each verifica-
tion.

shall be re-assessed on an annual basis. TerraPass is
submitting a signed statement that double counting has
not occurred with this validation, and shall submit a
newly signed statement at each future verification.

applicable to “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” version 05.2 and VCS specific requirements
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Information Reference List

o

Report No. 12 November s . : : S Page
600500342 2009 Project: “Clinton Landfill # 2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project 10f8
Industrie Service
Ref Issuance and/or AuthorEditor! | nformati
N0. submission date Title/Type of Document lssuer (rF]{(SI(raT;n::%nin CDM
sy Context)
PDD for GSP.
1 2.0/05/2009 VCS PD “Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project” Version 1.3 | TerraPass Inc. Cllent_ requested
(issuance) to revised PDD
using Version 10.
Clinton Methane Calculations V1.4
2 09/25/2009 TerraPass, Inc. Methang
calculation
Clinton Landfill 2 Flare Data 2006
3 23/4/2009 TerraPass, Inc. |Flare Data
Investment Analysis, Clinton Landfill 2 Project
4 23/09/2009 y : TerraPass, Inc. Investment
analysis
Approved consolidated baseline methodology ACM0001 Version 10:
5 02/13/2009 an_s_ollgated baseline and monitoring methodology for landfill gas project UNECCC Methodology
activities
Tools for the demonstration and assessment of additionality, Version 5.2 (EB 39,
6 Annex 10) UNFCCC Methodology
Tools to determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane (EB
7 28, Annex 13) UNFCCC Methodology
Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or leakage emissions from electricity
8 consumption Version 1 (EB 39, Annex 7) UNEFCCC Methodology
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. sy Context)
Tool to determine methane emissions avoided from disposal of waste at a solid
9 waste disposal site Version 4 (EB41, Annex 10) UNFCCC Methodology
Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system Version 1.1 (EB35,
10 Annex 12) UNFCCC Methodology
22/04/2009 to . .
11 TUV SUD
23/04/2009 List of Participants on-site interviews
Delivery and
purchase term
(years) for LFG.
Due to
confidentiality,
Landfill Gas Purchase Contract between DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC and DeWitt Energ (()SZiﬁ\irt?c():rL()a's A%rticle
Royal Energy Resources, Inc. for Clinton Landfill No. 2. Signed 24 February 2004 : y . L
12 22/09/2009 y 9y , g y Associates, LLC |V (delivery point);
CONFIDENTIAL. Contains Pages 1, 2, 3, 15, 26and 39 only Article VI (term
and right to
terminate; and
signed page were
provided.
Submitted b Participants’
13 23/04/2009 Verified Emission Reductions Consignment Agreement between TerraPass, InC. | Terrapass. mc_ agreer‘r)1ent
and DeWitt Energy Associates LLC
14 18/11/2008 Voluntary Carbon Standard 2007.1 VCS VCS guidelines
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PPA, cost per
i kWh and REC
. . . Submitted by ;
15 23/04/2009 PPA Sales — DeWitt Renewable Energy Facility, Clinton, IL. 01 March 2007 TerraPass. Inc price
" |Invoice date: 01
March 2007
16 23/04/2009 . _ DeWitt Energy |, .1 fill gas flow
Flare Specifications, Perennial Energy, Inc. Associates, LLC
DeWitt Energy Gross generation,
17 23/04/2009 Greenfield Energy Site Weekly Report (Dec 2007 to Jan 2009, 4" week of month | acsociates. LLc | EN9ine hours and
only) ' gas flow
Environmental
Permit issued to
Clinton Landfill,
lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) Permit No. 1996-102-LFM, Inc. approving
Modification No. 3, Log. No. 1998-174 — approving modification of an existing Submitted by significant
18 23/04/2009 municipal solid waste. 30 June 1998. TerraPass, Inc. | modification of the
development and
operation of
Clinton landfill No.
2.
lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) Permit No. 1996-102-LFM, : Environmental
19 23/04/2009 . . e L o
Modification No. 51, Log. No. 2008-194 — approving modification of an existing Submitted by Permit issued to
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municipal solid waste . 25 August 2008.

