
Report Template Revision 17, 04/02/2013 

VALIDATION REPORT 
“Ekson Enterprises” SRL 

VALIDATION OF THE 
“LANDFILL GAS RECOVERY AND 
ENERGY PRODUCTION AT THE 

TINTARENI LANDFILL SITE, 
CHISINAU, REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA” 

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 
62/71 Boulevard du Château 

92571 Neuilly Sur Seine Cdx - France 

REPORT NO.BVC/UKRAINE-VD/0578/2012 
REVISION NO.02 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

2 

Date of first issue: Organizational unit: 

03/01/2013 Bureau Veritas Certification Holding 
SAS 
Client ref.: Client: 

“Ekson Enterprises” SRL Vitali Cebanu 

Summary: 

Bureau Veritas Certification has conducted the validation of the Project “Landfill Gas Recovery 
and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova”, owned by 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL, which is located in the Republic of Moldova, on the basis of 
UNFCCC criteria for the CDM, as well as criteria given to provide for consistent project 
operations, monitoring and reporting. UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 of the Kyoto 
Protocol, the CDM rules and modalities and the subsequent decisions by the CDM 
Executive Board, as well as the host country criteria.  

The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review of the project design 
document, the project’s baseline study, monitoring plan and other relevant documents, and 
consisted of the following three phases: i) desk review of the project design document and 
additional background documents; ii) follow-up interviews with project stakeholders; iii) 
resolution of outstanding issues and the issuance of the final validation report and opinion. The 
overall validation, from Contract Review to Validation Report & Opinion, was conducted using 
Bureau Veritas Certification internal procedures. 

The first output of the validation process is a list of Clarification Requests, Corrective Actions 
Requests, and Forward Actions Requests (CLs, CARs and FARs), presented in Appendix A. 
Taking into account this output, the project proponent revised its project design document. 

In summary, it is Bureau Veritas Certification’s opinion that the project correctly applies the 
baseline and monitoring methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” version 13.0.0 
and meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CDM and the relevant host country 
criteria. Bureau Veritas Certification thus requests the registration of the project as a CDM 
project activity. 

Report No.: Subject Group: 

BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 CDM Indexing terms 

Project title: Work approved by: 

“Landfill Gas Recovery and Energy Production 
at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic 
of Moldova” 

Matthieu Martini 

Work carried out by: 

Olena Manziuk - Team Leader 
Kateryna Zinevych -  Team Member 
Denis Pishchalov – Financial Specialist 

No distribution without permission from 
the Client or responsible organizational 
unit 

Internal Technical Review carried out by: 

Ivan Sokolov - Internal Technical Reviewer Limited distribution 

Date of this revision: Rev. No.: Number of pages: 

14/06/3013 02 213 Unrestricted distribution 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

3 

Abbreviations 
  
BVCH Bureau Veritas Certification Holding SAS 
CAR Corrective Action Request 
CDM Clean Development Mechanism 
CER Certified Emission Reductions 
CL Clarification Request 
CO2 Carbon Dioxide 
CO2e Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
DOE Designated Operational Entity 
FAR Forward Action Request 
GHG Green House Gas(es) 
MoV Means of Verification 
MP Monitoring Plan 
PDD Project Design Document 
PLF Plant Load Factor 
PP Project Participant 
PPA Power Purchase Agreement 
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change  
VVS Validation and Verification Standard 
  
 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

4 

Table of Contents Page 

1. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................5 

1.1. Objective 5 

1.2. Scope 5 

1.3. Validation Team 5 

2. METHODOLOGY .....................................................................................................6 

2.1. Review of Documents 6 

2.2. Follow-up Interviews 7 

2.3. Resolution of Clarification, Corrective and Forward Action Requests 7 

2.4. Internal Technical Review 8 

3. VALIDATION CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................8 

3.1. Approval (43-44) 9 

3.2. Authorization (49) 10 

3.3. Sustainable Development (52) 10 

3.4. Modalities of Communications (58,61) 11 

3.5. Project Design Document (63) 11 

3.6. Changes in the Project Activity (17) 11 

3.7. Project Description (69) 11 

3.8. Baseline and Monitoring Methodology 13 

3.8.1. Applicability of the selected Methodology (77) 13 

3.8.2. Project Boundary (86-87) 14 

3.8.3. Baseline Identification (94-95) 15 

3.8.4. Algorithms and/or Formulae used to determine Emission Reductions (99-100) 17 

3.9. Additionality (104) 19 

3.9.1. Prior consideration of the Clean Development Mechanism (112) 21 

3.9.2. Identification of Alternatives (116) 26 

3.9.3. Investment Analysis (123) 26 

3.9.4. Barrier Analysis (127) 29 

3.9.5. Common Practice Analysis (130) 29 

3.10. Monitoring Plan (133) 30 

3.11. Environmental Impacts (137) 32 

3.12. Local Stakeholder Consultation (140) 33 

4. COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS ..................................34 

5. VALIDATION OPINION ..........................................................................................35 

6. REFERENCES .......................................................................................................36 

7. CURRICULA VITAE OF THE DOE’S VALIDATION TEAM MEMBERS ..................42 

APPENDIX A: CDM PROJECT VALIDATION PROTOCOL .................................................44 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

5 

1. INTRODUCTION

"Ekson Enterprises" SRL has commissioned Bureau Veritas Certification to validate 
its CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill 
Site, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” (hereafter called “the Project”) at the 
Tintareni settlement, Chisinau, the Republic of Moldova. 

This report summarizes the findings of the validation of the Project, performed on the 
basis of UNFCCC criteria, as well as criteria given to provide for consistent project 
operations, monitoring and reporting. 

1.1. Objective 

The objective of a validation is to provide a through and independent third party 
assessment of the project design. In particular, the project's baseline, the monitoring 
plan, and the project’s compliance with relevant UNFCCC and host country criteria are 
validated in order to confirm that the project design, as documented, is sound and 
reasonable, and meets the applicable CDM requirements and the identified criteria. 
Validation is a requirement for all CDM projects and is seen as necessary to provide 
assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the project and its intended generation of 
certified emission reductions (CERs). 

1.2. Scope 

The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review of the project 
design document, the project’s baseline study and monitoring plan and other relevant 
documents. The information in these documents is reviewed against the requirements 
of paragraph 37 of the CDM M&Ps, the applicability conditions of the selected 
methodology and guidance issued by the Board. 

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

1.3. Validation Team 

The assessment team and internal technical reviewer team consist of the 
following personnel: 

FUNCTION NAME TA 13.1 TASK PERFORMED* 

Team Leader Olena Manziuk DR SV RI TR 

Team Member Kateryna Zinevych DR SV RI TR 

Technical Specialist N/A DR SV RI TR 

Financial Specialist Denis Pishchalov DR SV RI TR 
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Internal Technical 
Reviewer (ITR) Ivan Sokolov DR SV RI TR 

Specialist 
supporting ITR N.A. DR SV RI TR 

*DR = Document Review; SV = Site Visit; RI = Report issuance; TR = Internal
Technical Review

2. METHODOLOGY

The overall validation, from Contract Review to Validation Report & Opinion, was 
conducted using Bureau Veritas Certification internal procedures.  

In order to ensure transparency, a validation protocol was customized for the project, 
according to the version 03.0 of the Clean Development Mechanism Validation and 
Verification Standard, issued by CDM Executive Board at its 70th meeting on 
23/11/2012 (Ref. to category 2 documents of the section 6 References of the Validation 
report). The protocol shows, in a transparent manner, criteria (requirements), means of 
validation and the results from validating the identified criteria. The validation protocol 
serves the following purposes: 

� It organizes, details and clarifies the requirements a CDM project is expected to 
meet; 

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

The completed validation protocol is enclosed in Appendix A to this report. 

2.1. Review of Documents 

The Project Design Document (PDD) submitted by "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and 
additional background documents related to the project design and baseline were 
reviewed. 

Furthermore, cross checks were made between information provided in the PDD and 
information from sources such as the initial documented evidences. 

To address Bureau Veritas Certification corrective action and clarification requests, 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL revised the PDD and resubmitted it. 

The validation conclusions presented in this report relate to the project as described in 
the PDD version 2.0 dated 26/07/2012, the PDD version 2.1 dated 12/12/2012, the PDD 
version 2.2 dated 07/05/2013, the PDD version 2.3 dated 11/06/2013. 

The PDD version 2.3 dated 11/06/2013 is deemed final. 
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2.2. Follow-up Interviews 

From 04/09/2012 to 05/09/2012 Bureau Veritas Certification during the site visit 
performed interviews with project stakeholders to confirm selected information and 
to resolve issues identified in the document review. Representatives 
of "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and Scientific Engineering Centre “Biomass” were 
interviewed (see the list of Persons interviewed of the section 6 References). The main 
topics of the interviews are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 Interview topics 
Interviewed organization Interview topics 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL � Project background information and CDM consideration 

� Project technology, operation and maintenance 
� Project approval and implementation status 
� Project management and monitoring plan 
� Stakeholder consultation process 
� Common practice in the area 
� Government policies related to the project activity 

Local Stakeholder � Project background in details 
� Stakeholder comments 
� Social and environmental impact of the project 

Scientific Engineering 
Centre “Biomass” 

� Applicability of selected methodology 
� Baseline determination 
� Emission reductions calculation 
� Emission reduction monitoring plan 

2.3. Resolution of Clarification, Corrective and Forward Action 
Requests 

The objective of this phase of the validation is to resolve issues that require further 
elaboration, research or expansion prior to Bureau Veritas Certification’s positive 
conclusion on the project design. 

A Corrective Action Request (CAR) is raised, if one of the following situations occurs: 

(a) The project participants have made mistakes that will influence the ability of the
project activity to achieve real, measurable, verifiable and additional emission
reductions;

(b) The applicable CDM requirements have not been met;

(c) There is a risk that emission reductions cannot be monitored or calculated.

A Clarification Request (CL) is raised, if information is insufficient or not clear enough to 
determine whether the applicable CDM requirements have been met. 
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A Forward Action Request (FAR) may also be raised during validation, to identify issues 
related to project implementation that require review during the first verification of the 
project activity. 

To guarantee the transparency of the validation process, the issues raised, the 
responses provided by the project participants, the means of validation of such 
responses and references to any resulting changes in the PDD or supporting annexes 
are documented in the Validation Protocol in Appendix A. 

2.4. Internal Technical Review 

The validation report underwent an Internal Technical Review (ITR) before requesting 
registration of the project activity.  

The ITR is an independent process performed to examine thoroughly that the process 
of validation has been carried out in conformance with the requirements of the validation 
scheme as well as internal Bureau Veritas Certification procedures. 

The Team Leader provides a copy of the validation report to the reviewer, including any 
necessary validation documentation. The reviewer reviews the submitted 
documentation for conformance with the validation scheme. This will be a 
comprehensive review of all documentation generated during the validation process. 

When performing an Internal Technical Review, the reviewer ensures that: 

� The validation activity has been performed by the team by exercising utmost 
diligence and complete adherence to the CDM rules and requirements.  

� The review encompasses all aspects related to the project which includes project 
design, baseline, additionality, monitoring plans and emission reduction calculations, 
internal quality assurance systems of the project participant as well as the project 
activity, review of the stakeholder comments and responses, closure of CARs and 
CLs during the validation exercise, review of sample documents. 

The reviewer may raise Clarification Requests to the validation team and will discuss 
these matters with the Team Leader. 

After the agreement of the responses to the Clarification Requests from the validation 
team as well as the PP(s), the finalized validation report is accepted for further 
processing such as uploading via the UNFCCC interface. 

3. VALIDATION CONCLUSIONS 

In the following sections, the conclusions of the validation are stated. 

The findings from the desk review of the original project design documents and the 
findings from interviews during the site visit are described in the Validation Protocol in 
Appendix A. 
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The Clarification Requests, Corrective Action Requests and Forward Action Requests 
are stated, where applicable, in the following sections and are further documented in the 
Validation Protocol in Appendix A. The validation of the Project resulted in seventy one 
Corrective Action Requests and thirteen Clarification Requests. No Forward Action 
Request was raised. 

The CARs and CLs were closed out based on adequate responses from the Project 
Participants which meet the applicable requirements. They have been reassessed 
before their formal acceptance and closure. 

The number between brackets at the end of each section corresponds to the 
VVS paragraph. 

3.1. Approval (43-44) 

According to the regulation norms of the Republic of Moldova, the Letter of Approval of 
the CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill 
Site, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” has been issued after the validation report revision 
01 was submitted to the DNA. 

The Letters of Approval have been received and the following support documentation 
has been verified by Bureau Veritas Certification: 

The Designated National Authority (DNA) of Host Country (i.e., Republic of Moldova) 
has issued a Letter of Approval dated 30/04/2013 authorizing "Ekson Enterprises" 
SRL as the Project Participant and confirms that the Project contributes to 
Sustainable development of Republic of Moldova (see section 6 References, doc. # 16). 

Only Host Country (i.e., Republic of Moldova) is identified in the PDD for the moment of 
CDM project registration. 

Bureau Veritas Certification received the letter of approval issued by the National 
Commission for the implementation and realization of the commitments under the 
UNFCCC and of the mechanisms and provisions of the Kyoto Protocol that is 
authorized as representative of the DNA of Republic of Moldova for the CDM 
mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol and does not doubt the letters’ authenticity.  

Bureau Veritas Certification received the Letter of Approval and does not doubt its 
authenticity since it has all the signs of the authenticity (signature, reference number, 
contact data, etc.), which are easy to trace. The title and contents of the LoA refer to the 
precise proposed CDM project activity title in the PDD being submitted for registration.  

The Letters of Approval does not refer to a specific version of the validation report. 

In accordance with para. 39 – 42/VVS, Bureau Veritas Certification considers that: 

(d) The letter confirms the Party is a Party to the Kyoto Protocol;

(e) The letter confirms the participation is voluntary;
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(f) In the case of the host Party, the letter confirms that the proposed project activity 
contributes to the sustainable development of the country; 

(g) The letter refers to the precise proposed project activity title in the PDD being 
submitted for registration. 

(h) The Letter of Approval is unconditional with respect to the items above. 

(i) The Letter of Approval has been issued by the respective Party’s DNA and is valid 
for the proposed project activity under validation. 

In addition to that the BVC validation team made a telephone call to the National 
Commission for the implementation and realization of the commitments under the 
UNFCCC and of the mechanisms and provisions of the Kyoto Protocol of Republic of 
Moldova. The representatives of the DNA acknowledged that the project had been 
approved and the LoA had been issued. 

The identified areas of concern as to the project approval, project participants response 
and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in Appendix A (refer to CAR57) 

3.2. Authorization (49) 

The participation for each project participant has been authorized by a Party of the 
Kyoto Protocol. 

The validation team concluded this by seeing the authentic Letter of Approval by DNA of 
the Republic of Moldova (i.e., LoA dated 30/04/2013). 

3.3. Sustainable Development (52) 

The host Party’s DNA has confirmed the contribution of the Project to the sustainable 
development of the host Party. Please refer to section 3.1 of this report. 

Summarizing, the project contributes to all three aspects of sustainable development, 
such as: 

� increasing safety of landfill operational procedures; 
� demonstrating the state-of-the-art technology of LFG recovery in the Republic of 

Moldova and knowledge of the best landfill site management after the closing 
time, thus creating a better environment for replicating of similar investments 
projects; and 

� increasing clean technology investments and promoting of renewable energy 
sources. 

Thus, it can be concluded that the CDM project contributes to sustainable development 
in the Republic of Moldova. 
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3.4. Modalities of Communications (58,61) 

The validation team has performed due diligence on the MoC statement and validated 
the corporate identity of all project participants and focal points included in the 
Modalities of Communication (MoC) statement, as well as the personal identities, 
including specimen signatures and employment status, of their authorized signatories. 

Bureau Veritas Certification confirms that the MoC statement complies with all relevant 
forms and requirements (see section 6 References of this report, doc. # 5). 

3.5. Project Design Document (63) 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the PDD complies with the latest forms 
of the guidance documents for completion of PDD. 

3.6. Changes in the Project Activity (17) 

During the site visit, no physical changes pertaining to the project design was observed 
as compared to details mentioned in the webhosted PDD. 

There are no differences in the project activity between the final version of the PDD and 
the webhosted PDD.  

3.7. Project Description (69) 

The Project is development a Landfill Gas (LFG) collection and flaring system with an 
opportunity of its energy utilization in order to avoid emissions of into the atmosphere. 
The CDM project is located in the Tintareni settlement, Chisinau, the Republic of 
Moldova, which has geographical coordinates of north latitude 46°51'04" (46.8511) and 
east longitude 29°10'00" (29.1666). 

The CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill 
Site, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” is aimed to capture and flare the LFG. Landfill gas 
contains approximately 50% methane (CH4), which is a powerful greenhouse gas (GHG) 
contributing to global warming. Methane is 21 times more potential greenhouse gas 
than carbon dioxide. Moreover, LFG is a fire hazard and causes bad odour in the 
vicinity of the site. As a result of flaring of the LFG, GHG emissions are to be reduced 
as well as the local environmental impacts are to be mitigated. In addition, the 
operational safety of the site is to be increased. 
 
According to studied information, the technology of LFG capture and utilization is widely 
used throughout the world. In case of energy production additional emission reduction 
will be obtained by replacement of part of electrical and optional thermal energy from 
fossil fuels with the electricity and heat produced from CO2 neutral fuel (i.e., the landfill 
gas). 
 
Provided documented evidences justify that the landfill gas collection and flaring system 
(hereafter called “the system”) was constructed in 2008. The system consists of 56 gas 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

12 

extraction wells, 4 gas collection points, LFG extraction and combustion station. The 
system was commissioned in the test regime. The Final test certificate and final 
commissioning certificate of the system were checked during the site visit (refer to 
section 6 References of this report, doc. # 10, 11). Furthermore, the operating capacity 
was checked up. The system was stopped after the pre-commissioning works. 

During the site visit the installed CDM project measurement equipment as described in 
the final version of the PDD was checked by the validation team. All the devices have 
the documents and were calibrated in compliance with the requirements. DOE revised 
the documented evidences and found them satisfactory (refer to the category 2 
documents of section 6 References). 

History of the the CDM project revealed that at the construction time of the system the 
company Biogas Inter Limited was owner of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and flaring or combustion of the Tintareni landfill gas to be installed, and the 
company Unendo Energia S.p.A. / Biopower S.p.A was the project investor. Then after 
the changing of the number of circumstances, the successor of the company Biogas 
Inter Limited became the company "Ekson Enterprises" SRL. Now "Ekson Enterprises" 
SRL is the owner and investor of the CDM project. All facts described are justified 
with the documented evidences (refer to the section 6 Reference of this validation 
report). 

Without CDM project activity the LFG at the Tintareni Landfill Site (Chisinau, the 
Republic of Moldova) is vented into the atmosphere. The LFG collection and utilization 
system will be start up in 2013 after the project registration. Application of the LFG 
capture and flaring technology keeps the methane from release into the atmosphere 
that would otherwise occur under the continuation of the current landfill operation 
practice without the CDM project activity.  

Concluding, the baseline scenario of the CDM project implies full release of the landfill 
methane into the atmosphere and CO2 emissions from generation of the grid electricity 
that is to be replaced with the one produced from CO2 neutral fuel, i.e. the landfill gas. 

The CDM Project will result in annual average emission reductions of 62, 829 
tonnes CO2 equivalent during the ten years of its fixed crediting period. 

The validation did not reveal any information indicating that the Project can be seen as 
a diversion of official development assistance (ODA) funding towards the host country. 

The processes undertaken by the validation team to validate the accuracy and 
completeness of the project description include conducting a physical site inspection, 
reviewing available project designs and feasibility studies, statements, protocols, orders, 
documents on measurement equipment, etc. (refer to the section 6 References). 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the project description in the final PDD 
(the PDD version 2.1 dated 12/12/2012) is accurate and complete in all respects and 
that there are no changes to the project design and boundary as compared to the 
webhosted PDD. 
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3.8. Baseline and Monitoring Methodology 

3.8.1. Applicability of the selected Methodology (7 7) 

The Project uses the approved consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology 
ACM0001 ”Flaring or use of landfill gas” version 13.0.0 (see section 6 References). 

The applicability of the selected methodology is justified and assessed as follows: 

Applicability condition (a) “Methodology is applicable to project activities which install a 
new LFG capture system in a new or existing SWDS”: the project activity foresees the 
construction and commissioning a new landfill gas collection and utilization system in 
existing solid waste disposal site (the Tintareni landfill, Chisinau, the Republic of 
Moldova). Validation team states that applicability condition (a) is met. 

Applicability condition (b) “Methodology is applicable to project activities which flare the 
LFG and/or use the captured LFG in any (combination) of the following ways: 

� Generating electricity;  

� Generating heat in a boiler, air heater or kiln (brick firing only) or glass melting 
furnace; and/or  

� Supplying the LFG to consumers through a natural gas distribution network”: 
Collected landfill gas is to be used for power production and alternatively destroyed by 
flaring. The landfill gas collection and flaring system (The Tintareni landfill site) was 
constructed in 2008. The system consists of 56 gas extraction wells, 4 gas collection 
points, LFG extraction and combustion station. The system was commissioned in the 
test regime. The system was stopped after the pre-commissioning works (see section 6 
References of this validation report). Validation team states that applicability 
condition (b) is met. 

Applicability condition (c) “Methodology is applicable to project activities which do not 
reduce the amount of organic waste that would be recycled in the absence of the project 
activity”: the Tintareni landfill started to receive the municipal waste to be disposed 
in1991. The CDM Project activity does not provide the reduction of the amount of 
organic waste that would be recycled in the absence of the project activity. Validation 
team states that applicability condition (c) is met. 

