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The Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project (Project) consists of the collection and
destruction of landfill gas (LFG) that would otherwise have been released to the atmosphere. Through
an active landfill gas collection system coupled with two generators and two back-up flares, the Project
results in the reduction of greenhouse gases through avoided emissions of methane (CHa).

On 8 February 2017, Origin Climate, Inc. (Origin Climate) contracted with Ruby Canyon Engineering
(RCE) to perform the verification of the monitoring period 1 May 2016 — 31 December 2016. RCE did
not conduct a site visit for the verification of this monitoring period but performed one for a previous
monitoring period in June 2016. RCE completed a detailed data and document review of relevant
Project information.

The purpose of the verification is to ensure that the project activity was implemented according to the
monitoring plan, the emission reduction assertion submitted by Origin Climate is materially correct and

free of errors and omissions, and that the Project meets all criteria requirements. Specifically, RCE
assessed the Project against the requirements of the Clean Development Mechanism methodology
ACMO0001 (version 10). RCE assessed the Project's Monitoring Report—which also includes the
Project’s monitoring plan—based on the above criteria as well as relevant criteria and VCS guidance
documents.

During the verification process, RCE completed a desk review of the Monitoring Report and
associated documents to confirm that the project activity was implemented as stated in the VCS
Project Description (PD) including a review of data and information control systems. During the course
of verification activities, RCE issued requests for one corrective actions, two additional
documentations, and seven clarifications. Origin Climate provided adequate responses to RCE’s
requests.

RCE concludes, to a reasonable level of assurance, that the Project's GHG assertion of 30,130 metric
tonnes of CO:2 equivalent emissions for the period of 1 May 2016 — 31 December 2016 is fairly stated.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Origin Climate, Inc. (Origin Climate) contracted RCE to perform a third-party verification of the Project.
The Project consists of the collection and destruction of landfill gas that would otherwise have been
released to the atmosphere. The Project activity results in the reduction of greenhouse gases through
avoided emissions of methane. This report covers the monitoring period 1 May 2016 — 31 December
2016.

1.1 Objective

The objective of the verification is to ensure that the GHG emission reduction assertion made by Origin
Climate is materially correct and that the data provided are accurate, complete, and transparent.
Additionally, RCE ensured that the Project is in conformance with the criteria as stated in Section 1.2.

1.2 Scope and Criteria

The scope of the Project includes the organizational boundaries of Clinton Landfill #2 and all
components of the gas collection and control system. The GHGs included in the scope of the project
are CO2 & CHa.

RCE conducted the verification based upon the following criteria:

o Verified Carbon Standard version 3.6 (19 October 2016);

e VCS Program Guide Version 3.6 (19 October 2016);

e Clean Development Mechanism methodology ACM0001, Consolidated baseline and monitoring
methodology for landfill gas project activities, Version 10;

¢ Validated VCS Project Description, version 1.51 (12 November 2009);

e VCS Validation and Verification Manual, Version 3.2 (19 October 2016); and

e |SO 14064-3 “Greenhouse gases — Part 3: Specification with guidance for the validation and
verification of greenhouse gas assertions”.

Additionally, RCE reviewed the Project’'s monitoring period-specific Monitoring Report Version 3, dated
14 March 2017, including the monitoring plan, during verification activities

1.3 Level of Assurance
RCE conducted the verification to a reasonable level of assurance.

The VCS Standard defines materiality as errors, omissions, or discrepancies resulting in misstatement
of greater than five percent of the Project's GHG assertion. Additionally, RCE considered qualitative
non-conformances with criteria requirements as material during the verification process

1.4 Summary Description of the Project

The Project activity consists of the collection and destruction of LFG from Clinton Landfill #2 in Clinton,
lllinois. The Project is located at latitude: 40°6°51.411” N and longitude: 88°57°28.7994” W. The Project
includes a landfill gas collection system which conveys LFG to two power generation engines or two
open candlestick flares. The monitoring period under verification is 1 May 2016 to 31 December 2016.