TerraPass, Inc.

Clinton Landfill,
Inc.approving
modification of the
development and
operation of
Clinton landfill No.
2. Date of
expiration is
01August 2012

20

23/04/2009

2004 Annual Facility Report per 35 Il. Adm. Code 813.504 and Gas Monitoring

Report for Clinton Landfill 2. PDC Technical Services, Inc for Clinton Landfill, Inc.

28 April 2005

Submitted by
TerraPass, Inc.

Environmental
Report submitted
to IEPA before
construction of
project activity

21

23/04/2009

IEPA Construction Permit. Issued to DeWitt Energy. 18 May 2005.

Submitted by
TerraPass, Inc.

Construction of
project activity —
construction of
electrical
generation facility
that will control
landfill gas
emissions by
using collected
landfill gas as a
fuel

22

23/04/2009

CAAPP (Clean Air Act Permit Program) Annual Report and Compliance
Certification, DeWitt Energy Renewable Energy Facility. DeWitt Energy

Submitted by
TerraPass, Inc.

2007 Annual
emissions report
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Associates, LLC. 28 April 2008. for DeWitt Energy
Renewable
Energy Facility
2008 Annual
Submitted b emissions report
23 23/04/2009 2008 Annual Emissions Report. DeWitt Energy Associates, LLC. 10 April 2009 y for DeWitt Energy
TerraPass, Inc.
Renewable
Energy Facility
Permit to operate
Clinton Landfill #
Title V- CAAPP Permit and Title | Permit - Clinton Landfill # 2. IEPA. 21 Landfill # | Submitted by 2. Issued to
24 23/04/2009 . ,
2. TerraPass, Inc. | Clinton Landfill #2.
Expiration Date:
Nov 21, 2007
Building permit
issued to DeWitt
Building Permit, Landfill Gas Renewable Energy Power Plant. Dept of Planning ) Energy
25 23/04/2009 and Development, Clinton, Il. 23 February 2005 Submitted by Associates. LLC
TerraPass, Inc. ! ’
prior to
construction of
project activity
26 23/04/2009 Dewitt Country Zoning — Landfill Renewable Energy Power Plant. 02 November Submitted by Zoning permit
2006 TerraPass, Inc.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC Form 556) — Certification of Submitted b Certification of
27 22/04/2009 qualifying facility status for an existing or a proposed small power production or TerraPass I}r/1 c qualifying status
cogeneration facility. DeWitt Energy Associated, LLC. 10 January 2007 " 7" [for an existing or
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proposed small
power production
facility
Fire Marshall Inspection Letter on Dewitt Renewable Energy Facility. 16 January | Submitted by Compliance to
28 23/04/2009 .
2007 TerraPass, Inc. |local regulation
29 23/04/2009 Lockout/TagOut Procedures Manual for Dewitt Energy Equipment at DeWitt DeWitt Energy Personnel
Renewable Energy Facility, Clinton, Il. April 14, 2009 Associates, LLC | Training
. - DeWitt Energy Personnel
30 23/04/2009 Safety Manual for the DeWitt Renewable Energy Facility, Associates, LLC |Training
31 12/11/2009 VCS PD Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project Version 1.51 | TerraPass, Inc glnal VCS Propct
ocument version
. . Submitted by As required by
32 06/07/2009 TerraPass First Env 10_31 signed.pdf TerraPass, Inc VCS 2007 1
lllinois EPA’s “Twenty-First Annual Landfill Capacity Report — 2007 Clinton Landfill
33 23/04/2009 http://www.epa.state.il.us/land/landfill-capacity/2007/region-4.pdf TerraPass, Inc capacity (specific
link provided)
34 06/07/2009 Correspondence on commercial Operation Date. 15 February 2007 TerraPass, Inc. | Project Start Date
DeWitt Energy Associaties, LLC Personnel Policy/Employee Manual for the Dewitt | DeWitt Energy -
35 14/412009 Renewable Energy Facility Revised April 14, 2009 Associates, LLC Personnel training
Start operation of
36 06/07/2009 2003 Clinton Landfill, Inc. Annual Report. Page 12 TerraPass, Inc. Landfill Gas
collection system
37 06/07/2009 2005 Clinton Landfill, Inc. Annual Report. Pages 9-14. TerraPass, Inc. Enqunmental
compliance
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38

06/07/2009

2006 Clinton Landfill, Inc. Annual Report. pages 9-14

TerraPass, Inc.