Applicability condition (d) “Application of the procedure to identify the baseline scenario 
confirms that the most plausible baseline scenario is release of LFG from the SWDS”: 
the Project represents a landfill gas capture project activity, where the baseline scenario 
is total atmospheric release of the LFG. Baseline setting was performed in accordance 
to the selected methodology and “Combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and 
demonstrate additionality”. The latest valid versions of the documents were used. 
Validation team states that applicability condition (d) is met. 

Applicability condition (e) “In the case that the LFG is used in the project activity for 
generating electricity and/or generating heat in a boiler, air heater, glass melting furnace 
or kiln; for electricity generation: that electricity would be generated in the grid or in 
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captive fossil fuel fired power plants”: captured gas in project scenario is flared; and/or 
is used to produce power energy. The landfill gas collection and utilization system and 
electricity generation unit were installed. That was justified with provided documented 
evidences (refer to section 6 References). Emission reductions are claimed for 
electricity generation, as the LFG displaces grid electricity. Validation team states that 
applicability condition (e) is met. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the selected baseline and monitoring 
methodology ACM0001 ”Flaring or use of landfill gas” (version 13.0.0), methodological 
tool “Emissions from solid waste disposal sites” (version 6.0.1), “Combined tool to 
identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality” (version 05.0.0), 
methodological tool “Project emissions from flaring” (version 02.0.0), “Tool to calculate 
baseline, project and/or leakage emissions from electricity consumption” (version 01), 
“Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion” 
(version 02), “Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of equipment” (version 01), “Tool 
to determine the baseline efficiency of thermal or electric energy generation systems” 
(version 01), “Tool to determine the mass flow of a greenhouse gas in a gaseous 
stream” (version 02.0.0), and other methodology component is previously approved by 
the CDM Executive Board, and is applicable to the Project, which, complies with all the 
applicability conditions therein. 

The DOE hereby confirms that, as a result of the implementation of the proposed CDM 
project activity, there are no greenhouse gas emissions occurring within the proposed 
CDM project activity boundary, which are expected to contribute more than 1% of the 
overall expected average annual emissions reductions, which are not addressed by the 
applied methodology. 

3.8.2. Project Boundary (86-87) 

The validation team has validated the project boundary in the way provided below. 

(j) Assessing the relevant documents including: 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Equipment on biogas production and flaring at the Tintareni landfill site, Chisinau, 

Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of work; 
� Final test certificate of the biogas recovery plant and flaring at the Tintareni 

landfill, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova dated 27/11/2008; 
� Final commissioning certificate of the system for collection, transportation, 

extraction, and combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic of 
Moldova dated 28/11/2008; 

� Contractor's agreement about the construction of electricity station at the 
Tintareni landfill site dated 15/02/2007; 

� Protocols of testing of the electricity system, etc. 

(k) Observing the physical site and equipment used in the process. For instance, the 
Tintareni landfill system for collection, transportation, extraction, and combustion of 
the landfill gas that was installed revealed ready for operation. And the electricity 
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generation unit for electricity production was revealed installed (please see section 
6 References for the list of pictures/photos taken, pictures are also available upon 
request). 

The spatial extent of the project boundary is clearly defined in line with the selected 
methodology ACM0001 ”Flaring or use of landfill gas” (version 13.0.0) and it includes 
the Tintareni landfill site equipped with the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of the LFG and all the plants connected physically to the 
electricity system is connected to. As per the DNA of the Republic of Moldova, the 
whole Moldavian electricity grid has been considered to calculate the emission factor for 
the Republic of Moldova. The emission factor was assessed by the Carbon Finance 
Unit of the Republic of Moldova, World Bank (see the section 6 References). 
Consequently, in regarded PDD, the Moldavian electricity grid is defined as the project 
electricity system. 

According to the document analysis DOE can conclude that CO2 is the greenhouse gas 
included in the project boundary of the CDM project. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
consumption for purposes other than electricity generation or transportation due to the 
project activity and CO2 emissions from electricity consumption due to the project 
activity are the GHG CDM project activity sources. The emission sources according to 
the baseline scenario are as follows: the methane emissions from decomposition of 
waste at the SWDS site and CO2 Emissions from electricity generation. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the identified boundary and the 
selected sources and gases are justified for the project activity. The validation team did 
not identify any emission sources that will be affected by the implementation of the 
proposed project activity and which are expected to contribute more than 1% of the 
overall expected average annual emissions reductions, and are not addressed by the 
selected approved methodology. 

3.8.3. Baseline Identification (94-95) 

The procedure contained in the methodology to identify the most reasonable baseline 
scenario has been correctly applied. 

The PDD identifies the baseline for the proposed CDM project activity, defined as the 
scenario that reasonably represents the anthropogenic emissions by sources of GHGs 
that would occur in the absence of the proposed CDM project activity. The continuation 
of current situation was chosen as a baseline scenario, namely, the atmospheric 
release of the landfill gas (the Tintareni landfill, Chisinau, the Republic of Moldova). 

Document analysis shows that the baseline was assessed in compliance with the 
selected methodology ACM0001. And according to the methodology, the latest version 
of “Combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality” 
(version 05.0.0) was applied for identification of the baseline scenario. Baseline is 
identified in accordance to this methodological tool with the deviations described in 
respective CARs (refer to the Annex A of the validation Report) and explained by the 
PP’s answers. 
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Though ACM0001 version 13.0.0 defines that baseline alternatives should consider all 
points of the regarded project, i.e. the LFG emission, capture, and destruction, and 
electricity generation. As per the CDM PDD, the baseline alternative scenarios include 
the following options:  

Alternative 1. Atmospheric release of the landfill gas (continuation of current practices). 

Alternative 2. The LFG is flared and partially used for onsite electricity production with 
an opportunity of surplus sale to the grid (proposed project activity) without being 
registered as a CDM project activity. 

Alternative 3. The LFG use for electricity and heat generation for electricity supply to the 
public grid and heat providing to consumer. 

Alternative 4. Different use of LFG offsite. 

The CDM PDD considers each baseline alternative to identify the most plausible one. 
For the DOE part the validation team carried out the document analysis and researched 
background related to the landfill gas collection and flaring or utilization in the Republic 
of Moldova. As for alternative 1, currently there are no technical, organizational, legal, 
economic, and financial conditions for recovery and landfill gas utilization in the Host 
country. And the alternative 1 Atmospheric release of the landfill gas (continuation of 
current practices) is the only reasonable baseline alternative as part of the “business-
as-usual” scenario at the Tintareni landfill site. As for alternative 2 and alternative 3, 
these baseline alternatives are technically possible but require investment and are 
economically not attractive for project owners. Activities under alternative 2 require 
funds for construction of the special facilities (first of its kind) and operation 
maintenance. Also, this alternative does not provide sufficient potential revenue to the 
landfills. Alternative 3 envisages installation of the special equipment. And based on the 
revised documented evidences and information studies, the technical background 
related to the LFG use for electricity and heat generation and financial resources in the 
Republic of Moldova are not available. In addition, there are no national regulatory 
requirements for capturing of the landfill gas and utilization. As for the alternative 4, the 
last baseline alternative is theoretically probable but not plausible. For instance, 
upgrading the landfill gas to natural gas quality and transfer it into a gas pipeline is very 
expensive. The alternative 4 is not economically feasible because of the landfill gas 
volumes at all landfills. 

A list of barriers that prevent the implementation of the chosen baseline alternatives 
were considered in the CDM-PDD (Step 2 of section B.4 of the PDD). Validation team 
can conclude that barrier analysis was clear performed with direct reference to the 
documented evidences. The DOE review the information sources and can conclude that 
all facts are justified by the provided documents and referred data sources. According to 
the results of the barrier analysis, continuation of the current situation (baseline 
alternative 1) is the least cost and most plausible option. The only alternative scenario 
that is not prevented by any barriers is the continuation of the current practice (baseline 
alternative 1) and this alternative is identified as baseline scenario. Consideration of the 
baseline scenario was done in compliance with the latest version of the “Combined tool 
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to identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality”. Thus, Alternative 1 that 
supposes atmospheric release of the landfill gas (continuation of current practices) is 
the baseline scenario of the CDM project. 
 
In order to validate the adequate identification of the baseline scenario except the 
conformity to the “Combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality” the following key documentation was checked: 

� Legislation of the Republic of Moldova that concerns the project activity (e.g., 
Law on Environmental Protection No. 1515-XII approved in 16/06/1993; Law 
No. 851-XIII from 29/05/1996 on Ecological Expert Evaluation and the 
Assessment of Impacts on Environment; Law No. 1422-XIII on Protection of the 
Atmospheric Air, approved December 1997; Law on wastes # 1347 from 
09/10/1997; etc.); 

� Republic of Moldova: National Energy Policy Information for Regional Analysis 
ECE/GC/2008/033; 

� Commission staff working document, Accompanying the Communication from 
the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament ‘Implementation of 
the European Neighbourhood Policy in 2007’ Progress Report Republic of 
Moldova. Brussels, 03/04/2008; 

� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 

etc. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that: 

(a) All the assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the PDD, 
including their references and sources; 

(b) All documentation used is relevant for establishing the baseline scenario and 
correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD; 

(c) Assumptions and data used in the identification of the baseline scenario are justified 
appropriately, supported by evidence and can be deemed reasonable; 

(d) Relevant national and sectoral policies and circumstances are considered and listed 
in the PDD; 

(e) The approved baseline methodology has been correctly applied to identify the most 
plausible baseline scenario and the identified baseline scenario reasonably 
represents what would occur in the absence of the proposed project activity. 

3.8.4. Algorithms and/or Formulae used to determine  Emission 
Reductions (99-100) 

The steps taken and the equations and parameters applied in the PDD to calculate 
project emissions, baseline emissions, and emission reductions comply with the 
requirements of the selected approved consolidated baseline and monitoring 
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methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” including applicable 
methodological tools.  

The methodology ACM0001 states that “No leakage effects are accounted for under this 
methodology”. Therefore, based on the approved consolidated baseline and monitoring 
methodology leakage emissions are to be considered zero for this CDM project activity. 

According to the selected methodology, project emissions consist of emissions from 
consumption of electricity due to the project activity in year and emissions from 
consumption of fossil fuels due to the project activity, for purpose other than electricity 
generation, in year. Results of evaluation of the project activity show that the project 
does not involve emissions from consumption of electricity. CDM project activity 
electricity demand is covered by one-site power generation from LFG utilization. 
Therfore, emissions from consumption of electricity due to the project activity in year 
(PEEC,y) equal to zero. The project emissions from consumption of fossil fuels due to the 
project activity, for purpose other than electricity generation, in year (PEFC,y ) were 
calculated by the project participants using the “Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion”. Details of estimation were described in the PDD 
and Excel calculation spreadsheets. During the calculation of the project emissions 
“Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion” was 
followed. And as per calculation results, taking into account the conservative 
assumption the amounts of the project emissions from consumption of fossil fuels due 
to the project activity, for purpose other than electricity generation, in year (PEFC,y ) is 
less than 1%. Consequently, these project emissions may be neglected according to 
“Standard for applying the concept of materiality in verifications”. Clear justification of 
this statement is stated in the section B.6 of the PDD. All input values used for 
calculation of the project emissions were cross-checked by the DOE and compared with 
initial data sources (refer to the section 6 References). Finally, the calculation was found 
satisfactory. 

CDM PDD provides equations for the baseline emissions estimation in compliance to 
the latest valid version of the methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas”. 
Methodological tools related to the baseline estimation also were used, such as “Tool to 
determine the mass flow of a greenhouse gas in a gaseous stream”, “Tool to calculate 
the emission factor for an electricity system”, etc. Each parameter of the formulae stated 
in the PDD were described and numerated. All steps of identification of the baseline 
emissions equation are provided in a traceable manner according to the 
methodological requirements. 

CO2 emission factor for electricity used from the grid is used for estimation of the 
emission reduction. The emission factor was assessed and approved by the DNA of the 
Republic of Moldova. Namely, CO2 emission factor had been calculated by Carbon 
finance Unit of the Republic of Moldova in accordance with the “Tool to calculate the 
emission factor for an electricity system”. Results of the emission factor assessment 
were described in the document “Moldova grid emission factor assessment dated 2011”. 
The work on assessment was supported by Word Bank. The documented evidence was 
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provided to the validation team (refer to the section 6 References of this report). 
Provided information was revised in compliance with the Tool and found in order. 

Concluding, taking into account that there are no project emissions associated with the 
project activity, the emission reductions for the reporting period is equal to the baseline 
emissions for the same reporting period. 

In order to validate the values used in the project emissions and baseline emissions the 
following documentation was checked: 

� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Information on morphological waste structure; 
� Information on waste storage at the landfills near Tintareni; 
� Logbooks of flare device monitoring parameters on gas flow and gas quality; 
� Certificate of the device testing (emergency generator type Volvo ser. # 13672) 

dated 09/04/2008; 
� Protocol # 23-08 of testing of the electricity system dated 31/10/2008; 
� Moldova grid emission factor assessment dated 2011 by the Carbon Finance 

Unit of the Republic of Moldova, World Bank; 
� Order # 1/12 dated 20/04/2012 on approval of responsible persons of 

monitoring, etc; 

All equations and parameters used for calculations related to this CDM project are 
provided in compliance with the latest version of selected methodology ACM0001 
including applicable methodological tools. Relevant information stated in the PDD was 
analyzed by DOE in accordance with the methodology requirements and found 
satisfactory. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that: 

(a) All assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the PDD, 
including their references and sources; 

(b) All documentation used by project participants as the basis for assumptions and 
source of data is correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD; 

(c) All values used in the PDD are considered reasonable in the context of the 
proposed project activity; 

(d) The baseline methodology and corresponding tools have been applied correctly to 
calculate project emissions, baseline emissions, and emission reductions; 

(e) All estimates of the baseline emissions can be replicated using the data and 
parameter values provided in the PDD. 

3.9. Additionality (104) 

As required by the selected methodology, the additionality of the Project has been 
demonstrated by applying the latest valid version of “Tool for the demonstration and 
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assessment of additionality”. Assessment is demonstrated in compliance with the Tool 
with the deviations described in respective CARs (i.e., see Annex A of the validation 
report) and explained by the PP’s answers. 

In summary, the PPs are following the applied methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of 
landfill gas” (version 13.0.0) using investment analysis for CDM project additionality 
assessment. Benchmark analysis which is the proper method of investment analysis for 
the present project was chosen.  

The steps taken and sources of information used, to cross-check the information 
contained in the PDD on this matter are described below. 

As per the selected methodology ACM0001, the project proponent is required to 
establish that the GHG reductions due to the project activity are additional to those that 
would have occurred in the absence of the CDM project. To do so, the project 
proponent has to use the latest version of the “Tool for the demonstration and 
assessment of additionality”. 

The following documentation was provided to the validation team in order to assess 
additionality: 

� Final commissioning certificate of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic of 
Moldova dated 28/11/2008; 

� Final test certificate of the biogas recovery plant and flaring at the Tintareni 
landfill, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova dated 27/11/2008; 

� Methodology ANRE # 321 dated 22/01/2009 of calculation, establishment and 
application of tariffs on electricity that produced from the renewable energy 
sources and biofuel; 

� Decision # 389 dated 11/11/2010 on the tariffs of electricity that produced from 
the renewable energy sources issued by the National Agency of Energy 
Regulation of Republic of Moldova; 

� Work design project. Book 1. General explanatory note. Project 3610V2; 
� Report on engineering and geological site exploration dated 2006. Project 3610; 
� Requirements specification for performance of engineering and geological site 

exploration dated December 2005; 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 
� Equipment on biogas production and flaring at the Tintareni landfill site, Chisinau, 

Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of work; etc. 

The assessment of the documents revealed their authenticity, reliability and traceability. 
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3.9.1. Prior consideration of the Clean Development  Mechanism (112) 

According to the “Guidelines on the demonstration and assessment of prior 
consideration of the CDM” version 04, para 1 “In consideration of requests for 
registration, the Executive Board (hereinafter referred to as the Board) of the clean 
development mechanism (CDM) takes notes that the issue of prior consideration of the 
CDM as a major element in assessing that the CDM benefits were considered 
necessary in the decision to undertake the project as a CDM project activity.” 

In order to provide a clear explanation of the order of events which led to the decision to 
proceed with construction of collection system and to pursue CDM registration so as to 
secure the necessary financing, it is essential to present the following timeline that has 
been validated: 
 

I. 16/12/2004 Biogas Inter SRL and Municipality of Chisinau, Moldova, concluded the 
Concession Agreement. According to this Agreement, Biogas Inter SRL was 
provided with the rights on municipal solid waste processing, construction works 
and equipment installation on the Tintareni Landfill site. 

 
II. 15/02/2007 there was signed the Contractor's agreement between Biogas Inter 

SRL and Calitate Construct SRL about the construction of biogas collection and 
utilization system and electricity station at the Tintareni landfill site. 

 
 

III. The company Adaf Grup SRL owned a 100% holder share in Biogas Inter SRL 
until June 2007 . 

 
IV. 27/06/2007 the Company Daneco Renewables, registered in Milan (Italy), has 

signed a memorandum with Adaf Grup SRL (Moldova) in which Daneco 
Renewables has committed to invest about 1 million EUR into construction of the 
biogas collection and utilization system at the Tintareni Landfill site owned by 
Biogas Inter SRL. In return, Adaf Grup SRL has committed to sell 51% stake in 
Biogas Inter SRL to Daneco Renewables. 

 
V. Daneco Renewables obligations, set in the memorandum, were not fulfilled. 

Referring to the crisis and restructuring, Daneco Renewables proposed to register 
the specified percentage (51%) to another Italian company, Biopower under the 
same conditions. Thus, 24/08/2007 signed supplemental agreement were 
mentioned two companies Unendo Energia and Biopower.  

 
VI. 24/09/2007 Adaf Grup SRL has agreed to reissue on Biopower 51% of the interest 

in Biogas Inter SRL. 
 
Biopower as well as Daneco Renewables, did not carry out any transactions of the 
promised investments, which put the whole project is on the brink of collapse, as under 
the terms of the Concession Agreement signed with Municipality of Chisinau, 16 
December 2004, the project has to be implemented up to 30 December 2007. 
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To fulfill its obligations, Biogas Inter SRL and Calitate Construct SRL signed General 
Contractor Agreement for the construction of biogas station, and at their own expense 
started works at Tintareni landfill. 
 
VII. As Biopower has not fulfilled its obligations, Adaf Grup SRL offered to return 51% 

share. In response, Biopower has promised to reimburse over 1.27 million euro 
invested in the construction which was signed in the Protocol of 11/07 dated 15 
December 2007 . 

 
But even after the adoption of the new implementation date of the Project (to 30 April 
2008), Biopower also did not provide any investment. Adaf Grup SRL has been forced 
to continue at the own expense, attracting more and more loans. 
 

VIII. March 2008 , when the station was 60-70% ready, Adaf Grup SRL turned again to 
the Biopower with a proposal to return 51% of the interest. In response Biopower 
organized the meeting with Biogas Inter SRL, where a new investor Unendo 
Energia had been introduced. Unendo Energia, Biopower and Daneco 
Renewables were positioned as a group of companies. They were not intended to 
return 51% share, but stated the readiness to recover the invested money and 
continue funding only on the condition that 51% of Biogas Inter SRL would be 
transferred from Biopower to Unendo Energia. 

 
IX. 24/04/2008 - on the basis of Protocol of the Biogas Inter SRL shareholders 

meeting # 12/08 from 24 April 2008, Unendo Energia became an owner of 51% 
equity share at Biogas Inter SRL. As a guarantee, there was signed minutes of the 
Biogas Inter SRL shareholders meeting 13/08 dated 24 April 2008 and a 
supplemental agreement on 24 April 2008 about the construction financing 
increasing of up to 1.6 million euro, which was about to cover the money already 
invested, as well as for the further expenditures. 

 
There was also initiated the CDM project development “Landfill Gas Recovery and 
Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Moldova” (which was later 
cancelled by the project owner by Letter to TUV Rheinland related to Contract on 
validation for CDM-Landfill gas capturing and flaring project dated 30/08/2012). The 
Project owner was Biogas Inter SRL and Project investor – Unendo Energia S.p.A. / 
Biopower S.p.A. and the Project developer – FutureCamp GmbH, Germany. 
 

X. The starting date of the project activity  was the 24/04/2008, representing the 
date of signing the turn-key construction agreement for the project activity between 
Calitate Construct SRL and Biopower S.p.A. The documented evidence was 
provided to validation team (see section 6 Reference of that validation report). 

 
XI. August 2008  the construction of landfill gas collection and flaring system was 

completed. The system was commissioned in the test regime. Statement on 
commissioning of the system dated 22/12/2008 was provided for justification of 
information (see section 6 Reference of the validation report). The operating 
capacity was checked up and the system was stopped. 
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Due to Unendo Energia non-compliance with its obligations, Calitate Construct SRL was 
forced to turn to the courts, resulting (by the number of decisions from 06/11/2008, 
05/05/2010, 29/09/2010 and 24/01/2011) in a transferring of the constructed station for 
the debts to the company Calitate Construct SRL. 

XII. According to the Ownership certificate dated 13/02/2009 and Extras from Bureau 
of Technical Inventory dated 04/02/2011, the property ownership on the system for 
collection, transportation, extraction, and combustion of biogas produced located in 
Tintareni, Moldova had been delivered to Calitate Construct SRL.

XIII. 08/02/2011 - Calitate Construct SRL sold all objects to "Ekson Enterprises" 
SRL.Contract on purchase and sale of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas has been concluded between Calitate 
Construct SRL and "Ekson Enterprises" SRL.