Emission reductions are achieved by the Project through the collection and combustion of methane in
the flare and engines. The Project reduces the quantity of methane released to the atmosphere from
the decomposition of waste in the closed landfill. In the absence of the Project, most of the methane
collected would have been vented to the atmosphere. Note that pre-Project, the landfill gas collection
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and combustion system destroyed LFG from the landfill in a flare. The fraction of LFG and methane that
would have been collected in the initial system is deducted from final emission reduction calculations.

Starting in October 2015, LFG from Clinton Landfill #3 is conveyed to the project destruction devices.
The LFG destroyed from Clinton Landfill #3 is monitored and deducted from the final emission reduction
calculations.

2 VERIFICATION PROCESS
2.1 Method and Criteria

The verification process involved the following independent and objective activities:
e Select a Verification Team;
e Perform a Conflict of Interest Review;
e Conduct a kickoff meeting with Origin Climate;
¢ Review the validated Project Description;
Review the Validation Report;
Review the previous Verification Report;
Review the current Monitoring Report Version 3, dated 14 March 2017;
Develop a verification plan and risk-based sampling plan;
Review the Project information control systems and quality control procedures;
Review the Project’s emission reduction calculations;
Issue corrective action, additional documentation, and clarification requests as necessary;
Issue a verification report and verification representation; and
e Conduct an exit meeting with Origin Climate.

RCE selected the verification team according to its GHG Verification Policies & Procedures to ensure
team members are qualified to perform verification activities pertaining to the Project. The verification
team consisted of the following individuals:

Lead Verifier: Samantha Phillips
Verifier: Jessica Stavole-Carter
Internal Reviewer: Nina Pinette

Prior to verification activities, RCE performed a Conflict of Interest Assessment to determine whether
any potential conflicts exist with the project developer. No issues were discovered that would affect the
impartiality or independence of the verification team.

RCE held a kickoff call with Origin Climate on 17 February 2017. The purpose of the kickoff call was to
introduce the Origin Climate personnel and the RCE verification team, review the verification objectives
and process, review the VCS requirements, and to confirm the verification schedule.

RCE developed a verification plan and sampling plan that were used throughout the verification of the
Project. The plan was created after reviewing the Project Monitoring Report, validated Project
Description, and the VCS Standard (Version 3.6). RCE performed a risk assessment based upon the
criteria listed above and evidence provided to RCE by Origin Climate for the current monitoring period.
RCE used the verification plan throughout the verification as a basis for assessing the completeness,
consistency, accuracy, and transparency of the Project's GHG emission reductions. RCE conducted a
site visit at the Project location in Clinton, Illinois for the verification of the previous monitoring period on
28 June 2016 as described in Section 2.4.
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2.2 Document Review

RCE performed a risk-based analysis of the Project and document sampling in order to verify that the
Project is in conformance with all criteria requirements and that the stated emission reductions are
materially correct. RCE reviewed the following documents:

Validated Project Description,

Validation report,

Previous verification report,

Calculation spreadsheet,

Monitoring report (dated 14 March 2017)
Carbon Credit Management Services Agreement which defines ownership of the emission
reductions,

Meter calibrations and maintenance,
Flow and methane concentration data,
Evidence of engine operations, and
Electric invoices.

2.3 Interviews

During verification of this monitoring period RCE held discussions with:

¢ Nick Facciola, Origin Climate: Nick participated in the project meetings and was responsible for
development and maintenance of the Project Monitoring Report and emission reductions
calculations. He was the primary contact during the verification and addressed all Corrective
Action Requests (CARs), Clarification Requests (CLs), and Additional Documentation Requests
(ADRS).

RCE held discussions with the following personnel during the verification of the previous monitoring
period including discussions during the site visit:
e Andrew Whelpley, Program Manager for PDC Technical Services, Inc.: Andrew is responsible for

oversight of the landfill environmental compliance and reporting.

o Kyle Martin, Compliance Specialist for Clinton Landfill, Inc.: Kyle is responsible for operating and
maintaining the Project. He manages the LFG collection wells, schedules calibrations, performs
methane readings, and helps with GHG data collection.

e Logan Hamlin, Alterfor Cat: Logan is responsible for operation and maintenance of the power
plant.