Environmental
compliance

39

06/07/2009

2007 Clinton Landfill, Inc. Annual Report. pages 9-14

TerraPass, Inc.

Environmental
compliance

40

06/07/2009

“Clinton Landfill 2 Permit No. 1996-102-LFM”. IEPA. 14 August 1997

TerraPass, Inc.

Environmental
Permit by IEPA,
Issued Aug 14,
1997 Expiration
Date is Aug 1,
2012 — approving
development and
operation of an
existing MSW and
non-hazardous
special waste
landfill based on
permit no. 1996-
102-LFM

41

06/07/2009

E-mail on project start date

TerraPass, Inc

VCS explanation
on project start
date

42

06/07/2009

Investment tax credit

TerraPass, Inc.

Investment tax
credit

43

20/05/2009

Landfill Gas to Energy Project Development Handbook. USEPA. 1996

TerraPass, Inc.

IRR for
benchmark
analysis, see page
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6-3
Power Purchase Agreement Between Ameren Energy Marketing Company and .
a4 06/07/2009 | hayitt Energy Associaties, LLC. August 2005 (CONFIDENTIAL) TerraPass, Inc. | Electricity rate
45 31/07/2009 Project boundary correspondence TerraPass, Inc. | Project boundary
35 Illinois Administrative Act Part 220 i
46 31/07/1998 |- State of llinois | EnVironmental
Filename: 35 IAC Part 220 Regulation
47 25/09/2009 Clinton O&M Cost.pdf TerraPass, Inc. |O&M Cost
Gas license
ayment.
Amended and Restated Landfill Gas Purchase Agreement Between DeWitt pay
48 25/09/2009 Energy Associates, LLC and Royal Energy Resources, Inc. For Clinton Landfill No. | TerraPass, Inc. | Proof that carbon
2. Signed 5 June 2008 credits was
considered prior to
project start
4 Jel00/2000 | MtR/inflationdata comvinflation/Inflation RatelHistoricallnflation aspxdsinflation curre | '”f"'ﬂ}_“%”tfa:?&M
ntPage=0 erraPass, Inc | applied to
Cost
USEPA Landfill Methane Outreach Program (LMOP) database. List of landfills with
50 ] X ) USEPA gas to energy
http://www.epa.gov/Imop/proj/xls/opprijsimopdata.x|s ;
projects
Project participants confirmation that the project activity is not included to other
51 12/11/2009 standards or schemes intended to generate Voluntary Emission Reductions or TerraPass, Inc. |VCS Requirement
renewable energy certificates.

Note: Submission dates unless otherwise indicated.
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	B.6.4.3. Is the projection in line with the envisioned time schedule for the project’s implementation and the indicated crediting period?
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	B.7.1.16. Parameter Title: 
	Efficiency of the baseline captive power plant
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	Efficiency of the baseline boiler for producing thermal energy
	B.7.1.18. Parameter Title:  Operation of the boiler
	B.7.1.19. Parameter Title:  
	B.7.1.20. Parameter Title:
	B.7.1.21. Is the Global Warming Potential going to be monitored at the end of the first commitment period? 
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	B.7.2.3. Does the monitoring plan provide current good monitoring practice?
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	B.8. Date of completion of the application of the baseline study and monitoring methodology an the name of the responsible person(s)/entity(ies)
	B.8.1.1. Is there any indication of a date when the baseline was determined?
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	B.8.1.4. Is information provided whether this person / entity is also considered a project participant?
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	(VCS project crediting period: A maximum of ten years which may be renewed at most two times.)                                                                 

	C.2. Choice of the crediting period and related information
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	D. Environmental impacts
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	D.1.1. Has the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project activity been sufficiently described?
	D.1.2. Are there any Host Party requirements for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and if yes, has an EIA been approved?
	D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse environmental effects?
	D.1.4. Were transboundary environmental impacts identified in the analysis?