XIV. Thus, the successor of Biogas Inter SRL became "Ekson Enterprises" SRL 
(according to the Statements from 13/02/2012 based on Extract from the 
Cadastre #2915 from 07/02/2012, which states that Adaf Grup SRL is 100% 
owner of Biogas Inter SRL) which is the Project Owner and Investor currently.

XV. Extract from the Cadastre dated 17/05/2012 witnesses "Ekson Enterprises" 
SRL property for equipment and main assets.

XVI. According to the Extract from the decision # 06/05 dated 01/08/2012 of 
participating in the auction to gain the right to lease a land site of the City 
Administration and Lease Contract 03/08/2012, "Ekson Enterprises" SRL is 
authorized to receive lease on the land site till 02/08/2042.

XVII. 20/04/2012 - In the Letter "Ekson Enterprises" SRL turned to Scientific 
Engineering Centre “Biomass” with the request on current CDM Project 
development and concluded the Agreement on 24/05/2012.

XVIII. 02/07/2012 - There was signed a Contract # BV-UKR 4025/12 KIV between 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL and Bureau Veritas Certification Holding SAS on 
CDM Project validation.

LFG collection and utilization system will be start up in 2013 after the CDM Project 
registration. 

Additionally, Host Party DNA and the UNFCCC secretariat had been informed in writing 
of the commencement of the project activity. By referring to the list of prior consideration 
notifications from the UNFCCC website (refer to the link: 
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/PriorCDM/notifications/index_html) and communication 
between the project proponent, the secretariat (on 10/10/2012) and the host Party DNA 
regarding the commencement of a new project activity. 
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Concluding, history of the CDM project revealed that at the construction time of the 
system the company Biogas Inter SRL was owner of the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and flaring or combustion of the Tintareni landfill gas to be 
installed, and the company Unendo Energia S.p.A. / Biopower S.p.A was the project 
investor. Then after the changing of the number of circumstances that described in 
details above, the successor of the company Biogas Inter SRL became the company 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL. Now "Ekson Enterprises" SRL is the owner and investor of 
the CDM project. All facts described are justified with the documented evidences 
(refer to the section 6 Reference of this validation report). 

From the above mentioned timeline, the validation team is able to verify that the project 
activity start date determined as 24/04/2008 in the PDD is appropriate and is the earliest 
of the dates at which either real action of the CDM project began. It is the date of 
signing the turn-key construction agreement for the project activity between Calitate 
Construct SRL and Biopower S.p.A. (refer to the section 6 Reference of this validation 
report). That is in accordance with the latest CDM glossary. 

It is a project activity with a start date before 2 August 2008, for which the start date is 
prior to the date of publication of the PDD for global stakeholder consultation. The 
validation team has assessed the documented evidences mentioned above (also see 
section 6 References of this validation report) that are the evidences for prior 
consideration of the CDM, and confirms that the project participants had an awareness 
of the CDM prior to the project activity start date, and the benefits of the CDM were a 
decisive factor in the decision to proceed with the project. The validation team is able to 
verify that all documents are reliable and authentic. The project participants 
demonstrated that real and continuing actions were taken to secure CDM status for the 
project in parallel with its implementation.  

The documented evidences for prior consideration of the CDM that were assessed are 
listed below: 

� Work design project. Book 1. General explanatory note. Project 3610V2; 
� Report on engineering and geological site exploration dated 2006. Project 3610; 
� Requirements specification for performance of engineering and geological site 

exploration dated December 2005; 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 
� Equipment on biogas production and flaring at the Tintareni landfill site, Chisinau, 

Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of work; 
� Ownership certificate dated 13/02/2009 about the delivery of the property 

ownership on the system for collection, transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic of Moldova to 
Calitate Construct (based on the contract between Calitate Construct and 
Biopower S.p.A. dated 24/04/2008); 
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Final pre commissioning certificate of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic of 
Moldova dated 28/11/2008; 
Final test certificate of the biogas recovery plant and flaring at the Tintareni 
landfill, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova dated 27/11/2008; 
Contractor's agreement between “Biogas Inter” SRL and “Calitate Construct” 
SRL about the construction of electricity station at the Tintareni landfill site dated 
15/02/2007; 
Supplementary contract #02 to the Contract dated 15/02/2007 on rendering of 
services dated 12/05/2008; 
Statement on commissioning of the system dated 22/12/2008; 
Certificate # MD 0018300 on registration of commercial society 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL; 
Contract on purchase and sale of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas dated 08/02/2011 (AC # 659971); 
Extracts from the register of immovable (the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas) according to the agreements; 
Certificate of the device testing (emergency generator type Volvo ser. # 13672) 
dated 09/04/2008; 
Protocol # 23-08 of testing of the electricity system dated 31/10/2008; 
Protocol # 21-08 of testing of the electricity system dated 31/10/2008; 
Protocol of verification of gas pipeline dated 25/11/2008; etc; 
Concession Agreement between “Biogas Inter” SRL and Municipality of Chisinau, 
Moldova dated 16/12/2004; 
Extract from the Cadastre (register of immovable property) dated 17/05/2012 on 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL is in possession of equipment and main assets; 
Extract # 2915 from the State Cadastre dated 07/02/2012 (“Biogas Inter” SRL); 
Extract # 2917 from the State Cadastre dated 09/02/2012 (“ADAF GRUP” SRL); 
Extract # 11741 from the State Cadastre dated 08/06/2011 ("Ekson 
Enterprises" SRL); 
Statement (information letter) dated 13/02/2012 from “Biogas Inter” SRL to 
Competence Center Climate Change (TUV Rheinland Group) about the property 
right on the project;  
Letter from 20/04/2012 "Ekson Enterprises" SRL turned to Scientific 
Engineering Centre “Biomass” with the request on current CDM Project 
development; 
Lease Contract  dated 03/08/2012 between "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and the 
City Administration of Tintareni; 
Agreement # 1/2012 between "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and Scientific 
Engineering Centre “Biomass” dated 24/05/2012; 
Memorandum of understanding between “Adaf Grup” SRL and Daneco 
Renewables S.p.A. (following Unendo Energia S.p.A.) dated 27/06/2007; 
Decision # 09/07 of the one shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/09/2007; 
Protocol # 11/07 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
15/12/2007; 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

26 

� Addendum to the subordinated convertible loan agreement dated 15/10/2007 
(Parties “Biogas Inter” SRL, Biopower S.p.A., and Unendo Energia S.p.A.); 

� Protocol # 12/08 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/04/2008; 

� Protocol # 13/08 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/04/2008; 

� Notification about the loan (National Bank of the Republic of Moldova). 
Modification of notification is dated 23/05/2008; 

� Accounts reconciliation statement between “Calitate Construct” SRL and “Biogas 
Inter” SRL dated 19/06/2009; 

� Information letter to “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 11/06/2009. 

Based on the above assessment, Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the 
proposed project activity complies with the requirements related to the prior 
consideration of the CDM. 

3.9.2. Identification of Alternatives (116) 

The plausible and credible alternatives to the CDM project were identified as per the 
methodology ACM0001 “”Flaring or use of landfill gas”” (version 13.0.0). Also, the latest 
valid version of the “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” was 
followed. 

According to the CDM-PDD, the alternatives to the project scenario where defined as: 

Alternative 1. Atmospheric release of the landfill gas (continuation of current 
practices). 

Alternative 2. The LFG is flared and partially used for onsite electricity production 
with an opportunity of surplus sale to the grid (proposed project activity) without 
being registered as a CDM project activity. 

Alternative 3. The LFG use for electricity and heat generation for electricity 
supply to the public grid and heat providing to consumer. 

Alternative 4. Different use of LFG offsite. 

The DOE can conclude that the assessment of the list of alternatives given in the PDD 
was made on the basis the methodology requirements and national mandatory 
regulations.  

Bureau Veritas Certification considers the listed alternatives to be credible and complete. 

3.9.3. Investment Analysis (123) 

Analysis method 

Project developer is following the applied methodology ACM0001 “”Flaring or use of 
landfill gas” (version 13.0.0) using investment analysis to assess the additionality. 
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The developer chooses benchmark analysis which is the valid methodology of the 
financial analysis for the present CDM project. 

Benchmark 

Based on the “Guidelines on the investment analysis”, local commercial lending rates or 
weighted average costs of capital (WACC) as appropriate benchmarks for a project IRR 
(the internal rate of return). As a result of document analysis DOE can conclude that for 
the regarded CDM project activity, the local commercial lending rate is chosen. 

As per situation, the benchmark analysis was applied for the Alternative 2 that 
presumes LFG flaring and partially their consumption for onsite electricity production 
with an opportunity of surplus sale to the grid (as non-CDM project). As a result, the 
PDD states that the proper IRR benchmark value which is to be used for estimation of 
the additionality of the project is 14%. 

The validation team considers that the type of benchmark applied is suitable for the type 
of financial indicator presented; the risk premiums applied in determining the benchmark 
reflect the risks associated with the project activity; it is reasonable to assume that no 
investment would be made at a rate of return lower than the benchmark. 

After revision of the provided analysis the DOE finalized that the IRR without certified 
emission reductions sale is significantly lower in comparison to IRR expectations of 
> 14% of commercial investors in renewable energy projects or industrial investors 
using similar technologies and having similar technical and commercial risks excluding 
the Kyoto risks. 

The validation team studied the CDM project documents and summarized that the 
project IRR without certified emission reductions sale remains low even in the case 
where these parameters change in favour of the project. Estimated numbers are too low 
for a risky enterprise such as the construction and operation of a landfill gas to energy 
production project, and fairly lower than private equity investments. Consequently, the 
CDM project cannot be considered as financially attractive without certified emission 
reductions sale. 

All parameters used in the financial calculations were verified step–by-step by the DOE. 
In validating the CDM project among the inputs employed in financial model the 
following have been cross-checked from publicly available sources: 

� the local commercial lending rate - http://www.bnm.md/files/index_21752.pdf; 

� long term inflation forecasts: 
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2012/01/pdf/text.pdf; 

� country details http://www.clima.md; etc. 

After cross-checking, the validation team can conclude that all input parameters used in 
the financial calculations stated in excel spreadsheets are in compliance with initial 
public available sources. 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

28 

The documented evidences for investment analysis of the CDM that were assessed are 
listed below: 

� Methodology ANRE # 321 dated 22/01/2009 of calculation, establishment and 
application of tariffs on electricity that produced from the renewable energy 
sources and biofuel; 

� Decision # 389 dated 11/11/2010 on the tariffs of electricity that produced from 
the renewable energy sources issued by the National Agency of Energy 
Regulation of Republic of Moldova; 

� Work design project. Book 1. General explanatory note. Project 3610V2; 
� Report on engineering and geological site exploration dated 2006. Project 3610; 
� Requirements specification for performance of engineering and geological site 

exploration dated December 2005; 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 
� Equipment on biogas production and flaring at the Tintareni landfill site, Chisinau, 

Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of work; etc. 

The validation team has reviewed the IRR calculation sheet (see section 6 References, 
doc. # 4 of the category 1) and cross-checked the major input values using local 
knowledge as well as sectoral and financial expertise and confirms that all input values 
were confirmed by documented evidences provided by PPs on request. 

Based on the input values from the company documented evidences stated above that 
are valid and applicable at the time of investment decision, the project IRR of the CDM 
project without CDM revenues is lower than the benchmark, which shows that the 
project is not financially attractive in the absence of CDM benefits. 

The validation team has reviewed the IRR calculation spreadsheet (see section 6 
References of the validation report, doc. # 4 of the category 1) and confirms that the 
calculation and presentation are consistent with the “Guidelines on the assessment of 
investment analysis” version 05. The data sources as well as the analysis approach are 
reliable and in accordance with local accounting regulations and international best 
practice. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

The DOE performed an assessment of a sensitivity analysis to the CDM project 
performed by the project participants (PPs). CDM project sensitivity analysis was 
conducted by altering the parameters, such as the landfill gas delivery, certified 
emission reduction (CER) price (i.e., 10 Euro = 100%), project cost, and the tariff for 
electricity sale (i.e., 120 Euro/MWh = 100%). The choice of these parameters was 
justified in a sufficient way. The parameters were selected as being the most likely to 
fluctuate over time. All calculations related to the sensitivity analysis were provided in 
Excel spreadsheets in supported documentation. 
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The results are presented in tabular format and in figure format in the CDM-PDD 
section B.5. The results correlate with investment and sensitivity analysis calculation 
spreadsheets which were assessed by the financial specialist of the DOE. All input 
values related to the sensitivity analysis were validated by revision of the documented 
evidences that were provided by request.  

The validation team considers that the range of variations is reasonable in the project 
context. The analysis provided a cross-check on the suitability of the assumptions used 
in the development of the investment analysis. The conclusion that the project activity is 
unlikely to be financially attractive is robust to reasonable variations in the critical 
assumptions. 

The validation team studied the CDM project documents and summarized that the 
project IRR without certified emission reductions sale remains low even in the case 
where these parameters change in favour of the project. Estimated numbers are too low 
for a risky enterprise such as the construction and operation of a landfill gas to energy 
production project, and fairly lower than private equity investments. Consequently, the 
CDM project cannot be considered as financially attractive without certified emission 
reductions sale. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the underlying assumptions regarding 
investment analysis are appropriate and the financial calculations are correct. 

3.9.4. Barrier Analysis (127) 

No barrier analysis to demonstrate the additionality of the CDM project “Landfill Gas 
Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of 
Moldova” was provided. 

3.9.5. Common Practice Analysis (130) 

The geographical scope for assessing the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of Tintareni landfill biogas has been restricted to the 
Republic of Moldova only. Neighboring countries don’t have access to the equipment 
that are to be installed as per the CDM project activity.  

Based on the determined information, the only existing practice of waste management 
in the Republic of Moldova is landfilling of the wastes. Many landfills are overloaded 
against existing permits and are not maintained in a proper way, causing pollution of the 
air, ground, and groundwater, spreading garbage into surroundings and thus polluting 
the landscape. Moreover, disposal of all waste types, for instance, municipal, industrial, 
medical and hazardous ones together is practiced. Landfill gas extraction and its 
utilization is not a common practice in the Republic of Moldova.  
 
Furthermore, the technology related to the landfill gas collection and flaring or utilization 
is not available at the local market, and the knowledge as well awareness of 
environmental and health risks of uncontrolled waste landfilling are very small. Landfills 
of the Republic of Moldova remain a great danger not only to the environment, but also 
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to social aspect. Namely, the employees working directly at the landfill sites are 
influenced by the LFG. In none of the existing landfill site in the Republic of Moldova 
LFG is extracted and used for energy generation nor flared. Therefore the project 
activity is a first of its kind to be implemented in the Republic of Moldova. 

In order to validate the common practice analysis the following documentation was 
assessed: 

� Work design project. Book 1. General explanatory note. Project 3610V2; 
� Report on engineering and geological site exploration dated 2006. Project 3610; 
� Requirements specification for performance of engineering and geological site 

exploration dated December 2005; 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 
� Equipment on biogas production and flaring at the Tintareni landfill site, Chisinau, 

Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of work; etc. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the proposed CDM project activity is 
not common practice. 

In conclusion, as demonstrated in accordance with the selected methodology and “Tool 
for the demonstration and assessment of additionality”, the proposed CDM project 
activity is additional. 

3.10. Monitoring Plan (133) 

Regarded CDM project uses the approved consolidated baseline and monitoring 
methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” (version 13.0.0). 

Applicability of this methodology is justified in the PDD as following: (A) The project 
activity foresees the construction a new landfill gas collection and utilization system in 
existing solid waste disposal site, (B) Collected landfill gas is to be used for power 
production and alternatively destroyed by flaring, (C) Project activity does not provide 
the reduction of the amount of organic waste that would be recycled in the absence of 
the project activity, (D) The project represents a landfill gas capture project activity, 
where the baseline scenario is total atmospheric release of LFG, and (E) Captured gas 
in project scenario is flared, and is to be used to produce power energy; and emission 
reductions are claimed for electricity generation, as LFG displaces grid electricity. Also, 
referring to the discussions on the applicability of the methodology in section 3.8.1 
above, the validation team considers that the selected monitoring methodology is 
applicable to the CDM project. 

Project monitoring plan was developed on the basis of the methodology ACM0001 and 
the methodological tool “Project emissions from flaring” (version 02.0.0). 
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Data and Parameters Monitored 

The latest version of the selected monitoring methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of 
landfill gas” provides data and parameters not monitored during the crediting period and 
identified in the methodology and fixed ex ante in the PDD, such as: Fraction of 
methane that would be oxidized in the top layer of the SWDS in the baseline, Global 
warming potential of the methane, Net calorific value of methane at reference 
conditions, Efficiency of the LFG capture system that will be installed in the project 
activity, flare manufacture’s specifications for temperature, flow rate and maintenance 
schedule, etc. 

As stated by the methodology ACM0001 in addition to the parameters listed below, the 
provisions on data and parameters not monitored in the tools referred to in this 
methodology apply, such as: Management of SWDS, Amount of methane in the LFG 
which is flared due to a requirement in year y, and Amount of electricity consumed by 
the project activity in year y, etc. 

The monitoring plan for current CDM project is developed in a project specific manner 
specifically addressing the unique features of the Tintareni landfill collection and 
utilization system and the specifics of gas flow metering and meters verification. 

The actual tonnage of methane emissions reduced by the project is to be calculated 
based on flow rate of the landfill gas, methane concentration, and 
destruction/conversion efficiency of the combustion equipment. 

As per CDM project activity, the flare facility planned to be used for the LFG combustion, 
and its efficiency is determined according to the methodological tool “Project emissions 
from flaring” (version 02.0.0). This tool provides for a continuous monitoring of the 
residual and exhaust gas to determine flare efficiency. In case that not be possible, the 
tool’s 90% default value will be used provided that compliance with manufacturer’s 
specification of flare (temperature of the flare exhaust gas and others if applicable) 
proven through continuous monitoring of the specifications. 

Monitoring plan states that for the purpose of monitoring of the emission reductions from 
displacement of grid electricity, the quantity of electricity generated from landfill gas and 
exported out of the project boundary are to be continuously measured. Baseline 
emission factor for the electricity grid of the Republic of Moldova was fixed for crediting 
period. The choice of the emission factor was clearly regarded in the CDM PDD. The 
emission factor was assessed and approved by the DNA of the Republic of Moldova. 
Namely, CO2 emission factor had been calculated by Carbon finance Unit of 
the Republic of Moldova in accordance with the “Tool to calculate the emission factor for 
an electricity system”. Results of the emission factor assessment were described in the 
document “Moldova grid emission factor assessment dated 2011”. The work on 
assessment was supported by Word Bank. The documented evidence was provided to 
the validation team (refer to the section 6 References of this report). Provided 
information was revised in compliance with the Tool and found in order. 

The monitoring plan provides, in tabular form, a complete compilation of the data that 
need to be collected for its application, including data that are measured and recorded 
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and data that are collected from other sources but not including data that are calculated 
with equations. 

Validation site visit has reflected that the CDM project monitoring system are ready to 
record electronically of all continuously measured parameters (i.e., LFG flow, CH4, CO2, 
O2 concentrations, flare temperature, and flare operating hours, etc.) via a data logger. 
According to the monitoring procedure, the data logger has the capability to aggregate 
and print the collected data with approved frequency. 

CDM project monitoring plan clearly identifies the responsibilities and the authority 
regarding the monitoring activities. As a matter of fact, a site manager will ensure 
recording of the measurements and performance of calibration and maintenance 
actions according to the schedule, revision of measurement results, keeping of the 
proper records and transmitting the data for archiving. Project participants will perform 
quality assurance on the data and ensure archiving of the monitoring data for the 
crediting period plus two years after the last CERs transmission. The details related to 
the monitoring plan are provided in sufficient manner in the PDD section B.7. 

The validation team considers that the description of the monitoring plan contains all 
necessary parameters, that they are described and that the means of monitoring 
described in the plan complies with the requirements of the methodology including 
applicable tools. 

In the PDD quality control and quality assurance procedures undertaken for monitoring 
data are described in details. Quality assurance of the CDM project metering devices is 
ensured by calibration of each measurement device according to the manufacturer's 
recommendation. This ensures the accuracy of the metering equipment. 

The validation team considers that the means of implementation of the monitoring plan, 
including the data management and quality assurance and quality control procedures, 
are sufficient to ensure that the emission reductions achieved resulting from the 
proposed project activity can be reported ex post and verified. 

The proposed CDM project does not involve sampling plan; as such no requirement of 
sampling for the project activity is needed. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the monitoring plan complies with the 
requirements of the methodology including applicable methodological tools, the 
monitoring arrangements described in the monitoring plan are feasible within the project 
design and the project participants are able to implement the described monitoring plan. 

3.11. Environmental Impacts (137) 

The project participants conducted an analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project activity, including transboundary impacts.  

Tintareni landfill site in Chisinau (the Republic of Moldova) is equipped in compliance 
with requirement to prevent any impact on the environment. During the site visit the 
validation team verified that the landfill has an installed wastewater drain system. 
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Moreover, every 5-6 meters of waste are covered with special soil layers to prevent gas 
generation and to minimize the fire risk.  

The project participants conducted an environmental impact assessment (EIA) of the 
proposed project activity. The DOE received the EIA for revision. Based on the study 
results, the validation team can summarize that no significant environmental and social 
impacts caused by the CDM project activity were identified (refer to the section 
6 References).  

Impact of the regarded CDM project activity on the landscape and biotic surrounding, 
water sources, the air and climate, health and safety condition, etc. was investigated in 
the frame of the environmental impact assessment. For instance, the landfill toxic and 
odorous gases, leachate are to be strongly reduced due to the CDM project activity. 
Also, project activity will significantly improve local sanitary and health conditions as well 
as safety of the workers employed on the landfill because of the landfill gas collection. 
As a result of the validation procedure, it can be summarized that the CDM project 
activity implementation has no additional influence on the environment. 