2.4 Site Inspections

As part of RCE’s preliminary risk assessment, RCE determined that a site visit was not required to
provide a reasonable level of assurance for the verification of the emission reductions during this
monitoring period because the Project equipment and procedures had not changed since the previous
monitoring period.

RCE conducted a site visit to the Project in Clinton, lllinois for the verification of the previous monitoring
period (1 November 2014 — 30 April 2016) on 28 June 2016. The site visit activities included a physical
inspection of the Project operations and a review of the Project’s information control systems, data
handling, QA/QC activities, and equipment calibration schedules. RCE viewed all Project LFG
destruction devices: two open candlestick flares and two power generators. During the site visit, RCE
discussed the day-to-day operation of equipment, data aggregation and compilation, and emission
reductions quantification.
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5 Resolution of Findings

During the verification process, RCE issued requests for one corrective action, two additional
documentations, and seven clarifications. These requests were documented through RCE’s list of
findings. Origin Climate sufficiently addressed all requests as documented in Appendix A.

5.1 Forward Action Requests

There are no forward action requests issued during this verification.

6 Eligibility for Validation Activities

RCE did not perform validation activities as part of the verification process.
VALIDATION FINDINGS

No validation activities took place during the verification of this monitoring period.

1 Participation under Other GHG Programs

The Project does not participate in any other GHG Programs.

2 Methodology Deviations

Origin Climate identified and appropriately justified one methodology deviation for this monitoring
period. RCE approved this methodology deviation for the Project during this monitoring period.

The methodology default destruction efficiency for flares is 50%. However, a destruction efficiency of
96% is being applied to Flare 2, which was installed during project construction. RCE approved this
deviation because this destruction efficiency is a widely-accepted value and is a more accurate
representation of flare destruction efficiency for LFG offset project equipment and conditions in the United
States. Additionally, calculation of emission reductions from the flare is limited to times when LFG is
flowing to the flare and the flare temperature is greater than 500°F, ensuring combustion of the LFG.
This methodology provides increased accuracy to the emission reduction calculations.

Origin Climate also identified this methodology deviation during the previous monitoring period, and
RCE approved the deviation.

3 Project Description Deviations

Origin Climate identified and appropriately justified one new project description deviation in the
Monitoring Report. The validated Project Description states that VCS re-validation will occur in January
2017. This process has not yet been initiated because the crediting period does not end until June
2019. A re-validation may occur sometime in 2019. RCE approved this deviation because it does not
impact the applicability of the methodology, or additionality, or appropriateness of the baseline scenario
and the project remains in compliance with VCS rules.

RCE approved the following project description deviations which had been assessed and approved by
the Project’s previous verification body/bodies and still apply to this monitoring period. RCE also
confirmed that these deviations are appropriately described in the Monitoring Report:

1. The PD describes a web-based reporting tool that would aggregate monitored parameters for the
engines. Instead, the project manually records methane measurements at the engine skid taken
with a handheld methane analyzer.
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The PD states that the total electricity generated by the project is monitored directly from the
electricity meters; however, the electricity is actually tracked through monthly electricity bills from
the power company’s metering efforts, rather than from the meters themselves.

The PD states that engine operating hours are monitored hourly and tracked daily; however, the
collection frequency from the totalizers was only monthly. Operating clock hours are tracked
showing monthly totalizer readings, which are used to demonstrate consistent operation by
comparing against monthly gas flow and monthly power generation. This deviation does not affect
the applicability of the methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline
scenario.

The PD states that the standard temperature and pressure of the LFG flow measurements for all
flow meters is 68°F and 1 atmosphere (14.696 psi) of pressure. The actual flow measurements
are taken for the power plant and Flare 1 at 60°F and 1 atmosphere. The actual flow
measurement for Flare 2 is taken at 60°F and 14.73 psi. Finally, the actual flow measurement for
Clinton 3# is taken at 59°F and 1 atmosphere. The calculation of emission reductions utilizes the
correct methane density that corresponds to the flow meter standard conditions. This does not
affect the applicability of the methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline
scenario.