	D.2. If environmental impacts are considered significant by the project participants or the host Party, please provide conclusions 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 impacts been addressed in the project design sufficiently?
	D.2.2. Does the project comply with environmental legislation in the host country?


	E. Stakeholders’ comments
	E.1. Brief description how comments by local stakeholders have been invited and compiled
	E.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted?
	E.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to invite comments by local stakeholders?
	E.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is required by regulations/laws in the host country, has the stakeholder consultation process been carried out in accordance with such regulations/laws?
	E.1.4. Is the undertaken stakeholder process that was carried out described in a complete and transparent manner?

	E.2. Summary of the comments received
	E.2.1. Is a summary of the received stakeholder comments provided?

	E.3. Report on how due account was taken of any comments received
	E.3.1. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder comments received?


	F. Tool to determine project emissions from flaring gases containing methane
	F.1. Justification of the choice of the tool and why it is applicable to the project activity
	F.1.1. Is the applied tool considered the most appropriate one?
	F.1.2. Criterion 1: Is the residual gas stream (RG) containing methane?  
	F.1.3. Criterion 2: Is the residual gas stream (RG) to be flared containing no other combustible gases than methane, carbon monoxide and hydrogen?  
	F.1.4. Criterion 3: Is the residual gas stream (RG) to be flared obtained from decomposition of organic material (through landfills, bio-digesters or anaerobic lagoons, among others) or from gases vented in coal mines (coal mine methane and coal bed methane)?  

	F.2. Description of the parameters included in the tool
	F.2.1. Parameter: PEflare,yProject emissions from flaring of the residual gas stream in year yUnit: tCO2eType: result
	F.2.2. Parameter: η flare, hFlare efficiency in hour h based on measurements or default valuesUnit: -Type: default/result
	F.2.3. Parameter: fvi, hVolumetric fraction of component i in the residual gas in the hour h where i = CH4, CO, CO2, O2, H2, N2Unit: -Type: monitored
	F.2.4. Parameter: FVRG, hVolumetric flow rate of the residual gas in dry basis at normal (NTP) conditions 2 in the hour hUnit: m³/hType: monitored
	F.2.5. Parameter: t O2, hVolumetric fraction of O2 in the exhaust gas of the flare in the hour h (only in case the flare efficiency is continuously monitored)Unit: -Type: monitored
	F.2.6. Parameter to be monitored: fV CH4,FG,hConcentration of methane in the exhaust gas of the flare in dry basis at normal conditions in the hour h (only in the case the flare efficiency is continuously monitored)Unit: mg/m³Type: required
	F.2.7. Parameter to be monitored: TflareTemperature in the exhaust gas of the enclosed flareUnit: °CType: required
	F.2.8. Parameter to be monitored: -Any other parameters required to monitor proper operation of the flare according to the manufacturer’s specification (only in the case of use of a default value for the flare efficiency)Unit: -Type: required
	F.2.9. Do the spatial and technological boundaries as verified on-site comply with the discussion provided by / indication included to the PDD?

	F.3. Description of how the baseline methodology procedure is identified and description of the identified baseline procedure
	F.3.1. Are the project emissions from flaring of the residual gas stream calculated based on the flare efficiency and the mass flow rate of methane?
	F.3.2. Does the determination of flare efficiency take into account the actual efficiency of combustion in the flare and the time that the flare is operating?
	F.3.3. Does the calculation of combustion efficiency take into account the methane content in the exhaust gas of the flare, the air used in the combustion process, and the methane content in the residual gas?
	F.3.4. Is the stated type of flare (open, enclosed) traceable due to the definitions mentioned in the tool?  
	F.3.5. In case of open flare: Is there a device foreseen to demonstrate the flare is operational and are the default values (50% , 0%) in the calculation adapted? 
	F.3.6. Have applicable regulatory or legal requirements been identified?