In order to validate the environmental impacts of the proposed project activity the 
following documentation was assessed: 

� Work design project. Book 1. General explanatory note. Project 3610V2; 
� Report on engineering and geological site exploration dated 2006. Project 3610; 
� Requirements specification for performance of engineering and geological site 

exploration dated December 2005; 
� Statement of investigation of the site for designing of the project “Electricity 

production at the Tintareni landfill site”; 
� Work design project dated 2006. Project estimate. Local estimates. Project 3610; 
� Work design project dated 2005. Book 5. Environmental protection. Project 3610; 
� State environmental inspection dated 13/12/2005, etc. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that the project participants have 
undertaken an analysis of environmental impacts in accordance with procedures as 
required by the host Party. 

3.12. Local Stakeholder Consultation (140) 

The project participants have completed a local stakeholder consultation process and 
that due steps were taken to engage stakeholders and solicit comments for the 
proposed project activity. 

The steps taken to assess the adequacy of the local stakeholder consultation are 
described below. 

The conference and meetings with the local authorities of Tintareni village and Chicinau 
as well as NGOs were performed by the PPs to present the CDM project. Also, the 
articles were published in the local newspaper such as the newspaper “Znamya Truda” 
and the newspaper “Drapelul Muncii”. The articles included details about the CDM 
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project along with the contact data, in case any questions or comments arise. The 
documented evidences (refer to section 6 References) that justify the actions mentioned 
above were provided to the DOE. Validation team reviewed the documents and found it 
satisfactory. And all dates of the action that stated in the PDD (see section E of the PDD) 
are in compliance with the documented evidences. 

Finally, no negatives comments were received from the local stakeholder. 

During the site visit the validation team conducted the interview with Ivan Mostak that is 
the Mayor of the Tintareni village; and he confirmed the information. 

Bureau Veritas Certification hereby confirms that comments that are relevant for the 
proposed project activity have been invited from local stakeholders, the summary of the 
comments received as provided in the PDD is complete, the project participants have 
taken due account of all comments received and have described this process in 
the PDD. 

4. COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS 

The PDD using the approved consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology 
ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” (version 13.0.0) was webhosted on the 
UNFCCC for global stakeholders comments as per CDM requirements. The project was 
webhosted from 13/10/2012 – 11/11/2012.  

No comments were received during this period. 
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5. VALIDATION OPINION 
Bureau Veritas Certification has performed a validation of the project “Landfill Gas 
Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of 
Moldova”, which is located in Chisinau, the Republic of Moldova. The validation was 
performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria for the CDM, and host country criteria, as 
well as criteria given to provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and 
reporting. 

The validation consisted of the following three phases: i) desk review of the project 
design document and additional background documents; ii) follow-up interviews with 
project stakeholders; iii) resolution of outstanding issues and the issuance of the final 
validation report and opinion. 

The project correctly applies the approved consolidated baseline and monitoring 
methodology ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” version 13.0.0 and uses the latest 
tool for demonstration of the additionality. 

By the landfill gas collection and utilization system, the project is likely to result in 
reductions of GHG emissions that are real, measurable and give long-term benefits to 
the mitigation of climate change. It is demonstrated that the project 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 and maintained as designed, the project is likely 
to achieve the estimated annual emission reductions of 62, 829 tonnes CO2 equivalent 
during the ten years of its fixed crediting period. 

The review of the project design documentation and the subsequent follow-up 
interviews have provided Bureau Veritas Certification with sufficient evidence to 
determine the fulfillment of stated criteria. In our opinion, the project meets all relevant 
UNFCCC requirements for the CDM and the relevant host country criteria. Bureau 
Veritas Certification thus requests registration of the project as a CDM project activity. 

 

  
Ivan Sokolov Olena Manziuk 

Internal Technical Reviewer Team Leader 

14/06/2013 14/06/2013 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

36 

6. REFERENCES 
Category 1 Documents: 

Documents provided by project participants that relate directly to the GHG components 
of the project. 
/1/  Project Design Document of the CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and 

Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” 
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Chisinau, Republic of Moldova. Work design project. Approximate estimate of 
work 

/9/  Ownership certificate dated 13/02/2009 about the delivery of the property 
ownership on the system for collection, transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic of Moldova to 
Calitate Construct (based on the contract between Calitate Construct and 
Biopower S.p.A. dated 24/04/2008) 

/10/  Final pre commissioning certificate of the system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas produced located in Tintareni, Republic 
of Moldova dated 28/11/2008 

/11/  Final test certificate of the biogas recovery plant and flaring at the Tintareni 
landfill, Chisinau, Republic of Moldova dated 27/11/2008 

/12/  Opinion # 05-5-2501/134 of state ecological expertise dated 25/01/2006 
/13/  Opinion on the ire safety and the fire prevention dated 26/01/2006 
/14/  State environmental inspection dated 13/12/2005 
/15/  Operational instructions for turbine meters 
/16/  Operational instructions for volume corrector EC24 and temperature 

corrector EC21 
/17/  EC – type examination certificate 
/18/  Photos – the Tintareni landfill site with the system for collection, transportation, 

extraction, and combustion of biogas 
/19/  Photos – electricity generation unit with measurement equipment 
/20/  Photos – turbine meter type TRZ03, ser. # 60/9/0 
/21/  Photos – the project measurement equipment (gas analyzer Siemens 

Ultramat 23 ser. # N1-W2-639; gas analyzer Siemens Ultramat 23 ser. # N1-
W9-946) 

/22/  Logbook of flare device monitoring parameters on gas flow and gas quality  
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/23/  Contractor's agreement between “Biogas Inter” SRL and “Calitate Construct” 
SRL about the construction of electricity station at the Tintareni landfill site 
dated 15/02/2007 

/24/  Supplementary contract #02 to the Contract dated 15/02/2007 on rendering of 
services dated 12/05/2008 

/25/  Statement on commissioning of the system dated 22/12/2008 
/26/  Certificate # MD 0018300 on registration of commercial society "Ekson 

Enterprises" SRL 
/27/  Contract on purchase and sale of the system for collection, transportation, 

extraction, and combustion of biogas dated 08/02/2011 (AC # 659971) 
/28/  Extracts from the register of immovable (the system for collection, 

transportation, extraction, and combustion of biogas) according to the 
agreements 

/29/  Letter to TUV Rheinland related to Contract on validation for CDM-Landfill gas 
capturing and flaring project dated 30/08/2012 (project cancellation) 

/30/  Routine maintenance program for gas engine powered generating sets IVECO 
(natural gas/biogas) 

/31/  Information on morphological waste structure 
/32/  Information on waste storage at the landfills near Tintareni 
/33/  Certificate of the device testing (emergency generator type Volvo ser. # 13672) 

dated 09/04/2008 
/34/  Protocol # 23-08 of testing of the electricity system dated 31/10/2008 
/35/  Protocol # 21-08 of testing of the electricity system dated 31/10/2008 
/36/  Protocol of verification of gas pipeline dated 25/11/2008 
/37/  Verification certificate # 11209-050808 on the volume corrector (type EC24 

ser. # 11209) dated 05/08/2008 
/38/  Certificates on the analyzers type Siemens Ultramat 23 
/39/  Information note on training issued by Unendo SpA (Matieo Francese, Ion 

Tcaci were trainned) dated 21/11/2008 
/40/  Information note on training issued by Unendo SpA (Matieo Francese, Ion 

Tcaci were trainned) dated 24/11/2008 
/41/  Information note on training issued by Unendo SpA (Matieo Francese, Ion 

Tcaci were trainned) dated 25/11/2008 
/42/  Information note on training issued by Unendo SpA (Matieo Francese, Ion 

Tcaci were trainned) dated 26/11/2008 
/43/  Calibration certificate # 3.4-101/2012 dated 22/10/2012 of the device 

type EC 694, ser. # 10911 
/44/  Calibration certificate # 3.4-102/2012 dated 22/10/2012 of the device type 

EC 24, ser. # 11208 
/45/  Calibration certificate # 3.4-103/2012 dated 22/10/2012 of the device type 

EC 24, ser. # 11209 
/46/  Calibration certificate # 3.12-26/2012 dated 11/10/2012 of the device type 

“TRZ 03” G250, ser. # 607972/2008 
/47/  Calibration certificate # 3.12-27/2012 dated 11/10/2012 of the device type 

“TRZ 03” G1600, ser. # 607970/2008 
/48/  Order # 1/12 dated 20/04/2012 on approval of responsible persons 
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of monitoring 
/49/  Letter date 12/04/2012 from "Ekson Enterprises" SRL to Scientific Engineering 

Centre “Biomass” related to the project history 
/50/  Extract from the decision # 06/05 dated 01/08/2012 of participating in the 

auction to gain the right to lease a land site of the City Administration 
/51/  Declaration of conformity dated 21/03/2007 
/52/  Certificate on calibration of continuous gas analyzer, ser. # N1W9-946 

dated 20/01/2009 
/53/  Certificate on calibration of continuous gas analyzer, ser. # N1W2639 

dated 20/01/2009 
/54/  Modalities of Communication Statement of the CDM project “Landfill Gas 

Recovery and Energy Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, 
Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” 

/55/  Protocol # 589 of calibration (gas meter type FLUXI G-2500 ser. # 606715) 
/56/  Certificate # 39-02/1092 on calibration of measurement device (gas meter type 

G-2500 TRZ 03, ser. # 606715) dated 20/11/2012. It is valid till 20/11/2014
/57/  Declaration of conformity (device ser. # CAI304976) dated 25/02/2008 
/58/  Declaration of conformity (device ser. # CAI304977) dated 25/02/2008 
/59/  Calibration certificate # 13672 dated 09/04/2008 of the motor device 

Volvo TAD731GE 
/60/  Test report # 21-08 dated 31/10/2008 (electricity system) 
/61/  Test report # 23-08 dated 31/10/2008 (electricity system) 
/62/  Moldova grid emission factor assessment dated 2011 by the Carbon Finance 

Unit of the Republic of Moldova, World Bank. 
/63/  Declaration of conformity of the pressure vessel type P 270 11 Z, 

manufacturing No. 1323838-1323843 dated 04/09/2007 
/64/  Test certificate dated 10/03/2008, ser. # 081485-081485 
/65/  Test certificate dated 10/03/2008, ser. # 081481-081484 
/66/  Methodology ANRE # 321 dated 22/01/2009 of calculation, establishment and 

application of tariffs on electricity that produced from the renewable energy 
sources and biofuel 

/67/  Decision # 389 dated 11/11/2010 on the tariffs of electricity that produced from 
the renewable energy sources issued by the National Agency of Energy 
Regulation of Republic of Moldova 

/68/  Concession Agreement between “Biogas Inter” SRL and Municipality of 
Chisinau, Moldova dated 16/12/2004 

/69/  Extract from the Cadastre (register of immovable property) dated 17/05/2012 
on "Ekson Enterprises" SRL is in possession of equipment and main assets 

/70/  Extract # 2915 from the State Cadastre dated 07/02/2012 (“Biogas Inter” SRL) 
/71/  Extract # 2917 from the State Cadastre dated 09/02/2012 (“ADAF GRUP” 

SRL) 
/72/  Extract # 11741 from the State Cadastre dated 08/06/2011 ("Ekson Enterprises" 

SRL)
/73/  Statement (information letter) dated 13/02/2012 from “Biogas Inter” SRL to 

Competence Center Climate Change (TUV Rheinland Group) about the 
property right on the project  
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/74/  Letter from 20/04/2012 "Ekson Enterprises" SRL turned to Scientific Engineering 
Centre “Biomass” with the request on current CDM Project development 

/75/  Lease Contract  dated 03/08/2012 between "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and the City 
Administration of Tintareni 

/76/  Agreement # 1/2012 between "Ekson Enterprises" SRL and Scientific Engineering 
Centre “Biomass” dated 24/05/2012 

/77/  Memorandum of understanding between “Adaf Grup” SRL and Daneco 
Renewables S.p.A. (following Unendo Energia S.p.A.) dated 27/06/2007 

/78/  Decision # 09/07 of the one shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/09/2007 

/79/  Protocol # 11/07 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
15/12/2007 

/80/  Addendum to the subordinated convertible loan agreement dated 15/10/2007 
(Parties “Biogas Inter” SRL, Biopower S.p.A., and Unendo Energia S.p.A.) 

/81/  Protocol # 12/08 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/04/2008 

/82/  Protocol # 13/08 of the shareholder meeting of “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 
24/04/2008 

/83/  Notification about the loan (National Bank of the Republic of Moldova). 
Modification of notification is dated 23/05/2008 

/84/  Accounts reconciliation statement between “Calitate Construct” SRL and 
“Biogas Inter” SRL dated 19/06/2009 

/85/  Information letter to “Biogas Inter” SRL dated 11/06/2009 
/86/  Decision dated 06/11/2009 (“Calitate Construct” SRL and “Biogas Inter” SRL) 
/87/  Decision dated 06/05/2010 (“Calitate Construct” SRL and “Biogas Inter” SRL) 
/88/  Decision dated 29/09/2010 (“Calitate Construct” SRL and “Biogas Inter” SRL) 
/89/  Decision #R-027-4-403/10 of transfer of assets dated 24/01/2011 (“Calitate 

Construct” SRL and “Biogas Inter” SRL) 
/90/  Extract from Bureau of Technical Inventory dated 04/02/2011 (“Calitate 

Construct” SRL) 
/91/  Contract on purchase and sale of the system for collection, transportation, 

extraction, and combustion of biogas has been concluded between Calitate 
Construct SRL and "Ekson Enterprises" SRL on 09/02/2011. 

/92/  Extract from the Cadastre (register of immovable property) dated 09/02/2011 
("Ekson Enterprises" SRL) 

/93/  Sub contract for works dated 01/07/2008 (Calitate Construct SRL and 
Biopower S.p.a.) 

/94/  Final commissioning certificate dated 28/11/2008 

Persons interviewed: 

Persons interviewed during the validation and persons that contributed with other 
information that are not included in the documents listed above. 

/1/ 
"Ekson Enterprises" SRL 
Vitali Cebanu Director of "Ekson Enterprises" SRL 
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/2/ Georgi Cristi 
/3/ Ion Tcaci 

Deputy Director of "Ekson Enterprises" SRL 
Specialist of "Ekson Enterprises" SRL

Scientific Engineering Centre “Biomass” 
/4/ Yuri Matveev Deputy Director, Head of Department of Biogas 

Technologies of the Scientific Engineering 
Centre “Biomass” 

/5/ Inna Mushynska Consultant of the Scientific Engineering Centre “Biomass” 
Local Stakeholder 

/6/ Ivan Mostak Mayor of the Tintareni village 
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7. CURRICULA VITAE OF THE DOE’S VALIDATION TEAM MEM BERS 
 
Olena Manziuk Bureau Veritas  

Certification, Ukraine 

Team Leader, Climate Change Lead Verifier 

Olena Manziuk has graduated from National University of “Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy” with the Master Degree in Environmental Science. She has 
successfully completed IRCA registered Lead Auditor Training Course for 
Environment Management Systems and Quality Management Systems. Also, 
Olena has completed training intensive course on Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) /Joint Implementation (JI), and is involved in the 
determination/validation and verification of 30 JI/CDM projects. 

 

Kateryna Zinevych Bureau Veritas  

Certification, Ukraine 

Team Member, Climate Change Verifier. 

Kateryna Zinevych has graduated from National University of Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy with the Master Degree in Environmental Science. She has 
experience at working in a professional position (analytics) involving the 
exercise of judgment, problem solving and communication with other 
professional and managerial personnel as well as customers and other 
interested parties at analytical centre “Dergzovnishinform” and “Burea Veritas 
Ukraine” LLC. She has successfully completed IRCA registered Lead Auditor 
Training Course for Environment Management Systems and Quality 
Management Systems. She has successfully completed Climate Change 
Verifier Training Course and she participated as verifier in the 
determination/verification of 26 JI/CDM projects. 
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Denis Pishchalov  Bureau Veritas  

Certification, Ukraine 

Team Member, Financial Specialist 

Master of foreign trade, Denis Pishchalov has more than five year of experience 
in foreign trade and procurement. In particular one year as foreign trade 
manager in the Engineering Corporation (manufacturer and contractor in the 
municipal sector) and one year in the NIKO publishing house, one year as sales 
manager in the ITALCOM srl. In addition Denis has spent four years working as 
procurement specialist in Ukrainian Energy Service Company and two years as 
chief product manager in the Altset JSC. At the moment Denis is deputy 
director for finance and economy in the SUD of UTEM JSC. 

 

Ivan Sokolov Bureau Veritas  

Certification, Ukraine 

Internal Technical Reviewer, Climate Change Lead Verifier. 

He has over 25 years of experience in Research Institute in the field of 
biochemistry, biotechnology, and microbiology. He is a Lead auditor of Bureau 
Veritas Certification for Environment Management System (IRCA registered), 
Quality Management System (IRCA registered), Occupational Health and 
Safety Management System, and Food Safety Management System. He 
performed over 140 audits since 1999. Also he is Lead Tutor of the IRCA 
registered ISO 14000 EMS Lead Auditor Training Course, and  Lead Tutor of 
the IRCA registered ISO 9000 QMS Lead Auditor Training Course. He is Lead 
Tutor of the Clean Development Mechanism /Joint Implementation Lead Verifier 
Training Course and he was involved in the determination/verification over 60 
JI/CDM projects. 
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APPENDIX A: LARGE SCALE PROJECT ACTIVITY VALIDATION PROTOCOL (revision 10.1) 

Table 1 Validation requirements based on VVS version 03.0 (EB 70 Annex 3), PS version 02.1 (EB 70 Annex 2), PCP 
version 03.1 (EB 70 Annex 4), and Guidelines for completing the PDD form version 01.0 (EB 66 Annex 8) 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

Part I Cover Page 

(a) Is the title of the project activity provided? PDD Cover
page 

Required information is provided in the 
PDD. The title of the project is “Landfill 
Gas Recovery and Energy Production at 
the Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, 
Republic of Moldova”. 

OK OK 

(b) Is the version number of the PDD indicated? PDD Cover
page 

Version 2.0 of the project design 
document 
Version Date: 26/07/2012 

OK OK 

(c) Is the completion date of the PDD provided in
DD/MM/YYYY format?

PDD Cover
page 

CAR01. Please provide the completion 
date of the PDD in DD/MM/YYYY format. 

CAR01 OK 

(d) Are project participants indicated? PDD Cover 
page 

Yes, project participant is presented 
in the CDM-PDD. "Ekson Enterprises" 
SRL is the project participant. 

OK OK 

(e) Is the host party(ies) indicated? PDD Cover
page 

Yes, Republic of Moldova is indicated as 
a host Party. 

OK OK 

(f) Is the sectoral scope and selected 
methodology(ies) indicated? 

PDD Cover
page 

Yes, the sectoral scopes and selected 
methodology are indicated. 
According to the documents, CDM 
project is in the frame of the sectoral 

OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

scope (1) Energy Industries (renewable -
/ non-renewable sources) and sectoral 
scope (13) Waste Handling and 
Disposal. The methodology ACM0001 
“Flaring or use of landfill gas” was 
selected for the CDM project. 

(g) Is the estimated amount of annual average GHG 
emission reductions indicated?  

PDD  Cover 
page 

Yes, the estimated amount of annual 
average GHG emission reductions is 
indicated in the necessary section and is 
equal 63, 378 t CO2 eq. 
 
CAR02. Please provide values in the 
PDD in an internationally recognized 
format as it is required by Guidelines for 
completing the PDD form (EB 66, Annex 
8) p. 18. 
CAR03. Please make the format of the 
PDD in compliance with the latest 
version of the CDM PDD template (i.e., 
the template version 04.1). 

 
 
 
 
 

CAR02 
 
 
 
 

CAR03 

 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 

OK 

Part II PDD      

A. Description of project activity      

A.1 Purpose and general description of project 
activity 

   
 

 

A.1.1 Is a brief description of the project activity PDD  A.1 CAR04. Please provide clear description CAR04 OK 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

46 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

provided, including a summary of the scope of 
activities/ measures that are to be 
implemented within the project activity?  

PS 31(b) of the project activity, including a 
summary of the scope of activities and 
measures that are to be implemented 
within the project activity as well as the 
purpose of the CDM project. 
See sections of this protocol below. 

A.1.2 Are the scenario existing prior to the start of 
project and baseline scenario indicated?  

PDD  A.1 CAR05. Please describe the scenario 
existing prior to the start of project 
activity. 
CAR06. Please describe history of the 
project activity implementation (i.e., 
installation the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of landfill gas). 
CAR07. Section A.1 of the PDD states 
the crediting period from 2012 to 2021, 
and section B.6.4 states the crediting 
period from 2013 to 2022. Please make 
consistent the crediting period in the 
PDD.  

CAR05 
 
 

CAR06 
 
 
 
 

CAR07 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 

OK 

A.1.3 Does it explain how the project activity will 
reduce GHG emissions or increase GHG 
removals? 

PS 31(c) Yes, explanation on how the GHG 
emission reductions are effected is 
presented in the CDM-PDD. For details 
see section A.1 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

A.1.4 Is the estimated of annual average and total 
GHG emission reductions for the chosen 

PDD  A.1 CAR08. Please provide accurate value 
of the annual average and total emission 

CAR08 OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

crediting period provided?  reductions for the chosen crediting 
period that was figured out by the 
calculation. 

A.1.5 Is a brief description of how the project activity 
contributes to sustainable development 
provided?  

PDD  A.1 Yes, the PP’s views on the contribution 
of project activity to sustainable 
development. It is presented in the PDD 
section A.1. 