The landfill staff replaced the portable methane analyzer equipment used onsite. Rather than the
Landtec GEM-2000 or Elkins Earthworks Envision noted in the PD to be used to capture methane
concentration data at the power plant, the Project now owns and operates a Landtec GEM-5000.
Rather than the handheld gas analyzer used at the flares, the Project installed a Siemens
Ultramat 23 continuous gas analyzer on each flare skid. This does not affect the applicability of
the methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline scenario.

The PD notes that the electricity meter, which monitors the net electricity generation, will be
subject to regular maintenance and testing to ensure accuracy. Because the meter is owned and
maintained by the utility purchasing the power, Origin Climate is unable to obtain evidence of
maintenance activities for purposes of carbon credits. This does not affect the applicability of the
methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline scenario. Furthermore, as
the power generation data is not used for project data, this will not have any impact on the
accuracy or the results of the GHG Emission Reductions calculations.

The PD indicates TerraPass Inc. as the project proponent. As indicated in the Appendix,
TerraPass changed its name and is now Origin Climate Inc., and it continues to manage the
verification of the credits and represent them for sale. This administrative change does not affect
the applicability of the methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline
scenario.

The project deviated from the PD in that the continuous gas analyzer installed at Flare 1 was
found to be outside of the five percent accuracy threshold five times during previous monitoring
periods and zero times during this monitoring period.

The project deviated from the PD by including propane as an emissions source in the Project
activity. The PD states that because the flare was also used in the baseline scenario, the propane
would not be monitored and would not be included in the emission reduction calculations. During
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this monitoring period and previous periods, propane consumption is tracked through supplier
invoices and accounted for as a project emission. This is more conservative and does not affect
the applicability of the methodology, the additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline
scenario.

10. The validated Project Description states that DeWitt Energy is the owner of the Clinton Landfill
power plant. DeWitt Energy transferred ownership of the power plant to Wabash Valley on
October 13, 2014. No changes were made to the onsite destruction equipment or monitoring
equipment. RCE approved this deviation because it does not impact the applicability of the
methodology, or additionality, or appropriateness of the baseline scenario.

11. The validated Project Description is only applicable to destruction of LFG collected from the
closed Clinton Landfill #2. On October 13, 2015, the landfill gas collection system from Clinton #3
was connected to the project landfill gas collection system. The project developer is not seeking
reduction credits from destruction of Clinton #3 LFG and imported gas is being subtracted from
MDproject,y. The flow is measured by a flow meter which is maintained according to the same
QAJ/QC procedures for the Project flow meters as documented in the Project Description. Total
methane destroyed from Clinton #3 is conservatively calculated by applying the highest methane
concentration recorded at the power plant to the flow. Because the volume of gas from Clinton #3
is being measured and the volume destroyed is being excluded from the Project, this deviation
does not affect applicability of the methodology, additionality, or appropriateness of the baseline
scenario.

12. The validated Project Description states that a destruction efficiency of 50% will be applied when
calculating emissions from an open flare. As described in Section 3.2, a destruction efficiency of
96% is being applied to Flare 2, increasing the accuracy of emission reduction calculations.
Because the destruction efficiency of 50% is still being applied to the pre-project flare in the
project scenario, the deviation does not impact the appropriateness of the baseline scenario. This
deviation does not impact the projects additionality.

3.4 Grouped Project
The Project is not a grouped project.
4 VERIFICATION FINDINGS
4.1 Project Implementation Status

The Project start date is 24 January 2007, and the crediting period is for ten years starting on 1 July
2009 and ending on 30 June 2019. RCE found that the Project was implemented in conformance with
the validated Project Description. RCE confirmed that the Project continues to meet the requirements of
the VCS Standard version 3.6.