	G. Emissions reductions
	G.1.1.1. Is it explained how the procedures provided in the tool are applied by the proposed project activity?
	G.1.1.2. Is every selection of options offered by the tool correctly justified and is this justification in line with the situation verified on-site?
	G.1.1.3. Are the formulae required for the determination of project or leakage emissions by electricity consumption correctly presented, enabling a complete identification of parameter to be used and / or monitored?
	G.1.2.1. Is the list of parameters presented in chapter B.6.2 considered to be complete with regard to the requirements of the applied tool?
	G.1.2.2. Parameter Title: PPiRated capacity of power plant i
	G.1.3.1. Is the projection based on the same procedures as used for future monitoring?
	G.1.3.2. Are the GHG calculations documented in a complete and transparent manner?
	G.1.3.3. Is the data provided in this section consistent with data as presented in other chapters of the PDD?
	G.1.4.1. Is the data provided in this section in consistency with data as presented in other chapters of the PDD?
	G.2. Application of the monitoring methodology and description of the monitoring plan
	G.2.1.1. Is the list of parameters presented in chapter B.7.1 considered to be complete with regard to the requirements of the applied tool?
	G.2.1.2. Parameter Title: ECPJ,yOnsite consumption of electricity provided by the grid and/or captive power plant(s) and attributable to the project activity during the year y
	G.2.1.3. Parameter Title: EFgrid,yEmission factor for the grid in year y
	G.2.1.4. Parameter Title: TDLyAverage technical transmission and distribution losses
	G.2.1.5. Parameter Title: FCk,i,yQuantity of fossil fuel type i fired in the captive power plant k in year y
	G.2.1.6. Parameter Title: EGk,ytotal net amount of electricity produced by captive power plant k
	G.2.1.7. Parameter Title: HGk,yquantity of heat co-generated in captive power plant k in year y
	G.2.1.8. Parameter Title: NCViNet calorific value of fuel type i
	G.2.1.9. Parameter Title: EFCO2,iCO2 emission factor of fuel type i

	Annex 4: Monitoring information
	If additional background information on monitoring is provided: Is this information consistent with data presented in other sections of the PDD?
	Is the information provided verifiable? Has sufficient evidence been provided to the validation team?
	Do the additional information and / or documented procedures substantiate / support statements given in other sections of the PDD?



	Validation_Protocol_Additionality_tool_version_5.2_ClintonLandfill2Rev_clean
	A.  General description of project activity
	A.1. Demonstration to confirm that the project was not implemented to create GHG emission reductions primarily for the purpose of its subsequent removal or destruction.
	A.1.1. Is it confirmed in the document that the project was not implemented to create GHG emission reductions primarily for the purpose of its subsequent removal or destruction?

	A.2. Demonstration that the projects has not created another form of environmental credit (for example renewable energy certificates)
	A.2.1. If the project has created another form of environmental credit: Is a letter provided from the program operator that the credit has not been used and has been cancelled from the relevant program?

	A.3. Projects rejected under other GHG programs (if applicable)
	A.3.1. Projects rejected by other GHG programs can be considered. If this is the case it shall be:
	a) clearly stated in the VCS PD: all GHG programs for which the project has applied for credits and why the project was rejected (no commercially sensitive information, see A.17).
	b) provision of the VCS verifier and registry with the actual rejection document(s) including explanation.
	c) If the project was validated against VCS program requirements.


	B. Application of a baseline and monitoring procedure
	B.1. Title and reference of the approved baseline and monitoring procedure
	B.1.1. Are reference number, version number, and title of the tool clearly indicated?
	B.1.2. Is the applied version the most recent one and / or is this version still applicable?

	B.2. Justification of the choice of the tool and why it is applicable to the project activity
	B.2.1. Is the applied tool considered the most appropriate one?