OK OK 

A.1.6 In order to determine whether the description 
of the proposed project activity in the PDD is 
accurate, complete, and provides an 
understanding of the proposed CDM project 
activity, does the DOE conducted a physical 
site visit to assess the Project? If not, please 
justify. 

VVS 65 The site visit was performed on 
04/09/2012 – 05/09/2012 by the 
validation team. Based on the results of 
site visit inspection, interviews that were 
performed during site visit, and 
document analysis, it can be concluded 
that the description of the proposed 
project activity in the PDD is accurate 
and generally provides an understanding 
of the proposed CDM project activity; 
and all facts described in the PDD are 
justified with documented evidences.  
Based on the emission reductions 
estimation and document review, the 
DOE can confirm that the project is large 
scale project. Also, some issues were 
raised during document analysis. See 
sections above. 

OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

A.1.7 For all other proposed CDM project activities 
not referred to in VVS paragraphs 65-66, does 
the DOE undertaken the validation of project 
description by reviewing available designs and 
feasibility studies and should conduct 
comparison analysis with equivalent projects, 
as appropriate. 

VVS 67 All necessary documents were provided 
to validation team. All provided 
documented evidences were revised, 
such as Work design projects, Reports, 
Certificates, Statements, Agreements, 
etc. All documents that were available 
during validation were found in order. 
The CDM project activity of the project 
“Landfill Gas Recovery and Energy 
Production at the Tintareni Landfill Site, 
Chisinau, Republic of Moldova” is not a 
common practice. So comparison 
analysis with equivalent projects was not 
conducted. 

OK OK 

A.1.8 If the proposed CDM project activity involves 
the alteration of an existing installation or 
process, does the project description state the 
differences resulting from the project activity 
compared to the pre-project situation? 

VVS 68 The proposed CDM project activity does 
not involve the alteration of an existing 
installation and process. This CDM 
project presumes the construction of the 
system for collection, transportation, 
extraction, and combustion of biogas 
produced located in Tintareni, Republic 
of Moldova.  

OK OK 

A.2 Location of project activity      

A.2.1 Is the host party(ies) indicated? PDD  A.2.1 Yes, Republic of Moldova is indicated as 
a host Party. 

OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

A.2.2 Is region/state/province etc. indicated?  PDD  A.2.2 Yes, Chisinau is indicated. OK OK 

A.2.3 Is City/Town/Community etc. indicated?  PDD  A.2.3 The PDD indicates Tintareni settlement 
that is situated 35 km south-east from 
Chisinau City. 

OK OK 

A.2.4 Are the details of physical location of the 
project activity provided?  

PDD  A.2.4 Tintareni Landfill Site with an area of 
approximately 22 ha is located 35 km 
from the south-east Chisinau and about 
5 km from the villages Critoi and 
Tintareni. 
The geographical location is as follows: 
Latitude - 46° 51' 04 N; Longitude - 
29° 10' 00 E. 
The provided information about the 
details of physical location of the project 
activity does not exceed one page. 

OK OK 

A.3 Technologies and measures      

A.3.1 Are there a list and the arrangement of the 
main manufacturing/ production technologies, 
systems and equipment involved? 

PDD A.3 According to the PDD, the project covers 
construction of the gas collection system, 
comprising of network of vertical gas 
extraction wells and horizontal gas 
extraction drains, de-watering units and 
HDPE pipelines. 
 
CAR09. Please provide all abbreviations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR09 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

stand for in the CDM-PDD. 
CL01. Section A.3 of the PDD mentions 
the first step of the project. Please clarify 
whether the project has different steps. 

 
CL01 

 
OK 

A.3.1.1 Is the information about the age and 
average lifetime of the equipment based on 
manufacturer’s specifications and industry 
standards, and existing and forecast 
installed capacities, load factors and 
efficiencies included in the description?  

PDD A.3 CAR10. Please provide technical details 
of the project equipment including the 
information about the age and average 
lifetime of the equipment based on 
manufacturer’s specifications and 
industry standards, and forecast installed 
capacities, load factors and efficiencies. 

CAR10 OK 

A.3.1.2 Are the monitoring equipments and their 
location in the systems included in the 
description?  

PDD A.3 CAR11. Please describe monitoring 
equipments in details as well as their 
location in the systems. 

CAR11 OK 

A.3.2 Are energy and mass flows and balances of 
the systems and equipment included in the 
project activity provided?  

PDD A.3 Refer to the CARs stated above. OK OK 

A.3.3 Are the types and levels of services provided 
by the systems and equipment that are being 
modified and/or installed under the project 
activity and their relation, if any, to other 
manufacturing/ production equipment and 
systems outside the project boundary 
provided?  

PDD A.3 CL02. Please clarify whether any 
systems and equipment outside the 
project boundary affect that project 
activity. 

CL02 OK 

A.3.4 Does the description clearly explain how the PDD A.3 This CDM project presumes the OK OK 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

51 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

same types and levels of services provided by 
the project activity would have been provided 
in the baseline scenario? 

construction of the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located 
in Tintareni, Republic of Moldova. 
Refer to CARs that were raised in that 
section. 

A.3.5 Is a list of facilities, systems and equipment in
operation under the existing scenario prior to 
the implementation of the project activity 
provided?  

PDD A.3 Yes, the situation under the existing 
scenario prior to the implementation of 
the project activity was provided. 

OK OK 

A.3.6 Is a list of facilities, systems and equipment in
the baseline scenario provided? 

PDD A.3 CAR12. Please provide details of the of 
facilities and/or systems in the baseline 
scenario. 

CAR12 OK 

A.3.7 Is a description of how technologies and
measures and know-how to be used are 
transferred to the Host Party(ies) included?  

PDD A.3 CAR13. Please describe how 
technologies and measures and know-
how to be used are transferred to the 
Host Party (Republic of Moldova). 

CAR13 OK 

A.4 Party(ies) and project participant(s)

A.4.1 Are following information provided in a tabular
format? 

PDD A.4 Yes, information concerns Party and 
project participant is provided in a tabular 
format. 

OK OK 

A.4.1.1 List of project participants and parties PDD A.4 PDD states the Republic of Moldova as a 
Host Party and "Ekson Enterprises" SRL 
as one of the project participant. 

OK OK 

A.4.1.2 Identification of Host Party PDD A.4 According to the CDM-PDD, Republic of OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

Moldova is a Host Party. 

A.4.1.3 Indication whether the Party wishes to be 
considered as project participant 

PDD  A.4 No Party wishes to be considered as 
project participant. 

OK OK 

A.5 Public funding of project activity      

A.5.1 Is it indicated whether the project activity 
receives public funding from Annex I Parties? 

PDD  A.5 Based on the validation analysis, there is 
no public funding involved in the project 
activity. The project will be sponsored by 
own financial sources of the private 
enterprises based on bank loans or bank 
guarantees. 

OK OK 

A.5.2 In case where public funding from Annex I 
Parties is involved, are followings provided? 
(a) Information on Parties providing public 
funding 
(b) Attached in Appendix 2: the affirmation 
obtained from such Parties that such funding 
does not result in a diversion of official 
development assistance, is separate from, and 
is not counted towards the financial obligations 
of those Parties 

PS 34 The PDD states that the financial plans 
for the project activity do not involve 
public funding. The LFG project will be 
financed with project owner‘s resources. 

OK OK 

B. Application of selected approved baseline and 
monitoring methodology 

   
 

 

B.1 Reference of methodology      
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

B.1.1 Is the selected methodology (ies) indicated 
with exact reference (number, title and 
version)?  

PDD B.1 Yes, the selected methodology is 
indicated with exact reference.  
Approved consolidated baseline and 
monitoring methodology ACM0001 
“Flaring or use of landfill gas” (version 
13.0.0) was selected for this project. It is 
the latest version of this methodology. 

OK OK 

B.1.2 Are the baseline and monitoring methodologies 
selected by the project participants the valid 
versions of those approved by the Board? 

VVS 70 Yes, the methodology selected by the 
project participants is the latest valid 
version. 

OK OK 

B.1.3 Are there any tools and other methodologies to 
which the selected methodology indicated? 

PDD B.1 Yes, a list of tools that are used is 
provided in the PDD, such as:  
• “Emissions from solid waste 
disposal sites” (version 6.0.1); 
• “Combined tool to identify the 
baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality” (version 04.0.0); 
• “Tool to calculate baseline, project 
and/or leakage emissions from electricity 
consumption” (version 01); 
• “Tool to calculate project or 
leakage CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion” (version 02); 
• “Tool to determine the remaining 
lifetime of equipment” (version 01); 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

54 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

• “Tool to determine the baseline 
efficiency of thermal or electric energy 
generation systems” (version 01); 
• “Tool to determine the mass flow 
of a greenhouse gas in a gaseous 
stream” (version 02.0.0), etc. 
 
CAR14. The PDD states that “Tool to 
determine project emissions from flaring 
gases containing methane” (version 01) 
is used. Please use the latest valid 
version of the Methodological tool 
“Project emissions from flaring” (i.e., 
version 02.0.0). 
CAR15. Please provide reference to the 
UNFCCC CDM website for the exact 
reference of approved baseline and 
monitoring methodology and tools.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR14 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR15 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.1.4 Has specific guidance and/or clarifications 
provided by the Board with respect to the 
approved methodology and any applicable 
tools been applied? 

VVS 71 No specific guidance and clarifications 
provided by the Board with respect to the 
approved methodology and any 
applicable tools have been applied. 

OK OK 

B.1.5 Is there any deviation or clarification requested 
for the approved methodology? 

VVS 78-81 No deviation and clarification were 
requested for the approved 
methodology. 

OK OK 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

55 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

B.2 Applicability of methodology      

B.2.1 Is the selected baseline and monitoring 
methodology applicable to the project activity 
and that the selected version valid at the time 
of submission of the proposed project activity 
for registration? 

VVS 73-75 CAR16. Please state in section B.2 of 
the CDM-PDD which methodology 
including the version of selected 
methodology is applicable to the project. 
CAR17. Please regard each step of 
applicability conditions of the selected 
methodology including the omitted ones 
with justifying the reason for doing so. 

CAR16 
 
 
 

CAR17 

OK 
 
 
 

OK 

B.2.2 Does the project activity meet each of the 
applicability conditions of the approved 
methodology or other methodology component 
referred to therein? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.2 
76 

Yes, the project activity meets of the 
applicability conditions of the approved 
methodology. Also, refer to CARs that 
were remained in the section above. 
 
CAR18. Please provide the documented 
evidence of the equipment technical 
lifetime that stated in the PDD (i.e., 30 
years). 

 
 
 
 
 

CAR18 

 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.3 Project boundary      

B.3.1 Are the emission sources and GHGs included 
in the project boundary for the purpose of 
calculating project emissions and baseline 
emissions described using the table provided?   

PDD B.3 Yes, description of all emission sources 
and gases included in the project 
boundary is presented in the table of the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

B.3.2 Is a flow diagram of the project boundary 
presented, physically delineating the project 

PDD B.3 Yes, the flow diagram of the project 
boundary physically delineating the 

 
 

OK 
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activity?  project activity is presented in the PDD 
section B.3. 
 
CAR19. Please make the information 
provided in the figure 2.1 in compliance 
with the description from the table of 
section B.3 of the PDD. 

 
 
 

CAR19 

 
 
 

OK 

B.3.3 Does the flow diagram include the equipment, 
systems and flows of mass and energy 
described? In particular, is the emission 
sources and GHGs included in the project 
boundary and the data parameters to be 
monitored indicated in the diagram?  

PDD 
VVS 

B.3 
82 

Yes, the flow diagram with all 
equipments, systems and flows of 
energy as well as the emission sources 
and GHGs is presented. 
Additionally, refer to CAR stated above 
in this section. 
 
CAR20. Please indicate in the figure 2.1 
of the PDD key data parameters to be 
monitored. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.4 Establishment and description of baseline 
scenario 

    
 

B.4.1 Is an explanation how the baseline scenario is 
established in accordance with the selected 
baseline methodology provided? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.4 
89 

Yes, an explanation how the baseline 
scenario is established in accordance 
with the selected baseline methodology 
ACM0001 (version 13.0.0) together with 
“Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality”, 
version 04.0.0 is provided in section B.4 
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of the PDD. 
 
CAR21. Please define a clear list of 
credible alternatives to the project 
activity in order to determine the most 
realistic baseline scenario and regard the 
last ones as described in selected 
methodology and “Combined tool to 
identify the baseline scenario and 
demonstrate additionality”, version 
04.0.0. The information provided in the 
section B.4 step 1a should be consistent. 

 
 

CAR21 

 
 

OK 

B.4.2 When establishing the baseline scenario, and 
where “future anthropogenic emissions by 
sources are projected to rise above current 
levels due to the specific circumstances of the 
host Party”, do the project participants follow 
the “Guidelines on the consideration of 
suppressed demand in CDM methodologies”? 

PS 42 As per regarded project, future 
anthropogenic emissions by sources are 
not projected to rise above current 
levels. Thus, “Guidelines on the 
consideration of suppressed demand in 
CDM methodologies” is not applicable 
for that CDM project. 

OK OK 

B.4.3 Does the approved methodology that is 
selected by the proposed CDM project activity 
prescribe the baseline scenario and hence no 
further analysis is required? 

VVS 113, 
115 

Approved methodology ACM0001 that is 
selected by PPs for the proposed CDM 
project activity prescribes the procedure 
for the selection of the most plausible 
baseline scenario that requires additional 
analysis in accordance with “Combined 
tool to identify the baseline scenario and 

OK OK 
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demonstrate additionality”, version 
04.0.0. 

B.4.4 If no, does the PDD identify credible 
alternatives to the project activity in order to 
determine the most realistic baseline scenario? 

VVS 114 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.5 Does the list of alternatives given in the PDD 
ensure that: 
(a) One of the options that the project activity 

is undertaken without being registered as a 
proposed CDM project activity 

(b) The list contains all plausible alternatives 
(c) The alternatives comply with all applicable 

and enforced legislation 

VVS 114 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.6 Has any procedure contained in the 
methodology to identify the most reasonable 
baseline scenario, been correctly applied? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.4 
89 

Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.7 Is the baseline identified for the proposed 
project activity the scenario that reasonably 
represents the anthropogenic emissions by 
sources of GHGs that would occur in the 
absence of the proposed project activity? 

VVS 88 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.8 Does the selected methodology require use of 
tools (such as the “Tool for the demonstration 

VVS 89 Yes, the methodology ACM0001 
(version 13.0.0) requires applying the 

OK OK 
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and assessment of additionality” and the 
“Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality”) to 
establish the baseline scenario? 

“Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality” 
to establish the baseline scenario. The 
latest valid version of Combined tool was 
applied. 

B.4.9 Does the methodology require several 
alternative scenarios to be considered in the 
identification of the most reasonable baseline 
scenario? 

VVS 90 Yes, the methodology requires several 
alternative scenarios to be considered in 
the identification of the most reasonable 
baseline scenario. Additionally, refer to 
CAR that was raised in section B.4.1 of 
this validation protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.10 Are the documents and sources referred to in 
the PDD correctly quoted and interpreted and 
are they crosschecked with other verifiable and 
credible sources, such as local expert opinion, 
if available? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.4 
91 

Yes, the documents and sources 
referred to in the PDD were correctly 
quoted. Referred documents and 
sources were crosschecked during site 
visit and documents analysis. 

OK OK 

B.4.11 Does the PDD provide a description of the 
identified baseline scenario, including a 
description of the technology that would be 
employed and/or the activities that would take 
place in the absence of the proposed project 
activity? 

VVS 92 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this validation protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.12 Have all applicable CDM requirements been 
taken into account in the identification of the 
baseline scenario for the proposed project 

VVS 
 

93 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of this validation protocol. 

OK OK 
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activity? 

B.4.13 Has relevant national and/or sectoral policies 
and circumstances (type E+ or E-), such as 
sectoral reform initiatives, local fuel availability, 
power sector expansion plans, and the 
economic situation in the project sector been 
taken into account?  

VVS 
 

93 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of that validation protocol. 

OK OK 

B.4.14 Is a transparent description of the baseline 
scenario provided?  

PDD B.4 Refer to CAR that was raised in section 
B.4.1 of that protocol. 

OK OK 

B.5 Demonstration of additionality      

B.5.1 Is the project activity demonstrated additional 
in accordance with the selected methodology 
(ies)? 

PDD B.5 Demonstration of the additionality of the 
project activity is performed in 
accordance with the selected baseline 
methodology ACM0001 “”Flaring or use 
of landfill gas”” (version 13.0.0) together 
with “Combined tool to identify the 
baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality” (version 04.0.0). 
 
CAR22. Provide the investment analysis 
in the frame of the CDM project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR22 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.2 Where the procedure in the selected 
methodology(ies) and/or tool involves several 
steps, is it described how each step is applied 

PDD B.5 Each step of Combined tool is applied 
and the outcome of each step is 
described in a transparent way in the 
PDD.  

 
 
 
 

OK 
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and is the outcome of each step transparently 
documented? 

Also, see section B.5.1 of that protocol 
above. 
 
CAR23. Taking into account that section 
B.4 and section B.5 of the CDM-PDD are 
complementary, some of the steps 
undertaken in one section may overlap 
with the steps undertaken in the other 
section depending on the procedures 
used to establish the baseline scenario 
and demonstrate additionality. Please 
make a reference to the other section 
where the description is contained 
and / or provide a short summary of the 
step 0 – step 2 as per “Combined tool to 
identify the baseline scenario and 
demonstrate additionality” in section B.5 
of the CDM-PDD. 

 
 
 

CAR23 

 
 
 

OK 

B.5.3 Is the method selected to demonstrate 
additionality clearly indicated?  

PDD B.5 As per CDM-PDD, the benchmark 
analysis is applied by project participants 
for demonstration of additionality. The 
project’s Internal Rate of Return (IRR) is 
compared to the selected benchmark. 
The chosen benchmark represents the 
minimal required IRR of the project to be 
economically attractive. 

OK OK 
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Also, see the PDD section B.5. 

B.5.4 If investment analysis is used:      

B.5.4.1 Are all relevant assumptions and 
parameters used in the analysis listed?  

PDD B.5 CAR62. Benchmark analysis is the 
proper method of investment analysis for 
the present project. Unfortunately the 
benchmark used for calculations is not 
well founded. Please note that as per 
Guidelines for the Assessment of 
Investment analysis (hereinafter 
guidance) article 12 “Local commercial 
lending rates or weighted average costs 
of capital (WACC) are appropriate 
benchmarks for a project IRR”. 
Unfortunately the benchmark suggested 
is not justified by average interest rates 
in the Republic of Moldova 
(http://www.bnm.md/files/index_21752.p
df) and does not correspond to WACC 
as well. Please make appropriate 
amendments. 
CAR63. The cash flow Excel model 
includes to sets of calculations (sheets 
“Economy” and “credit costs”). Financial 
specialist of the validation team assumes 
that the final version of the model is that 
present on sheet “credit costs”. All the 

CAR62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR63 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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comments below refer to it. Please take 
attention that the model shall account for 
inflation. Expected inflation rate shell be 
used for annual adjustment of the cash 
flow or transformation of the nominal 
discount rate (IRR benchmark) to the 
real discount rate (IRR benchmark). 
Guidelines on the assessment of 
investment analysis page 8 recommends 
using long term inflation forecasts issued 
by IMF. The forecast is published in IMF 
World Economic Outlook annually and 
available at IMF.org. Please provide 
amendments. 
CAR64. Please provide the source of the 
“green” electricity tariff used in financial 
model. 
CAR65. Please confirm whether 
investment and operational costs, tariffs 
and prices indicated with VAT included 
or not. Please note that the general 
approach is to make calculations using 
all input values (investment costs, tariffs 
and prices) with VAT excluded. 
CAR66. Please pay attention that as per 
Guidance 4 ‘The fair value of any project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR64 
 
 

CAR65 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR66 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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activity assets at the end of the 
assessment period should be included 
as a cash inflow in the final year. The fair 
value should be calculated in 
accordance with local accounting 
regulations where available, or 
international best practice. It is expected 
that such fair value calculations will 
include both the book value of the asset 
and the reasonable expectation of the 
potential profit or loss on the realization 
of the assets.” Unfortunately now the 
residual value is not added to the cash 
flow of 2022, please correct the model 
accordingly. 
CAR67. On page 41 of the PDD the 
lifetime of equipment is indicated to be 
30 years. Taking into account this fact it 
is reasonable to assume that in 2022 the 
liquidating value of the equipment will 
represent 67% of the initial value of the 
project assets which is much more than 
EUR 504k indicated. Please consider 
and correct. 
CAR68. Please remove the payment of 
interest from the cash flow. At the same 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR67 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR68 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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as per Guidance 11 actual interest 
payable shall be taken into account in 
the calculation of income tax when the 
cash flow is based on after-tax basis. 
CAR69. According to the PDD the 
project is going to start in 2013. On the 
other hand financial model starts from 
2008. Please correct/clarify. 
CAR70. Please pay attention that 
financial model and PDD text sub-step 
3c and 3d present different IRR and NPV 
values. Please correct the discrepancy. 

 
 
 
 

CAR69 
 
 
 

CAR70 

 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.4.2 Is the latest version of the “Guidelines on 
the assessment of investment analysis” 
applied? 

VVS 118 Refer to section B.5.4.1 above. OK OK 

B.5.4.3 Is project activity one of the following cases 
in regards to investment analysis: 

VVS 119  
 

 

B.5.4.3.1 The proposed project activity would 
produce no financial or economic benefits 
other than CDM-related income; 

VVS 119(a) Yes, according to the analysis, the 
proposed project activity produces no 
financial and economic benefits other 
than CDM-related income because of a 
list of regarded circumstances related to 
the CDM project activity.  
DOE determined that through the 
investment analysis and common 

OK OK 
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practice analysis PPs justify that 
proposed project activity is less 
economically and financially attractive 
than baseline (i.e., the continuation of 
the current situation). 