RCE confirmed that there were no changes to the project proponent or other entities for this monitoring
period. Origin Climate is identified as the Project Proponent while Wabash Valley power and Peoria
Disposal Company are identified as Entities Involved. During verification activities, RCE confirmed that
ownership of all emission reduction credits generated by the Project is transferred to Origin Climate.

RCE searched other prominent GHG program registries for listings of the Project at any time prior to or
during this monitoring period. RCE found no evidence to suggest the project was or is registered with
any other GHG program.

The data parameters that are recorded to calculate emission reductions are included and described in
the Monitoring Report and monitoring plan. The flow of LFG conveyed to the power plant, the two
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flares, and from Clinton Landfill #3 is monitored continuously using four Rosemount flow meters. Each
flow meter is calibrated annually by a factory-authorized technician, in accordance with the validated
Project Description. The flow meters to the flares and at Clinton #3 were calibrated on 6 August 2015
and 3 August 2016. While the flow meter to the engines were calibrated on 6 August 2015 and 19 July
2016.

The concentration of methane in LFG conveyed to the flares is monitored continuously by two Siemens
Ultramat gas analyzers. Peoria Disposal Company performed quarterly accuracy checks on the
Siemens gas analyzers. Both analyzers were found to be within 5% accuracy during each check. The
concentration of methane in LFG to the power plant is measured using three different portable
handheld GEM5000 gas analyzers. The analyzers are field calibrated before each use and factory
calibrated annually. None of the instruments were found or left with a drift of greater than 5%.

Three Yokogawa units are installed at the power plant and two flares. Each Yokogawa records
instantaneous and totalized LFG flow every two minutes. The Yokogawa units at the flares record
average methane concentration of the LFG and flare temperature in addition to flow every two minutes.
RCE observed no discrepancies between the monitoring system operations and the validated
monitoring plan in the Project Description, except as described in the project description deviations in
section 3.3.

4.2 Accuracy of GHG Emission Reduction and Removal Calculations

Origin Climate calculates the Project's emissions reductions in accordance with the equations in
ACMO001. RCE sampled the Project’s raw data excel files with data collected during the monitoring
period to ensure the accuracy of reported data and to ensure that there were no transcription errors
between data sets. RCE reviewed Origin Climate’s GHG assertion spreadsheet to ensure the accuracy
of the formulas, emission factors applied, and functionality of the spreadsheet.

The primary Project data includes the LFG flow to the power plant and both flares, imported LFG flow
from Clinton #3, and the methane content of the LFG. Origin Climate uses these parameters to
calculate the amount of methane destroyed by the Project. The flow meters adjust LFG flow for
temperature and pressure based on reference conditions of 60°F and latm or 14.73 psi (as discussed
above). RCE verified that the appropriate density of methane at these conditions, as reported in the
Monitoring Report, was applied in the calculation spreadsheet.

RCE confirmed engine and flare operation during the monitoring period to ensure that any flow to the
power plant and flares was destroyed. If engine operation was recorded (via operating hour totalizer),
then LFG was assumed to be destroyed, and if the recorded flare temperatures were greater than
500°F, then LFG was assumed to be destroyed. RCE reviewed the checks built into the calculation
spreadsheet to exclude periods when the flares were not operating. A default destruction efficiency of
50% was applied to the pre-project flare, Flare 1, and a destruction efficiency of 96% was applied to the
new flare, Flare 2.

RCE confirmed that imported LFG flow from Clinton #3 was deducted from the total methane
destroyed. Methane from Clinton #3 was assumed to take the most conservative path, which would be
destruction in the engines. Additionally, the maximum methane concentration was used to calculate
methane from Clinton #3.

Pre-project destruction of LFG in the baseline scenario was deducted from the methane destroyed in
the project scenario. RCE confirmed that the appropriate adjustment factor was applied in the
calculation spreadsheet.

Project emissions from purchased electricity and propane were deducted from the baseline emissions
calculated for the monitoring period. The quantity of the propane combusted by the flare is not metered,
and Origin Climate uses billing records to determine the quantity of propane consumed. Emissions from
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electricity used by the Project are calculated using the “Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or
leakage emissions from electricity consumption”, which accounts for the quantity of electricity
consumed and average technical transmission and distribution losses for providing the electricity. RCE
confirmed that project emissions were appropriately calculated using default values as stated in the
Project Description.