	B.3. Description of the parameters included in the tool
	B.4. Description of how the baseline methodology procedure is identified and description of the identified baseline procedure
	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 CDM project activity (assessment and demonstration of additionality):
	B.5.1. Is the realisation of the project activity based on an approved, a proposed new methodology or especially on ACM0001?
	B.5.2. In case the project activity started before the validation activity, how is demonstrated that the CDM was seriously taken into account for the decision to start the project?
	B.5.3. Are alternative scenarios defined that provide outputs or services comparable with the proposed CDM project activity?
	B.5.4. Can be the list of alternatives considered to be complete, why? Is the scenario project activity without being registered as CDM project included?
	B.5.5. In case several different facilities, technologies, outputs or services are present in the project, are separately alternative scenarios for each of them included? Have realistic combinations been considered as project scenario?
	B.5.6. Describe why the alternative scenarios are credible and realistic (technology, practices, services, status of implementation)?
	B.5.7. Do the alternative scenarios comply with mandatory laws and regulations?
	B.5.8. If a scenario does not comply with the mandatory laws and regulations, it is clearly demonstrate that the law and/or regulation is systematically not enforced in the country?
	B.5.9. Is the analysis method identified appropriately?
	B.5.10. In case of Option I (simple cost analysis): Is it demonstrated that the activity and the alternatives identified in step 1 produce no economic benefits other than CDM income? Is the project activity more costly than at least one alternative?
	B.5.11. In case of Option II (investment comparison analysis): Is the most suitable financial indicator clearly identified (IRR, NPV, cost benefit ratio, or (levelized) unit cost) and reflects this indicator no economical and financial attractiveness or feasibility at all?
	B.5.12. In case of use of IRR, it is clearly demonstrated why is equity of project IRR used? 
	B.5.13. In case of Option III (benchmark analysis): Is the most suitable financial/economic indicator clearly identified (project or equity IRR)?
	B.5.14. How is it demonstrated that the financial/economic analysis (benchmark) represents standard returns in the market, considers the specific risk of the project type, but is not linked to the subjective profitability expectation or risk profile of a particular project developer (Option II and Option III)?
	B.5.15. In case of company internal benchmark, is it clearly demonstrate that there is only one potential project developer and that the benchmark has been consistently used in the past (Option II and Option III)?
	B.5.16. In case of Option II or Option III: Is the calculation of financial figures for this indicator correctly done for all alternatives (Option II) and the project activity (Option?
	B.5.17. In case of Option II or Option III: Is the analysis presented in a transparent manner including publicly available proofs for the utilized data?
	B.5.18. Are all assumptions and input data clearly presented, documented, evidenced and consistent with the rest of the PDD?
	B.5.19. Does the sensitivity analysis shows that the conclusion of financial/economical attractiveness is robust to reasonable variations in the critical assumptions? 
	B.5.20. How is demonstrate that this variations have been adequately taken (range is adequate)?
	B.5.21. Is a complete list of barriers developed that prevent the implementation of the proposed project and the different alternatives to occur?
	B.5.22. Is transparent and documented evidence provided on the existence and significance of these barriers?
	B.5.23. Is it transparently shown that the execution of at least one of the alternatives is not prevented by the identified barriers?
	B.5.24. How is confirmed that the CDM does alleviate the barriers presented?
	B.5.25. Have other activities in the host country / region similar to the project activity been identified and are these activities appropriately analyzed by the PDD?
	B.5.26. If similar activities are occurring: Is it demonstrated that in spite of these similarities the project activity would not be implemented without the CDM component?
	B.5.27. VCS Requirements: 


	C. Ownership 
	C.1.1. Is the proof of title been provided by one of the following:
	a) a legislative right
	b) a right under local common law
	c) ownership of plant, equipment and/or process generating the reductions/removals
	C.2. Projects that reduce GHG emissions from activities that participate in an emission trading program (if applicable)
	C.2.1. Is, if applicable, a list included to the document that shows all project proponents of projects that reduce GHG emissions from activities that:
	a) are included in an emission trading program, or
	C.2.2. Is, if applicable, evidence that reductions or removals generated by the project have or will not be used in the program or jurisdiction for the purpose of demonstrating compliance included?
	C.2.3. If yes, does evidence include:
	a) a letter from the program operator or designated national authority that emissions allowances (or other GHG credits used in the program) equivalent to the reductions/removals generated by the project have been cancelled from the program, or national cap as applicable or;
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