B.5.4.3.2 The proposed project activity is less 
economically or financially attractive than 
at least one other credible and realistic 
alternative; 

VVS 119(b) Yes, the proposed project activity is less 
economically and financially attractive 
than the chosen baseline scenario. 
Also refer to sections B.5.4 above. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.3.3 The financial returns of the proposed 
project activity would be insufficient to 
justify the required investment. 

VVS 119(c) Refer to CAR 62 - CAR70. OK OK 

B.5.4.4 Has the accuracy of financial calculations 
carried out for investment analysis been 
verified as follows: 

VVS 120  
 

 

B.5.4.4.1 Determine the suitability of the financial 
indicator selected by the project 
participants and conduct a thorough 
assessment of all parameters and 
assumptions used in calculating such 
financial indicators, and determine the 
accuracy and suitability of these 
parameters using available evidence and 
applying its expertise in relevant 

VVS 120(a) The suitability of the financial indicator 
selected by the project participants and 
assumptions used in calculating such 
financial indicators were determined. In 
addition, the accuracy and suitability of 
the parameters was checked using 
available documented evidences. As a 
result, some corrective actions were 
occurred. Refer to CAR62-CAR70. 

OK OK 
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accounting practices 

B.5.4.4.2 Cross-check the parameters against 
third-party or publicly available sources, 
such as invoices or price indices 

VVS 120(b) Parameters were cross-checked by 
validation team performing the document 
analysis during site visit. Invoices and 
price indices, etc. as well as publicly 
available sources were examined. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.4.3 Review, as appropriate, feasibility 
reports, public announcements and 
annual financial reports related to the 
proposed project activity and the project 
participants 

VVS 120(c) Yes, public announcements, annual 
financial reports, and other documents 
related to the proposed project activity 
were reviewed. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.4.4 Assess the correctness of computations 
carried out and documented by the 
project participants; and 

VVS 120(d) Yes, computations on investment 
analysis that were performed by PPs are 
provided with details in Excel 
spreadsheets. The calculations were 
assessed by financial specialist of the 
validation team and found in order. 
Also, see CAR62 – CAR70. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.4.5 Assess, where applicable, the sensitivity 
analysis by the project participants to 
determine under what conditions 
variations in the result would occur, and 
the likelihood of these conditions. 

VVS 120(e) The sensitivity analysis to determine 
effect on the IRR was done by the 
project participants. PDD section B.5 
provides the description of the results of 
sensitivity analysis. Provided information 
was assessed by DOE. 
Also, refer to CAR62-CAR70. 

OK OK 
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B.5.4.5 If benchmark analysis is used:      

B.5.4.5.1 Is the benchmark clearly indicated? PDD B.5 The developer chooses benchmark 
analysis which is the valid methodology 
of the financial analysis for the present 
CDM project. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.5.2 Is the type of benchmark applied suitable 
for the type of financial indicator 
presented? 

VVS 
 

121(a) 
 

Refer to CAR62 - CAR70 provided in the 
Table 2. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.5.3 Does the risk premiums applied in 
determining the benchmark reflect the 
risks associated with the project type or 
activity? 

VVS 121(b) Related information is sufficiently 
described in section B.5 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.5.4 Is it reasonable to assume that no 
investment would be made at a rate of 
return lower than the benchmark? 

VVS 121(c) See section B.5 of this protocol above. 
And refer to CAR62 - CAR70 provided in 
the Table 2. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.6 If cost comparison is used:      

B.5.4.6.1 Are the scenarios compared described? PDD B.5 Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.5.4.7 If PPs rely on values from FSR: VVS 122    

B.5.4.7.1 Has the FSR been the basis of the 
decision to proceed with the investment 
in the project? 

VVS 122(a) FSR was not used for the investment 
analysis of the CDM project. 

OK OK 

B.5.4.7.2 Are the values used in the PDD and VVS 122(b) See section B.5.4.7.1 above. OK OK 
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associated annexes fully consistent with 
the FSR? If inconsistencies occur, was 
the appropriateness of the values 
validated? 

B.5.4.7.3 On the basis of its specific local and 
sectoral expertise, is confirmation 
provided, by cross-checking or other 
appropriate manner, that the input values 
from the FSR are valid and applicable at 
the time of the investment decision? 

VVS 122(c) See section B.5.4.7.1 above. OK OK 

B.5.5 If barriers analysis is used:      

B.5.5.1 Is the “Guidelines for objective 
demonstration and assessment of barriers” 
followed? 

PS 48 Benchmark analysis in the frame of 
investment analysis was chosen by the 
project participants for demonstration of 
additionality. So, this section is not 
applicable. 

OK OK 

B.5.5.2 Is it ensured that only the most relevant 
barriers selected? 

PDD  Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.5.5.3 Is the credibility of the barriers justified with 
key facts and/or assumptions and the 
rationale? 

PDD  Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.5.5.4 Is it ensured that issues that have a direct 
impact on the financial returns of the 
project activity are not considered as 

VVS 125 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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barriers but assessed by investment 
analysis? This does not refer to either: 
(a) Risk related barriers 
(b) Barriers related to the unavailability of 

sources of finance for the project 
activity 

B.5.5.5 Were the barriers determined as real? VVS 126(a) Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.5.5.6 Were the barriers determined as 
preventing the implementation of the 
project activity but not the implementation 
of at least one of the possible alternatives? 

VVS 126(b) Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.5.6 Common Practice Analysis      

B.5.6.1 If the project type is first-of-its kind, do the 
project participants consider “Guidelines on 
additionality of first-of-its-kind project 
activities”? 

VVS 
PS 

128 
49(a) 

According to the PDD, the project type is 
the first-of-its kind project activity. 
Section B.4 of the CDM-PDD provides 
details of project type consideration. 
 
CL03. Please clarify whether “Guidelines 
on additionality of first-of-its-kind project 
activities” was used. 

 
 
 
 
 

CL03 

 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.6.2 If the project type is not first-of-its kind, has 
common practice analysis been conducted 
considering “Guidelines on common 
practice”? 

VVS 
PS 

128 
49(b) 

The CDM project type is the first-of-its 
kind. Common practice analysis has 
been conducted in the frame of 
additionality assessment. As a result, the 

 
 
 
 

OK 
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analysis demonstrates that the proposed 
project activity is not a common practice 
in the Republic of Moldova. 
 
CL04. Please clarify whether “Guidelines 
on common practice” was used during 
performance of common practice 
analysis. 

 
 
 
 

CL04 

 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.6.3 Was it assessed whether the geographical 
scope of the common practice analysis is 
appropriate for the assessment related to 
the project activity’s technology or industry 
type? 

VVS  129(a) Based on the site visit performance and 
documents revision, the validation team 
can conclude that the geographical 
scope for the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located 
in Tintareni landfill site has been 
restricted to the Republic of Moldova 
only.  
 
CL05. Please clarify whether 
neighboring countries have access to the 
equipment that are to be installed as per 
the CDM project activity. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CL05 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.6.4 Was it determined to what extent similar 
and operational projects, other than CDM 
project activities, and have been 
undertaken in the defined region? 

VVS 129(b) According to the regarded situation, 
Landfill gas extraction and its utilization 
by flaring and producing electricity from 
the collected gas is not practiced in Host 

OK OK 
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country (i.e., the Republic of Moldova). 
Release of the landfill gas into the 
atmosphere is the only practice in the 
Republic of Moldova. 

B.5.6.5 Are similar and operational projects, other 
than CDM project activities, already “widely 
observed and commonly carried out” in the 
defined region? Is it assessed whether 
there are essential distinctions between the 
proposed CDM project activity and the 
other similar activities? 

VVS 129(c) No, Landfill gas extraction and its 
utilization by flaring and producing 
electricity from the collected gas is not a 
common practice in the Republic of 
Moldova. More detailed consideration of 
the common practice analysis is 
provided in section B.5 of the CDM-PDD. 

OK OK 

B.5.7 Prior consideration of the clean development 
mechanism 

   
 

 

B.5.7.1 If the project activity start date prior to the 
date of publication of the PDD for 
stakeholder comments, were the CDM 
benefits considered necessary in the 
decision to undertake the project as a 
proposed CDM project activity? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.5 
105 

CAR24. Please provide the information 
related to the prior consideration of this 
CDM project based on the “Guidelines 
on the demonstration and assessment of 
prior consideration of the CDM”. 
CAR71. Please describe document 
which provides evidence to support 
starting date of the project activity.  
 

CAR24 
 
 
 
 

CAR71 

OK 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.5.7.2 Is the start date of the project activity, 
reported in the PDD, the earliest date at 
which either the implementation or 

VVS  106 No, the start date of the project activity, 
reported in the PDD, is after the date at 
which construction works of the project 

OK OK 
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construction or real action of a project 
activity begins?  

activity begins. 

B.5.7.3 If the project activity requires construction, 
retrofit or other modifications, is it ensured 
that the date of commissioning not 
considered as the project activity start 
date? 

VVS  106 Regarded CDM project requires 
construction of the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of landfill gas (Tintareni, the 
Republic of Moldova).  
During site visit validation team checked 
of the documented evidences related to 
the commissioning of the CDM project 
equipment. 

OK OK 

B.5.7.4 Is it a project activity with a start date on or 
after 02 August 2008, or before 02 August 
2008? 

VVS 106 According to the PDD and other 
reviewed supporting documents, It is a 
project activity with a start date of the 
project activity after 02 August 2008. 
Also, see CAR52. 

OK OK 

B.5.7.5 For a project activity with a start date on or 
after 02 August 2008, are the following 
provisions to be satisfied: 

   
 

 

B.5.7.5.1 Has the PP informed the Host Party DNA 
and the UNFCCC secretariat in writing of 
the commencement of the project activity 
and of their intention to seek CDM status 
within 180days of the project activity start 
date? 

PS 
VVS 

27 
107 

CL06. Please clarify whether the PP 
informed the Host Party DNA and the 
UNFCCC secretariat in writing of the 
commencement of the project activity 
and of their intention to seek CDM 
status. 

CL06 OK 
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Additionally refer to CAR24. 

B.5.7.5.2 Do the project participants inform the 
secretariat of the progress of the project 
activity every subsequent two years after 
the initial notification, until the PDD 
regarding the project activity has been 
published for global stakeholder 
consultation or, a new baseline and 
monitoring methodology is proposed or a 
revision of an approved baseline and 
monitoring methodology is requested for 
the project activity before the start date? 

PCP 9 Refer to CL06. OK OK 

B.5.7.6 For a project activity with a start date 
before 02 August 2008, are the following 
elements to be satisfied: 

VVS 108  
 

 

B.5.7.6.1 Are evidence of their awareness of the 
CDM prior to the project activity start 
date, and that the benefits of the CDM 
were a decisive factor in the decision to 
proceed with the project provided?  

PS 
VVS 

28(a) 
108 

The start date of the project activity is 
after 02 August 2008. Thus, this section 
is not applicable. 

N/A N/A 

B.5.7.6.2 Are evidence that continuing and real 
actions were taken to secure CDM status 
for the project in parallel with its 
implementation provided?  

PS 
VVS 

28 (b) 
108-
110 

Not applicable N/A N/A 
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B.5.7.6.3 Is an implementation timeline of the 
proposed CDM project activity provided?  

PS  28(c) Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.6 Emission reductions      

B.6.1 Explanation of methodological choices      

B.6.1.1 Does the PDD explain how the methods or 
methodological steps in the selected 
methodology, for calculating project 
emissions, baseline emissions, leakage 
emissions and emission reductions are 
applied? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.6.1 
96 

Yes, required methods and 
methodological steps in the selected 
methodology ACM0001 (version 13.0.0) 
for calculating project emissions, 
baseline emissions, and emission 
reductions are applied by project 
participants. The explanation is provided 
in the PDD section B.6.1. 
During the CDM project analysis the 
following issues were raised: 
 
CAR25. Please provide direct reference 
to the Tools that are used in section 
B.6.1 of the PDD. 
CAR26. Please describe in section B.6.1 
of the PDD which option of the “Tool to 
determine the mass flow of a 
greenhouse gas in a gaseous stream” 
was chosen for identification of the 
parameter “Amount of methane in the 
LFG which is used for electricity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR25 
 
 

CAR26 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
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generation in year y” and the parameter 
“Amount of methane in the LFG which is 
sent to the flare in year y” together with 
justification of the choice. 
 
CAR27. Please provide numbering of all 
formulae provided in the PDD. 
CAR28. Please provide reference to the 
source of the formula for calculation of 
methane density. 
CAR14. The PDD states that “Tool to 
determine project emissions from flaring 
gases containing methane” (version 01) 
is used. Please use the latest valid 
version of the Methodological tool 
“Project emissions from flaring” (i.e., 
version 02.0.0). 
CAR29. Please provide formula for 
calculation of the parameter PEflare,y 
(Project emissions from flaring of the 
residual gas in year y) according to the 
latest valid version of the Methodological 
tool “Project emissions from flaring”. 
CAR30. Please identify all steps of 
baseline emission formulae identification 
in compliance with selected 

 
 
 
 
 

CAR27 
 

CAR28 
 
 

CAR14 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR29 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR30 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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methodology. 
CAR31. Please make consistent all 
symbols of project parameters used for 
emission reduction calculation based on 
the methodology ACM0001 and relevant 
tool. 
CAR32. Please provide the document 
“Moldova. Grid emission factor” 
approved by DNA. 
CL07. Please clarify the meaning of the 
following marks: “*” and “**” stated in the 
section B.6.1 of the PDD (i.e., p. 24). 
CL08. Please clarify the historical years 
that was chosen for baseline. 
CAR33. Please explain provide 
description of the components included 
to the formula for calculation of 
Emissions from consumption of fossil 
fuels due to the project activity. 
CAR34. Please provide data sources of 
the data for calculation of Emissions 
from consumption of fossil fuels due to 
the project activity (PEFC,y) or refer to 
these sources (see section B.6.1 of the 
PDD).  
CAR35. There is incorrect reference to 

 
CAR31 

 
 
 
 

CAR32 
 
 

CL07 
 
 

CL08 
 

CAR33 
 
 
 
 

CAR34 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR35 

 
OK 

 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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section B.3 on p. 27 of the PDD. Please 
correct and provide sufficient reference. 
CL09. Please clarify why the component 
such as “Average technical transmission 
and distribution losses for providing 
electricity to source k in year y” is 
excluded from the formula for calculation 
of Baseline emissions associated with 
electricity generation (BEEC,y) and regard 
the point in the PDD. 
CL10. Please justify why the project 
emission was neglected and provide 
reference to regulatory document. 

 
 

CL09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CL10 

 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.6.1.2 In case the methodology(ies) include 
different scenarios or cases, does the PDD 
indicate and justify which scenario or cases 
applies to the project activity? 

PDD B.6 Yes, the PDD indicates and justifies 
which own case applies to the current 
project activity. 

OK OK 

B.6.1.3 In case the methogology(ies) provide 
different options to choose from, does the 
PDD indicate and justify which option is 
chosen for the project activity? 

PDD 
VVS 

B.6 
97 

Yes, the chosen options for regarded 
project activity were clearly justified in 
the section B.6.1 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

B.6.1.4 In case the methodology (ies) allow 
different default values, does the PDD 
indicate and justify which of the default 
values have been chosen for the project 

PDD B.6 Yes, the default values that take place in 
assessment of emission reduction that 
occurred due to this CDM project activity 
are stated in the PDD. Also, refer to the 

OK OK 
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activity? issues that were raised above. 

B.6.2 Data and parameters fixed ex ante      

B.6.2.1 If data and parameters will not be 
monitored throughout the crediting period 
of the proposed project activity but have 
already been determined and will remain 
fixed throughout the crediting period, are 
all data sources and assumptions: 
(a) Appropriate and correct? 
(b) Applicable to the proposed CDM project 

activity? 
(c) Resulting in a conservative estimate of 

the emission reductions? 

PDD 
VVS 
 

B.6.2 
98 
 

PDD lists parameters which are 
applicable to the proposed project 
activity. All dada sources and 
assumptions related to the parameters 
that remain fixed throughout the crediting 
period are correct and clear; furthermore, 
they result in a conservative estimation 
of the emission reductions as a result of 
CDM project activity. 
 
CAR36. Please state that the empty line 
of tables in the section B.6.2 of the PDD 
left blank on purpose. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR36 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

B.6.2.2 For each piece of data or parameter, are 
tables provided in accordance with the 
instructions?  

PDD B.6.2 Yes, all tables of CDM project 
parameters are completed in compliance 
with UNFCCC mandatory documents. 

OK OK 

B.6.3 Ex ante calculations of emission reductions      

B.6.3.1 Is a transparent ex ante calculation of 
project emissions, baseline emissions (or, 
where applicable, direct calculation of 
emission reductions) and leakage 
emissions expected during the crediting 

PDD B.6.3 Equations for to this CDM project are 
described in the PDD. Description was 
made by the PDD developer in 
compliance with requirements of the 
selected methodology ACM0001 
(version 13.0.0) The estimation of the 

 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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period, applying all relevant equations 
provided in the approved methodology 
provided?  

project emission reductions, baseline 
emissions, and project emissions 
expected during the crediting period is 
reliable and transparent, and is stated in 
the CDM-PDD section B.6.4. 
 
CAR37. Please provide formula for ex 
ante baseline emissions calculation in 
section B.6.3 of the PDD. 
CAR61. Please state the source of the 
formulae for ex ante estimation of 
FCH4,PJ,y (i.e., Amount of methane in the 
LFG which is flared and/or used in the 
project activity in year y) that is provided 
in the PDD section B.6.3. 
CAR38. Please provide direct reference 
to the data source of the values needed 
to ex ante estimation of the baseline 
emissions (e.g., state the page and table 
of the documented evidence if 
applicable). 
CAR39. Measurement unit of each value 
used for calculation should be provided. 
Please make amendments. 
CAR40. Please provide reference to 
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR37 
 
 

CAR61 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR38 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR39 
 
 

CAR40 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
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Inventories (see section B.6.3 of the 
PDD). 
CL11. Please clarify in more details the 
identification of the cases provided in the 
step A.2 of the PDD section B.6.3 
together with reference to national 
requirements. 

 
 

CL11 

 
 

OK 

B.6.3.2 Is the information how each equation is 
applied, in a manner that enables the 
reader to reproduce the calculation, 
provided?  

PDD B.6.3 Yes, the information of each equation is 
provided in a manner that enables the 
reader to reproduce the calculation. 

OK OK 

B.6.3.3 Is the information of additional background 
information and/or data provided in 
Appendix 4, including relevant electronic 
spreadsheets? 

PDD B.6.3 Yes, the information of additional 
background data and detailed calculation 
of expected emission reductions are 
provided in relevant electronic 
spreadsheets that supported to the PDD. 

OK OK 

B.6.3.4 Is a sample calculation for each equation 
used provided, substituting the values used 
in the equations?  

PDD B.6.3 CAR41. In Excel spreadsheet provide 
formulae used for calculation of the CDM 
project emission reductions and identify 
all data with symbols in order to be in 
compliance with the PDD and selected 
methodology and ensure the transparent 
calculation. 
CAR42. Please provide ex ante 
estimates of emission reductions that 
provided in the PDD in compliance with 

CAR41 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR42 

OK 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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the same values from Excel calculation 
spreadsheet. 

B.6.4 Summary of the ex ante estimates of emission 
reductions 

   
 

 

B.6.4.1 Are the results of the ex ante estimation of 
emission reductions for all years of the 
crediting period, provided in a tabular 
format? 

PDD B.6.4 Yes, the results of estimation of emission 
reductions for all years of the crediting 
period (i.e., ten years) are provided in a 
tabular format in section B.6.4 of the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

B.7 Monitoring Plan      

B.7.1 Data and parameters to be monitored      

B.7.1.1 Is specific information on how the data and 
parameters that need to be monitored 
would actually be collected during 
monitoring included?  

PDD B.7 Yes, description of the monitoring plan is 
provided in the section B.7 of the PDD 
as well as in the Appendix.5. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.2 For each data or parameter, is the 
information completed, in a tabular format: 

   
 

 

B.7.1.2.1 The source(s) of data that will be actually 
used for the proposed project activity 
(e.g. which exact national statistics). 
Where several sources may be used, 
explain and justify which data sources 
should be preferred. 

PDD B.7.1 Yes, the sources of data that are to be 
actually used for the proposed project 
activity were provided in the PDD in a 
tabular format. 
The measurement devices are indicated 
where it is applicable. Furthermore, 
quality assurance and quality control 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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procedures for measurement equipment 
were described. 
 
CAR43. Please provide the data source 
of the values of parameter “Net quantity 
of electricity produced using LFG which 
in the absence of the project activity 
would have been produced by power 
plants during year y” that required for 
calculating baseline emissions 
associated with electricity generation 
(see section B.7.1 of the PDD).  

 
 
 

CAR43 

 
 
 

OK 

B.7.1.2.2 Is an estimate of the data/ parameter that 
will be monitored during the crediting 
period provided?  

PDD B.7.1 Yes, an estimate of the data that will be 
monitored during the crediting period is 
provided. The estimated data are 
consistent through the PDD and Excel 
spreadsheets with detailed calculation. 
Excel spreadsheets with detailed 
calculation is supported to the CDM-
PDD. 
 
CL12. Please clarify identification 
method of fraction of the waste type 
category. 
CAR44. As per UNFCCC requirements 
all attached documents must be in 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CL12 
 
 

CAR44 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 
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English. Please provide all information in 
Excel spreadsheet in English. 
CAR45. The data of the Decay rate for 
the waste type provided in the PDD is 
not consistent with the data that used in 
Excel calculation spreadsheet. Please 
make amendments. 