RCE recalculated the emission reductions for the entire monitoring period and found the GHG emission
reduction calculations to be in conformance with the ACM0001 methodology and the validated Project
Description and free of material misstatements

3 Quality of Evidence to Determine GHG Emission Reductions and Removals

Origin Climate provided adequate documentation for the emission reduction calculations as well as its
information control systems and data management processes. RCE reviewed the Project’'s Monitoring
Report, instrumentation calibration documentation, raw data, and all emission reduction calculations.
Additionally, RCE interviewed Project personnel during the site visit for the verification of a previous
monitoring period and over the phone for this monitoring period to assess their understanding of the
Project equipment and data outputs including data management.

Metered data is collected and recorded by the SCADA system which creates Yokogawa .dad files that
contain the two-minute recordings of LFG flows, methane contents, and temperature output. The files
are converted to Excel files for assessment and calculation. GEM5000 data is downloaded into excel
files for assessment and calculation. RCE reviewed samples of Excel files as well as aggregated daily
summaries.

RCE found the information provided to be transparently documented and in accordance with the
validated Project Description and requirements of ACM0001 with the exceptions of the deviations noted
in Section 3.2 and 3.3 above.

A4 Non-Permanence Risk Analysis

Not applicable.
SAFEGUARDS
1 No Net Harm

Not applicable.

.2 Local Stakeholder Consultation

Not applicable.
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6 VERIFICATION CONCLUSION

RCE conducted a risk-based analysis of the Clinton Landfill #2 Gas Collection and Combustion Project
including a strategic review of the Project data, documentation, and emission reduction calculations.
RCE concludes to a reasonable level of assurance that the GHG assertion is free of material
misstatement. The emission reductions resulting from avoided emissions of methane for the monitoring
period 1 May 2016 to 31 December 2016 can be considered in conformance with the:

e Verified Carbon Standard version 3.6 (19 October 2016),

e Clean Development Mechanism methodology ACM0001, Consolidated baseline and monitoring
methodology for landfill gas project activities, Version 10, and

e Validated VCS Project Description, 12 November 2009

Verification period: From 1 May 2016 to 31 December 2016
Verified GHG emission reductions and removals in the above verification period:

Year Baseline Project Leakage Net GHG
emissions or emissions or emissions emission
removals removals (tCO2ze) reductions or
(tCO2e) (tCO2ze) removals

(tCO2e)

2016 30,370 240 0 30,130

Total 30,370 240 0 30,130
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APPENDIX A: VERIFICATION FINDINGS

Corrective Action Requests (CAR), Additional Documentation Requests (ADR), and Clarification
Requests (CR)
ID # Action Item Resolution
Methane concentrations are being 15 March 2017: Origin Climate used the
periodically recorded at the engine skid. 95% confidence interval in the final
According to the Project Description the calculations.
lower bound of the 95% confidence
CAR 1 interval will be used to determine CH4
concentration for periodic CH4
concentration measurements. The
calculations are currently using a t-value
based on 90% confidence interval and not
95%.
Please provide the landfill’s current or last | 15 March 2017: The landfill exceeded the
Tier I NMOC report. 50 mg/year threshold for NMOC in 1993,
ADR 1 before LandGEM model was even
available. Tier 1 was enough to indicate
that the thresholds would be exceeded so
the landfill did not conduct Tier 2 testing.
Please provide clearer GEM calibration 15 March 2017: Origin Climate provided
ADR 2 certificates for GEMs G500309 (6/18/016) | the GEM G503663 (10/4/16) and G500309
and G503663 (10/4/16). (6/18/16) calibration certificates.
Why doesn’t the start of the crediting 15 March 2017: Origin Climate explained
period (7/1/2009) coincide with the start that at the time of validation mid-2009 was
CR1 date of the first vintage credits (1/1/2010)? | expected to be the start date for reporting.
However, the project never claimed
emission reductions from 2009.
Was the pre-project flare the response to 15 March 2017: Origin Climate explained
the NSPS federal mandate to install a that in 1998, an active methane recovery
GCCS and destroy LFG for NMOC and destruction system was constructed at
emissions being over 50 mg/year? Clinton Landfill to maintain compliance with
federal and state standards regarding the
control of nonmethane organic compounds
CR 2 (NMOCs) and landfill gas. The system at
that time included 50 gas extraction wells
although 40 of those wells preceded the
development of the gas-to-energy project;
10 were installed in October 2008.
Approximately 20 additional wells have
been installed as part of the offset project
in 2009.
Section 7 of the Project Description says 15 March 2017: No, the current crediting
CR 3 the project would be revalidated in January | period does not end until 2019. A
2017. Did this occur? revalidated may occur at that time.
Based on the engine operating hours in 15 March 2017: There were actually fewer
June 2016 the engines appear to be MWh generated per SCF flow in June
running more efficiently than expected. Is 2016, making this less than normal
CR4 this common? efficiency. There are no notable operating
issues or major maintenance notes during
this period.
v3.4 13
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CR5