 
 

CAR45 

 
 

OK 

B.7.1.2.3 Is the estimate provided in the PDD for 
this monitored data or parameter 
reasonable? 

VVS 98 Yes, the estimate provided in the CDM 
PDD for monitored data and parameter 
is reasonable. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.2.4 Where data or parameters are to be 
measured, does it specify the 
measurement methods and procedures, 
standards to be applied, accuracy of the 
measurements, person/entity responsible 
for the measurements, and, in case of 
periodic measurements, the 
measurement intervals? 

PDD B.7.1 Yes, the parameters are supposed to be 
measured, specify the measurement 
methods and procedures, including a 
specification which accepted industry 
standards and national / international 
standards will be applied, which 
measurement equipment is used, how 
the measurement is undertaken, which 
calibration procedures are applied, what 
is the accuracy of the measurement 
method, and what is the measurement 
interval are described in the section 
B.7.1 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.2.5 Is a description of the QA/QC procedures 
including the calibration procedures, 

PDD B.7.1 Yes, the description of the QA/QC 
procedures including the calibration 
procedures of measurement devices is 

OK OK 
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where applicable, provided? provided by PPs. Also refer to the 
section B.7.1.2.1 above. 

B.7.1.2.6 Is the purpose of data indicated? PDD B.7.1 Yes, the purpose of data is indicated, 
such as calculation of baseline 
emissions and project emissions and 
other intermediate parameters for 
emission reductions calculation. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.3 Is this monitoring plan based on the 
approved monitoring methodology applied 
to the proposed CDM project activity? 

VVS 131 Yes, the monitoring plan based on the 
latest version of the monitoring 
methodology ACM0001 “”Flaring or use 
of landfill gas” (version 13.0.0) and the 
tools that should be used in accordance 
with the selected methodology. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.4 Does the monitoring plan contain all 
necessary parameters? 

VVS 132(a) Yes, the monitoring plan contains all 
necessary parameters that described in 
the section B.6 and the section B.7 of the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.5 Do the means of monitoring described in 
the plan comply with the requirements of 
the methodology including applicable 
tool(s)? 

VVS 132(a) Yes, the means of monitoring described 
in the monitoring plan comply with the 
requirements of the chosen methodology 
including all applicable tools. 

OK OK 

B.7.1.6 Are the monitoring arrangements 
described in the monitoring plan feasible 
within the project design? 

VVS 132(b) Yes, the monitoring arrangements 
described in the monitoring plan are 
feasible within the CDM project design 
document. 

OK OK 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

86 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

B.7.1.7 Are the means of implementation of the 
monitoring plan, including the data 
management and quality assurance and 
quality control procedures, sufficient to 
ensure that the emission reductions 
achieved by/resulting from the proposed 
CDM project activity can be reported ex 
post and verified? 

VVS 132(b) Yes, the means of implementation of the 
monitoring plan are sufficient to ensure 
that the emission reductions achieved 
from the proposed CDM project activity 
can be reported ex post, and data 
management procedures, quality 
assurance procedures, quality control 
procedures can be verified. 

OK OK 

B.7.2 Sampling plan      

B.7.2.1 Are there any data and parameters 
monitored in section B.7.1 above to be 
determined by a sampling approach? 

PDD B.7.2 Regarding this CDM project activity there 
was concluded that the proposed CDM 
project does not involve sampling, as 
such no sampling plan will be developed 
by the project participants. Thus, that 
section is not applicable. 

N/A N/A 

B.7.2.2 Is a description of the sampling plan 
provided in accordance with the 
recommended outline for a sampling plan 
in the “Standard for sampling and surveys 
for CDM project activities and programme 
of activities”? 

PDD B.7.2 Not applicable N/A N/A 

B.7.3 Other elements of monitoring plan      

B.7.3.1 Is the operational and management 
structure, that the project operator will 

PDD 
PS 

B.7.3 
56(a) 

As per chosen methodology ACM0001 
the leakage emissions are to be 

 
 

OK 
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implement in order to monitor emission 
reductions and any leakage generated by 
the project activity, described in the PDD? 

considered zero for this project activity. 
 
CAR46. Please provide the information 
about operational and management 
structure of the CDM project activity. 

 
 

CAR46 

 
 

OK 

B.7.3.2 Are the responsibilities for and institutional 
arrangements for data collection and 
archiving clearly indicated? 

PDD 
PS 

B.7.3 
56(c) 

CAR47. Please indicate in section B.7.3 
the responsibilities for data collection 
and archiving. 

CAR47 OK 

B.7.3.3 Does the monitoring plan include 
provisions to ensure that data monitored 
and required for verification and issuance 
be kept and archived electronically for two 
years after the end of the crediting period 
or the last issuance of CERs, whichever 
occurs later? 

PS 56(b) CAR48. Please provide the details about 
archived of monitoring data of the CDM 
project. 
CAR49. Please provide documented 
evidence which ensure that data 
monitored and required for verification 
and issuance be kept and archived 
electronically for two years after the end 
of the crediting period or the last 
issuance of CERs, whichever occurs 
later. 

CAR48 
 
 

CAR49 

OK 
 
 

OK 

B.7.3.4 Does the monitoring plan include 
uncertainty levels, methods and the 
associated accuracy level of measuring 
instruments to be used for various 
parameters and variables? 

PS 56(e) Quality assurance of the metering 
devices is ensured by the mandatory 
periodic calibration. This ensures the 
accuracy of the metering devices. 

OK OK 

B.7.3.5 Does the monitoring plan include PS 56(f) The calibration frequency of measuring  OK 
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specifications of the calibration frequency 
for the measuring equipments? 

devices is confirmed by the documents 
of that equipment. 
 
CAR50. Please include in the monitoring 
plan specifications of the calibration 
frequency for the measuring equipments. 
CAR51. Please provide documents on 
the measurement equipments. 

 
 
 

CAR50 
 
 

CAR51 

 
 
 

OK 
 
 

OK 

C. Duration and crediting period      

C.1 Duration of project activity      

C.1.1 Start date of project activity      

C.1.1.1 Is the start date of the project activity 
stated, in the format of DD/MM/YYYY? 

PDD C.1 CAR52. Please justify the start date of 
the project activity with documented 
evidence. 

CAR52 OK 

C.1.1.2 Does it describe how the start date has 
been determined and provide evidence to 
support this date?  

PDD C.1 Refer to CAR52 above. OK OK 

C.1.2 Expected operational lifetime of project activity      

C.1.2.1 Is the expected operational lifetime of the 
project activity stated in years and months? 

PDD C.1.2 CAR53. Please justify chosen expected 
operational lifetime of project activity. 
Also, refer to CAR10. 

CAR53 OK 

C.2 Crediting period of project activity      

C.2.1 Type of crediting period      
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C.2.1.1 Is the type of crediting period chosen for 
the project activity stated? 

PDD C.2 Yes, PDD states the crediting period for 
the project activity (i.e., fixed crediting 
period). 

OK OK 

C.2.1.2 In case a renewable crediting period was 
chosen, does it indicate whether it is the 
first, second or third?  

PDD C.2 Fixed crediting period was chosen by the 
PPs, so this section is not applicable. 

OK OK 

C.2.2 Start date of crediting period      

C.2.2.1 Is the start date of crediting period stated in 
the format of DD/MM/YYYY? 

PDD C.2.2 Yes, the format of the start date of 
crediting period is in compliance with 
UNFCCC requirements. The start date of 
crediting period is stated in the PDD 
such as 01/10/2013 or the date of 
registration.. 

OK OK 

C.2.3 Length of crediting period      

C.2.3.1 Is the length of crediting period stated in 
years and months?  

PDD C.2.3 10 years is the length of crediting period 
of regarded CDM project. 
 
CAR54. Please state the length of 
crediting period in years and months. 

 
 
 

CAR54 

 
 
 

OK 

D. Environmental impacts      

D.1 Analysis of the environmental impacts      

D.1.1 Is a summary of the analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the project activity 
and references to all related documentation 

PDD D Yes, a summary of the analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the project 
activity with references to all related 

OK OK 
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provided? documentation is provided in the PDD. 
Environmental Impact Assessment of the 
CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and 
Energy Production at the Tintareni 
Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of 
Moldova” has been performed. The 
following areas were assessed: 
landscape and biotic aspects, waste, 
water, air and climate, and other 
environmental areas. 
Documented evidences concerning 
environment aspects of the CDM project 
are provided to the DOE. The validation 
team reviewed provided documents and 
can conclude that they are in order. 

D.2 Environmental impact assessment      

D.2.1 If an environmental impact assessment is 
required, are conclusions and references to all 
related documentation provided? 

PDD D Conclusions and references in the frame 
of Environmental Impact Assessment of 
the CDM project are referenced to the 
relevant documented evidences. 

OK OK 

D.2.2 Have the project participants undertaken an 
analysis of environmental impacts activity, 
including transboundary impacts, and whether 
those impacts are considered significant by the 
project participants or the host Party? 

VVS 134 Environmental Impact Assessment of the 
CDM project “Landfill Gas Recovery and 
Energy Production at the Tintareni 
Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic of 
Moldova” has been performed. The 
following areas were assessed: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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landscape and biotic aspects, waste, 
water, air and climate, and other 
environmental areas. 
Based on the results of Environmental 
Impact Assessment, there have been no 
significant environmental and social 
impacts identified caused by this CDM 
project. The landfill site in Chisinau is a 
simple, but organised waste disposal. It 
has an installed wastewater drain system 
and few measures to protect the 
environment. 
Wastewater poses danger of soil 
pollution in the surrounding due to its 
stagnation on the bottom of the landfill. 
 
CAR55. Please consider transboundary 
impacts of the CDM project activity. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR55 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

D.2.3 If the host Party requires an environmental 
impact assessment, have the environmental 
impact assessment approved by local 
government? 

VVS 135 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
of the CDM project “Landfill Gas 
Recovery and Energy Production at the 
Tintareni Landfill Site, Chisinau, Republic 
of Moldova” has been performed as per 
national requirements. All details about 
the EIA are described in the PDD section 
D. 

OK OK 
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E. Local stakeholder consultation      

E.1 Solicitation of comments from local 
stakeholders 

   
 

 

E.1.1 Did the project participants complete a local   
stakeholder consultation process and that due 
steps were taken to engage stakeholders and 
solicit comments for the proposed project 
activity? 

VVS 138 Yes, the project participants completed a 
local stakeholder consultation process 
and solicited the comments for the 
proposed project activity. 
Additionally, during the stakeholders’ 
consultation process the project owner 
has contacted a number of leading 
Moldovan NGO’s in the environmental 
field. PPs are maintaining their relations 
with the NGO’s in concern, being open 
for comments, suggestions or monitoring 
information any moment. 
Furthermore, the information related to 
the CDM project was published in mass 
media, namely, in the Russian language 
newspaper “Znamya Truda” and 
Romanian newspaper “Drapelul Muncii”. 
 
CAR56. Please provide documented 
evidences of the local stakeholder 
consultation performance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CAR56 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 

E.1.2 Is the process by which comments from local PDD E Due to the positive impact of the project OK OK 
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stakeholders have been invited provided?  on environment and the overall increase 
of security due to reduction of explosive 
gases, the project owner has been 
encouraged during various stakeholder 
meetings by numerous representatives 
of local authorities to accelerate the 
project implementation. In both 
newspapers, “Znamya Truda” and 
“Drapelul Muncii”, the contact person for 
comments have been listed, however no 
comments have been collected. The 
project owner is also in contact with 
various Moldavian NGOs. As a result, 
there have been no negative comments 
collected. Details are provided in the 
PDD section E.1. 

E.2 Summary of comments received      

E.2.1 Are stakeholders that have made comments 
identified? 

PDD E.2 According to the regarded PDD and site 
visit results, no comments or requests 
have been received during local 
stakeholder consultation. 

OK OK 

E.2.2 Have comments by local stakeholders that can 
reasonably be considered relevant for the 
proposed CDM project activity been invited?  

VVS 139 
(a) 

According to the regarded PDD and site 
visit results, no comments or requests 
have been received during local 
stakeholder consultation. 

OK OK 
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E.2.3 Is the summary of comments provided 
complete?  

PDD 
VVS 

E.2 
139 
(b) 

According to the regarded PDD and site 
visit results, no comments or requests 
have been received during local 
stakeholder consultation. 

OK OK 

E.3 Report on consideration of comments 
received 

    
 

E.3.1 Is information provided to demonstrate that all 
comments received have been considered? 

PDD 
VVS 

E.3 
139 
(c) 

No comments or requests have been 
received and therefore no action has 
been taken by PPs. 

OK OK 

F. Approval and authorization      

F.1 General      

F.1.1 Is it indicated whether the letter(s) of approval 
from Party(ies) available at the time of 
submitting the PDD to the validating DOE? 

PDD F CAR57. Please provide Letter of 
Approval of the project activity from the 
Host country. 

CAR57 OK 

F.2 Approval   COUNTRY A COUNTRY B   

F.2.1 Has the DNA of each Party indicated as being 
involved in the proposed CDM project activity 
in section A.3 of the PDD provided a written 
letter of approval?  

VVS 38 Refer to CAR57 No other country 
is indicated in the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

F.2.2 Does the letter of approval from DNA of each 
Party confirm that : 
(a) The Party is a Party of the Kyoto Protocol 

VVS 39 Refer to CAR57 No other country 
is indicated in the 
PDD. 

OK OK 
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(b) The participation is voluntary 
(c) In the case of the host Party, the proposed 

CDM project activity contributes to the 
sustainable development of the country 

(d) Refers to the precise proposed CDM 
project activity title in the PDD being 
submitted for registration 

F.2.3  Is(are) the letter(s) of approval unconditional 
with respect to (F.2.2) above? 

VVS 40 Refer to CAR57 No other country 
is indicated in the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

F.2.4 Has(ve) the letter(s) of approval been issued 
by the respective Party’s DNA? If there is 
doubt with respect to (F.2.2) above, was it 
verified with the DNA that the letter of approval 
is valid for the proposed CDM project activity 
under validation? 

VVS 41,42 Refer to CAR57 No other country 
is indicated in the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

F.2.5 Does the letter of approval by the DNA of the 
host Party confirm the contribution of the 
proposed CDM project activity to the 
sustainable development of the host Party? 

VVS 51 Refer to CAR57 OK OK 

F.3 Authorization       

F.3.1 Has each project participant been authorized 
by at least one Party involved in a letter of 
approval? 

VVS 
 

45 
 

Refer to CAR57 OK OK 
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F.3.2 Is the information in tabular form in the PDD 
consistent with the contact information for 
project participants provided? 

VVS 46 Yes, the information in tabular form in 
section A.4 is consistent with the contact 
details provided in Appendix 1 of the 
PDD. 

OK OK 

F.3.3 Are any entities other than those approved as 
project participants included in the PDD? 

VVS 47 No, there are no entities other than those 
approved as project participants included 
in these sections of the PDD. 

OK OK 

F.3.4 Has the approval of participation issued from 
the relevant DNA? And if in doubt, was it 
verified with the DNA that the approval of 
participation is valid for the proposed CDM 
project participants? 

VVS 48 Refer to CAR57. OK OK 

Part III Others      

A. Appendixes of PDD       

A.1 Appendix 1: Contact information of project 
participants 

   
 

 

A.1.1 For each organization listed in section A.4 of 
PDD, is the table in PDD completed, with the 
following mandatory fields: Organization, City, 
postcode, Country, Telephone and Fax, e-mail 
and Name of contact person? 

PDD Appen
dix 1 

CAR58. Please complete all mandatory 
fields of the table in Appendix 1 (i.e., 
postcode). 

CAR58 OK 

A.2 Appendix 2: Affirmation regarding public 
funding 
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A.2.1 If applicable, is the affirmation obtained from 
Parties providing public funding to the project 
Activity attached? 

PDD Appen
dix 2 

The financial plans for the project activity 
do not involve public funding. The CDM 
project is to be financed with project 
owner‘s resources. 

OK OK 

A.3 Appendix 3: Applicability of the selected 
methodology(ies) 

   
 

 

A.3.1 Is the background information on the 
applicability of the selected methodology 
provided? 

PDD Appen
dix 3 

Yes, the information on the applicability 
of the selected methodology is provided 
in Appendix 3 as well as in section B.2 of 
the PDD. 
Additionally, see CAR17. 

OK OK 

A.4 Appendix 4: Further background 
information on ex ante calculation of 
emission reductions 

   
 

 

A.4.1 Is the background information on the ex ante 
calculation of emission reductions provided? 

PDD Appen
dix 4 

Appendix 4 includes data, measurement 
results, data sources, and other 
parameters needed for calculation of 
emission reductions. Furthermore, the 
ex-ante calculations of emission 
reductions have been described in the 
detail in Section B.6.3.  
 
CL13. Please clarify in the PDD (see 
Appendix 4 of the PDD) why no waste 
was delivered on the Tintareni Landfill 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CL13 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OK 
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Site during the period 2011 – 2012. 

A.5 Appendix 5: Further background 
information on monitoring plan 

   
 

 

A.5.1 Is the background information used in the 
development of the monitoring plan provided? 

PDD Appen
dix 5 

Based on the PDD, the monitoring of the 
CDM project activity has been described 
in Sections B.7.1 and B.7.3 of the CDM-
PDD. The monitoring of the CDM project 
activity has been planned in accordance 
with the requirements of the approved 
monitoring methodology ACM0001 
(Version 13.0.0). Quality assurance and 
quality control procedures are described 
by the PPs. 

OK OK 

A.6 Appendix 6: Summary of post registration 
changes 

   
 

 

A.6.1 Is a summary of the post registration changes 
provided? 

PDD Appen
dix 6 

CAR59. Please indicate that Appendix 6 
is left blank of purpose. 

CAR59 OK 

B. Global Stakeholder Consultation      

B.1.1 Is there any comment on the PDD of the 
proposed project activity received during 
Global Stakeholder Consultation process?  

VVS 34 The PDD of the CDM project was 
published for Global Stakeholder 
Consultation process on UNFCCC web-
site. The Global Stakeholder 
Consultation period is from 13/10/2012 

OK OK 
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to 11/11/2012.  

B.1.2 If yes, have all comments been taken into 
account during the validation of the proposed 
project activity? 

VVS 35 Refer to section B.1.1 above. OK OK 

B.1.3 If comments indicate that the proposed project 
activity does not comply with the CDM 
requirements and are not substantiated, is 
there any further clarification from the entity 
providing the comment?  

VVS 36 Refer to section B.1.1 above. OK OK 

B.1.4 If yes, how comments received have been 
taken due account? 

VVS 36 Refer to section B.1.1 above. OK OK 

B.1.5 If no, are the comments as originally provided 
proceeded to assess? 

VVS 36 Refer to section B.1.1 above. OK OK 

C. Modalities of Communications (MoC)       

C.1.1 Has the corporate identity of all project 
participants and focal points included in MoC 
statement, as well as the personal identities, 
including specimen signatures and 
employment status, of their authorized 
signatories been validated by: 

VVS 53   

 

C.1.1.1 Directly checking evidence for corporate, 
personal identity and other relevant 
documentation; or 

VVS 54(a) CAR60. Please provide MoC of the CDM 
project. 

CAR60 OK 
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C.1.1.2 Notarized documentation; or VVS 54(b) Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.1.3 Written confirmation from the project 
participant or the coordinating/managing 
entity that all corporate and personal 
details, including specimen signatures, are 
valid and accurate. 

VVS 54(c) Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.2 If (C.1.1.3) above was chosen, is it ensured 
that the MoC statement is received from a 
project participant with whom the DOE has a 
contractual relationship? 

VVS 55 Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.3 If (C.1.1.3) above was chosen, is it ensured 
that the official who submits the MoC 
statement to the DOE and the official who 
signed the written confirmation (if a different 
person) is/are duly authorized to do so on 
behalf of the respective project participant? 

VVS 56 Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.4 If it is unable to validate the requirements by 
applying C.1.1.1 to C.1.1.3 above, are any 
further validation activities performed? 

VVS 57 Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.5 Has the latest version of the form “Modalities of 
Communication statement” (F-CDM-MOC) 
been used?  

VVS 
 

60(a) 
 

Refer to CAR60 OK OK 

C.1.6 Is the information required as per F-CDM- VVS 60(b) Refer to CAR60 OK OK 
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MOC, including its annex 1, correctly 
completed?  

  

C.1.7 Do the project participant’s authorized 
signatories signing the F-CDM-MOC 
correspond to the project participant’s 
authorized signatories included in F-CDM-
MOC, annex 1? 

VVS 
 

60(c) 
 

Refer to CAR60 OK OK 
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I. SOURCE, DEFINITIONS AND APPLICABILITY      

1. Applicability      

1.1. Applicable conditions      

1.1.1. Does the project activity: 
Install a new LFG capture system in a new or 
existing SWDS? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, according to the project activity a 
new LFG capture system was installed in 
existing SWDS. 

OK OK 

1.1.2. Does the project activity: 
Make an investment into an existing LFG 
capture system to increase the recovery rate 
or change the use of the captured LFG, 
provided that: 
(i) The captured LFG was vented or flared and 
not used prior to the implementation of the 
project activity; and 
(ii) In the case of an existing active LFG 
capture system for which the amount of LFG 
cannot be collected separately from the project 
system after the implementation of the project 
activity and its efficiency is not impacted on by 
the project system: historical data on the 
amount of LFG capture and flared is available? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, it does.  
LFG at the Tintareni landfill site was 
vented into the atmosphere flared and 
not used prior to the implementation of 
the project activity. 

OK OK 
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1.1.3. Does the project activity: 
Flare the LFG and/or use the captured LFG in 
any (combination) of the following ways: 
(i) Generating electricity; 
(ii) Generating heat in a boiler, air heater or 
kiln (brick firing only) or glass melting furnace; 
and/or 
(iii) Supplying the LFG to consumers through a 
natural gas distribution network. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Collected landfill gas is to be used for 
power production and alternatively 
destroyed by flaring. 