Compared to vintage year 2015, VCUs
decreased by 34% in 2016. Why was there
such a large decrease?

15 March 2017: Additional imported gas
from Clinton 3 is replacing the eligible gas
from within the project boundary.

CR6

The receipt for propane appears to
indicate only 30 Ibs. were purchased for
flare 2. Please review the propane receipt
and confirm the correct quantity is being
used to calculate project emissions.

15 March 2017: Origin Climate confirmed
that 30 Ibs. of propane were purchased for
flare 2 in 2016. The final calculations use
the correct propane quantity.

CR7

The table below documents the calibration
schedule based on the provided
documentation.

Please clarify the following

inconsistencies:

¢ Why was the calibration of the
pressure transmitters provided for flare
2 and the engine, but not the other two
flow meters?

¢ Why didn’'t Emerson calibrate the
Engine flow meter on 8/3/16 with the
other equipment?

e Why didn't IMI calibrate the flow tube
on 11/28/16 with the other equipment?

Emerson
calibration

Emerson

transmitter IMI calib.

Emerson

8/6/15 7/19/16 8/3/16 11/28/16

Flare 1 <5% <5% <5%

Flare 2 <5% <5% <5% <5%

Engine <5% <5% <5%

Cl3 <5% <56%

15 March 2017: Origin Climate explained

that,

e There was a lightning strike on
7/17/2016 affecting various control
equipment components at the LFGTE
skid. New transmitters were ordered
from Emerson for use at Flare 2 and
the Engine as these were affected by
the lightning strike. The 7/19/16
calibrations are for the replacement
transmitters. Note the serial numbers.
The new transmitter for the engine was
installed on 7/22/2016. Kyle was able
to get the Flare 2 flow metering system
back up following the lightning strike
but the new device had already been
ordered. The new transmitter for the
Flare 2 was installed anyway, but not
until 9/28/2016.

e Emerson calibration on 8/3/16 was to
meet the annual requirement for
calibration. But because the engine
flow meter was brand new, it was not
necessary to pay for these services on
that device. As noted above, the
original transmitter was still in place at
Flare 2 so this was calibrated as part of
the 8/3 services.

e JMlis engaged to perform routine
service checks on the Yokogawa
digital chart recorders - they also
perform additional checks on some of
the transmitters that feed data to the
chart recorders in conjunction with their
inspections of the chart recorders, but
the additional checks on the mass flow
transmitters are not actually required to
satisfy manufacturer recommendations
or fulfil other compliance obligations —
more of a value-added service that is
performed in the course of completing
the Yokogawa equipment service
checks. The results of the additional
transmitter checks by JMI were
provided because they provide
relevant information on the metering
equipment accuracy. These additional

v3.4
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transmitter checks are not part of the
Validated Project Description
monitoring plan. The flow tube
metering system does not use any
Yokogawa equipment (just a simple
USB drive), so JMI does not visit that
location
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