OK OK 

1.1.4. Does the project activity  
Do not reduce the amount of organic waste 
that would be recycled in the absence of the 
project activity. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes.  
Project activity does not provide the 
reduction of the amount of organic waste 
that would be recycled in the absence of 
the project activity. 

OK OK 

1.1.5. Does the application of the procedure to 
identify the baseline scenario confirms 
that the most plausible baseline scenario 
is: 

(a) Release of LFG from the SWDS; and 
(b) In the case that the LFG is used in the 
project activity for generating electricity and/or 
generating heat in a boiler, air heater, glass 
melting furnace or kiln; 

1 For electricity generation: that electricity would be 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes.  
The Project represents a landfill gas 
capture project activity, where the 
baseline scenario is total atmospheric 
release of LFG. 

OK OK 
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generated in the grid or in captive fossil fuel fired 
power plants; and/or 

2 For heat generation: that heat would be 
generated using fossil fuels in equipment located 
within the project boundary. 

1.1.6. Is this methodology used in combination 
with other approved methodologies?  

ACM 
001 

V 13 No. The CDM project activity is to be in 
compliance with the methodology 
ACM0001 “Flaring or use of landfill gas” 
(version 13.0.0). 

OK OK 

1.1.7. Is the management of the SWDS in the 
project activity deliberately changed 
during the crediting in order to increase 
methane generation compared to the 
situation prior to the implementation of the 
project activity? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 No change in the management of the 
SWDS after the implementation of the 
project activity is considered. 

OK OK 

1.1.8. Does the project activity meets the 
applicability conditions included in the 
latest approved version of the following 
methodological tools: 

• .Emissions from solid waste disposal sites. 
• .Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality. 
• .Tool to determine project emissions from 
flaring gases containing methane. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, all the applicability conditions 
included in the latest approved version of 
the methodological tools that referring to 
selected methodology are met. 
Refer to table 1 also. 

OK OK 
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• .Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or 
leakage emissions from electricity 
consumption. 
• .Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion. 
• .Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of 
equipment. 
• .Tool to determine the baseline efficiency of 
thermal or electric energy generation systems. 
• .Tool to determine the mass flow of a 
greenhouse gas in a gaseous stream. 

II. BASELINE METHODOLOGY      

2. Project Boundary      

2.1. Spatial extent      

2.1.1. Does the project boundary of the project 
activity include the site where the LFG is 
captured and, as applicable, the following: 

• Sites where the LFG is flared or used (e.g. 
flare, power plant, boiler, air heater, glass 
melting furnace, kiln or natural gas distribution 
network); 
• Captive power plant(s) (including emergency 
diesel generators) or power generation 
sources connected to the grid, which are 

ACM 
001 

V 13 The project boundary of the project 
activity includes the site where the LFG 
is captured, and the sites where the LFG 
is flared and used for power production. 

OK OK 
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supplying electricity to the project activity; 
• Captive power plant(s) (including emergency 
diesel generators) or power generation 
sources connected to the grid, which are 
supplying electricity in the baseline that is 
displaced by electricity generated by captured 
LFG in the project activity; and 
• Heat generation equipment or sources which 
are supplying heat in the baseline that is 
displaced by heat generated by captured LFG 
in the project activity. 

2.2. Emission sources      

2.2.1. Are the greenhouse gases and emission 
sources included in or excluded from the 
project boundary justified appropriately as 
shown in Table 1 of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, that is described in the table of the 
section B.3 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

3. Estimating end of life of existing equipment      

3.1.1. Is LFG used in equipment that was in 
operation prior to the implementation of 
the project activity? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 According to the PDD, LFG is supposed 
to be used in new installed equipment 
that is not in operation prior to the 
implementation of the project activity. 

OK OK 

3.1.2. For each item of equipment which was 
in operation prior to the implementation of 
the project activity and in which the 

ACM 
001 

V 13 According to the PDD, LFG is supposed 
to be used in new installed equipment 
that is not in operation prior to the 

OK OK 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

107 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

captured LFG is used after the 
implementation of the project activity, did 
the project participants estimate its 
remaining lifetime by applying the “Tool to 
determine the remaining lifetime of 
equipment”?  

implementation of the project activity. 
Details are provided in the section B.2 of 
the CDM PDD. 

3.1.3. Are the above items of equipment and 
their remaining lifetime recorded in the 
CDM-PDD? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Details related to lifetime of equipment 
are provided in the section B.2 of the 
CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

3.1.4. At the end of the remaining lifetime of 
each item of equipment, is the procedure 
for the selection of the most plausible 
baseline scenario related to electricity 
and/or heat generation updated in order to 
determine the most plausible baseline fuel 
that would be used after installation of the 
new equipment in the absence of the 
CDM project activity? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 The Project represents a landfill gas 
capture project activity, where the 
baseline scenario is total atmospheric 
release of LFG. 

OK OK 

3.1.5. Are the parameters related to the above 
item of equipment re-estimated according 
to the procedures in this methodology 
used to make the original estimation (for 
example the baseline fuel may change 
and this then has impacts on the emission 
factor for this baseline fuel)? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Refer to section 3.1.4 of that table 
above. 

OK OK 
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4. Baseline scenario and additionality      

4.1.1. Is the “Combined tool to identify the 
baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality” used to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 “Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality” 
is used to identify the baseline scenario. 
Refer to section B.4 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

4.1.2. In applying Step 1 of the tool, are the 
following baseline alternatives for the 
destruction of LFG taken into 
consideration? ,  

• LFG1: The project activity implemented 
without being registered as a CDM project 
activity (i.e. capture and flaring or use of LFG); 
• LFG2: Atmospheric release of the LFG or 
capture of LFG and destruction through flaring 
to comply with regulations or contractual 
requirements, or to address safety and odour 
concerns; 
• LFG3: LFG is partially not generated 
because part of the organic fraction of the solid 
waste is recycled and not disposed in the 
SWDS; 
• LFG4: LFG is partially not generated 
because part of the organic fraction of the solid 
waste is treated aerobically and not disposed 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, the following baseline alternatives 
for the destruction of LFG were taken 
into consideration.  
See section B.4 of the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 
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in the SWDS; 
• LFG5: LFG is partially not generated 
because part of the organic fraction of the solid 
waste is incinerated and not disposed in the 
SWDS. 

4.1.3. Are alternative scenarios for the use of 
LFG identified (if this is an aspect of the 
project activity)? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes. 
According to the alternatives listed in 
Methodology ACM0001, version 13.0.0, 
there were established 4 scenarios 
relevant to the project situation. The 
most probable alternative to the project 
activity is the baseline scenario that is 
the complete release of methane gas to 
the atmosphere. 

OK OK 

4.1.4. For electricity generation, are following 
alternative(s) included? 

• E1: Electricity generation from LFG, 
undertaken without being registered as CDM 
project activity; 
• E2: Electricity generation in existing or new 
renewable or fossil fuel based captive power 
plant(s); 
• E3: Electricity generation in existing and/or 
new grid-connected power plants. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline alternatives indicated in that 
section were taken into consideration.  
Four scenarios relevant to the project 
situation were established by the project 
participants. 
See section B.4 of the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 
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4.1.5. For heat generation, are following 
alternative(s) included? 

• H1: Heat generation from LFG undertaken 
without being registered as CDM project 
activity; 
• H2: Heat generation in existing or new fossil 
fuel fired cogeneration plant(s); 
• H3: Heat generation in existing or new 
renewable based cogeneration plant(s); 
• H4: Heat generation in existing or new fossil 
fuel based boiler(s), air heater(s), glass 
melting furnace(s) or kiln(s); 
• H5: Heat generation in existing or new 
renewable energy based boiler(s), air 
heater(s), glass melting furnace(s) or kiln(s); 
• H6: Any other source, such as district heat; 
and 
• H7: Other heat generation technologies (e.g. 
heat pumps or solar energy). 

ACM 
001 

V 13 The project activity does not presume 
heat generation. Hence, that section is 
not applicable. 

OK OK 

4.1.6. For the supply of LFG to a natural gas 
distribution network, is the baseline 
assumed to be the supply with natural 
gas. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 The project activity does not presume 
the supply of LFG to a natural gas 
distribution network. Thus, that section is 
not applicable. 

OK OK 

4.1.7. Did the Project participants demonstrate ACM V 13 The baseline scenario of the CDM OK OK 
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that the identified baseline fuel used for 
generation of electricity and/or heat is 
available in abundance in the host country 
and there is no supply constraint? 

001 project is total atmospheric release of 
LFG. 
Please refer to sections of that table 
above. 

4.1.8. In case of partial supply constraints 
(seasonal supply), did the project 
participants consider the period of partial 
supply among potential alternative fuel(s) 
the one that results in the lowest baseline 
emissions? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 The baseline scenario of the CDM 
project is total atmospheric release of 
LFG. 
Please refer to sections of that table 
above. 

OK OK 

4.1.9. Is detailed justifications provided and 
documented in the CDM-PDD for the 
selected baseline fuel? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Please refer to sections of that table 
above. 

OK OK 

5. Baseline emissions      

5.1.1. Are baseline emissions determined 
according to equation (1) 

BEy = BECH4,y + BEEC,y + BEHG,y + BENG,y  

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions determined 
according to equation (1) from the 
methodology ACM001 taking into 
account specific features of the regarded 
project. All clarification and explanation 
provided in the section B.6.1 of the CDM 
PDD. 

OK OK 

5.1.2. Do baseline emissions comprise the 
following sources? 

(A) Methane emissions from the SWDS in the 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, the baseline emissions comprise 
mentioned sources. 

OK OK 
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absence of the project activity; 
(B) Electricity generation using fossil fuels or 
supplied by the grid in the absence of the 
project activity; 
(C) Heat generation using fossil fuels in the 
absence of the project activity; and 
(D) Natural gas used from the natural gas 
network in the absence of the project activity. 

5.1.3. Step A:  Baseline emissions of 
methane from the SWDS 

    
 

5.1.4. Are baseline emissions of methane from 
the SWDS determined based on the 
amount of methane that is captured under 
the project activity and the amount that 
would be captured and destroyed in the 
baseline (such as due to regulations)?  

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions of methane from the 
SWDS are determined as follows, based 
on the amount of methane that is 
captured under the project activity and 
the amount that would be captured and 
destroyed in the baseline (such as due to 
regulations). In addition, the effect of 
methane oxidation that is present in the 
baseline and absent in the project is 
taken into account.  
Refer to section B.6.1 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

5.1.5. Is the effect of methane oxidation that is 
present in the baseline and absent in the 
project taken into account? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes. 
See section above. 

OK OK 

5.1.6. Step A.1:  Ex post determination of      
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FCH4,PJ,y   
5.1.7. During the crediting period, is 

FCH4,PJ,y determined as the sum of the 
quantities of methane flared and used in 
power plant(s), boiler(s), air heater(s), 
glass melting furnace(s), kiln(s) and 
natural gas distribution network, as per 
equation (3) of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, the Amount of methane in the LFG 
which is flared and/or used in the project 
activity in year y is determined according 
to the equation of the selected 
methodology (the methodology 
ACM0001 version 13.0.0). 

OK OK 

5.1.8. Is the amount of methane destroyed by 
flaring determined as the difference 
between the amount of methane supplied 
to the flare(s) and any methane emissions 
from the flare(s), as per equation (4) of the 
methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, description is provided in the 
section B.6.1 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

5.1.9. Step A.1.1:  Ex ante estimation of 
FCH4,PJ,y 

    
 

5.1.10. Is an ex ante estimate of 
FCH4,PJ,y determined as per equation (5) 
of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, an ex ante estimate of the amount 
of methane in the LFG which is flared 
and/or used in the project activity in year 
y is determined as per equation (5) of the 
methodology ACM0001. 

OK OK 

5.1.11. Are following guidance taken into 
account when applying the tool 
“Emissions from solid waste disposal 
sites”? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, BECH4,SWDS,y is determined using the 
methodological tool “Emissions from 
solid waste disposal sites”. 

OK OK 
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• fy in the tool shall be assigned a value of 0 
because the amount of LFG that would have 
been captured and destroyed is already 
accounted for in equation 2 of this 
methodology; 
• In the tool, x begins with the year that the 
SWDS started receiving wastes (e.g. the first 
year of SWDS operation); and 
• Sampling to determine the fractions of 
different waste types is not necessary because 
the waste composition can be obtained from 
previous studies. 

5.1.12. Step A.2:  Determination of 
FCH4,BL,y 

    
 

5.1.13. Are the four cases in Table 2 of 
the methodology distinguished and the 
appropriate case identified and the 
corresponding instructions followed? 

Please specify. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline scenario is correspondent to 
Case 1: No requirement to destroy 
methane exists and no existing LFG 
capture system (national requirements 
where described in Sec.B.4 to the CDM 
PDD) 
Therefore in this situation: FCH4,BL,y = 0. 

OK OK 

5.1.14. Step B:  Baseline emissions 
associated with electricity generation 

    
 

5.1.15. Is the baseline emissions 
associated with electricity generation in 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Estimation of CO2 emissions from 
generation of grid electricity to be 

OK OK 
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year y (BEEC,y) calculated using the “Tool 
to calculate baseline, project and/or 
leakage emissions from electricity 
consumption”. 

Note: When applying the tool: 
• The electricity sources k in the tool 
correspond to the sources of electricity 
generated identified in the selection of the 
most plausible baseline scenario; and 
• ECBL,k,y in the tool is equivalent to the net 
amount of electricity generated using LFG in 
year y (EGPJ,y). 

replaced with the landfill gas power. 
Baseline emission from production of the 
electricity in the centralized power grid to 
be replaced by the LFG electricity is 
calculated based on the appropriate 
equation (i.e., the equation 2) from the 
“Tool to calculate baseline, project 
and/or leakage emissions from electricity 
consumption”. 
Description related to Baseline 
emissions associated with electricity 
generation provided in section B.6.1 of 
the PDD. 

5.1.16. Step C:  Baseline emissions 
associated with heat generation 

    
 

5.1.17. Is the baseline emissions 
associated with heat generation in year y 
determined based on the amount of 
methane in the LFG which is sent to the 
heat generation equipment in the project 
activity (boiler, air heater, glass melting 
furnace(s) and/or kiln), and is calculated 
using equation (17) of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions associated with heat 
generation are zero as heat generation is 
not provided within the project activity. 

OK OK 

5.1.18. Step C.1:  Determination of 
Refficiency,j,y  
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5.1.19. Is the ratio of the project and 
baseline efficiency of an air heater, boiler, 
glass melting furnace or kiln determined 
using equation (18) of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions associated with heat 
generation are zero as heat generation is 
not provided within the project activity. 
Thus, that section is not applicable. 

OK OK 

5.1.20. To estimate the baseline energy 
efficiency of an air heater, boiler, glass 
melting furnace(s) or kiln did the project 
participants apply the “Tool to determine 
the baseline efficiency of thermal or 
electric energy generation systems”? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable OK OK 

5.1.21. Step C.2:  Determination of 
FCH4,HG,dest,j,y  

    
 

5.1.22. Is the following guideline 
followed? 

The amount of methane that is destroyed in 
the LFG that is sent to heat generation 
equipment j is determined with equation 19 of 
the methodology if j is a boiler or air heater, or 
glass melting furnace, or with equation 20 if j is 
a brick kiln.  
For the particular case of intermittent brick 
kilns, project participants may choose to apply 
either equation 19 or 20 of the methodology. 
FCH4,HG,kiln,h is determined using the “Tool to 
determine the mass flow of a greenhouse gas 
in a gaseous stream”, following the 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions associated with heat 
generation are zero as heat generation is 
not provided within the project activity. 
Hence, that section is not applicable. 

OK OK 
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requirements given in Step A.1 for  j = kiln, 
except that the mass flow should be summed 
to an hourly (not yearly) unit basis (t CH4/hr). 

5.1.23. Step D:  Baseline emissions 
associated with natural gas 
use(BENG,y) 

    
 

5.1.24. Is BENG,y estimated using 
equation (21) of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline emissions associated with 
natural gas use in year y amount zero as 
there is no natural gas use within the 
project activity. So, that section is not 
applicable. 

OK OK 

5.1.25. Is EFCO2,NG,y determined using 
the “Tool to calculate project or leakage 
CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion”? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Refer to section 5.1.24 above. OK OK 

6. Project emissions      

6.1.1. Is project emissions calculated using 
equation (22) of the methodology? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, project emissions are calculated 
using equation (22) of the methodology 
ACM0001 version 13.0.0. See B.6.1 of 
the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

6.1.2. Is the project emissions from 
consumption of electricity by the project 
activity (PEEC,y) calculated using the “Tool 
to calculate baseline, project and/or 
leakage emissions from electricity 

ACM 
001 

V 13 According to the PDD, the project does 
not involve emissions from consumption 
of electricity in the project case (project 
activity electricity demand is covered by 
one-site power generation from LFG 

OK OK 
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consumption”?  
Note:  When applying the tool:  
• ECPJ,k,y in the tool is equivalent to the amount 
of electricity consumed by the project activity 
in year y (ECPJ,y); and 
• If in the baseline a proportion of LFG is 
destroyed (FCH4,BL,y> 0), then the electricity 
consumption in the tool (ECPJ,j,y) should refer 
to the net quantity of electricity consumption 
(i.e. the increase due to the project activity).  

use), thus PEEC,y equals to zero. 

6.1.3. Is the determination of the amount of 
electricity consumed in the baseline 
transparently documented in the CDM-
PDD? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Refer to sections above. OK OK 

6.1.4. Is the project emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion for purposes other than 
electricity generation (PEFC,y ) calculated 
using the “Tool to calculate project or 
leakage CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion”? 

Note:   When applying the tool: 
• Processes j in the tool correspond to the 
sources of fossil fuel consumption due to the 
project activity other than for electricity 
generation or and any on-site transportation by 
trucks or cars;  

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, the project emissions from fossil 
fuel combustion for purposes other than 
electricity generation (PEFC,y) are 
calculated using the “Tool to calculate 
project or leakage CO2 emissions from 
fossil fuel combustion”. 

OK OK 
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• If in the baseline a proportion of LFG is 
captured and flared (FCH4,BL,y> 0), then the 
fossil fuels consumption used in calculation 
(FCi,j,y) should refer to the net of that 
consumed in the baseline.  
6.1.5. Is the determination of the amount of 

fossil fuels consumed in the baseline 
transparently documented in the CDM-
PDD? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, requested information is provided in 
the PDD in a transparent way. 

OK OK 

7. Leakage      

7.1.1. No leakage effects are accounted for 
under this methodology. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, no leakage effects are accounted 
for under this methodology. 

OK OK 

8. Emission reductions      

8.1.1. Are emission reductions calculated 
according to equation (23) of the 
methodology as  

ERy = BEy − PEy  

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, the emission reductions are 
calculated according to equation (23) of 
the methodology ACM0001. 

OK OK 

8.1.2. Did the project participants provide an 
ex ante estimate of emissions reductions 
in the CDM-PDD? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 An ex ante estimate of emissions 
reductions are stated in the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

8.1.3. For the calculation of baseline 
emissions, are the future GHG emissions 
of SWDS projected? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Ex-ante estimate of emissions reductions 
is provided in section B 6.3 of the CDM 
PDD. For this aim the projecting the 
future GHG emissions of the SWDS was 
performed. 

OK OK 
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8.1.4. Are the following guideline followed? 
If the energy component is intended to be 
implemented after the first year of the project 
activity, then project participants may exclude 
the energy component from the ex-ante 
estimation of baseline emissions. This avoids 
overestimating ex ante estimate of emissions if 
energy generation is not implemented, or a 
lower capacity is implemented than originally 
envisaged.  
This exclusion is not applicable to the 
determination of the baseline or demonstration 
of additionality. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Yes, it is followed. Refer to section B.6 of 
the PDD. 

OK OK 

9. Project activity under a PoA      

9.1. Type of CPA      

9.1.1. Does the PoA consist of one or several 
types of CPAs?  

Note: CPAs are regarded to be of the same 
type if they are similar with regard to the 
demonstration of additionality, emission 
reduction calculations and monitoring. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

9.1.2. Does the CME describe in the CDM-
PoA-DD the eligibility criteria for CPA 
inclusion used for each type of CPAs 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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separately? 
Note:  In case of combinations of the types of 
use of the captured landfill gas in one CPA, 
the eligibility criteria shall be defined for each 
type of use of the LFG separately 

9.1.3. Does the CME describe in the CDM-
PoA-DD the emission reduction 
calculations for each type of CPAs 
separately? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

9.1.4. Does the CME describe in the CDM-
PoA-DD the monitoring provisions for 
each type of CPAs separately? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

9.1.5. Does the CME describe transparently 
and justify in the CDM-PoA-DD which 
CPAs are regarded to be of the same 
type? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

9.1.6. Is it ensured that CPAs have not been 
regarded to be of the same type if one of 
the conditions listed below is different? 

(a) The baseline scenario with regard to any of 
the following aspects: 

(i) Partial release of the LFG from the 
SWDS; 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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(ii) Total release of the LFG from the 
SWDS; 

(iii) In case of electricity generation in the 
project activity: 

1) The grid; 
2) Captive fossil fuel fired power plants; 

(b) In case of heat generation, fossil fuel fired 
on-site equipment; 
(c) The project activity with regard to any of the 
following aspects of the use of the captured 
landfill gas: 

(i) Flaring; 
(ii) Flaring; and 

• Electricity generation; 
• Heat generation; 

1. Boiler; 
2. Air heater; 
3. Kiln; 
4. Glass melting furnace; 

• Supplying the LFG to consumers through a 
natural gas distribution network; 
(iii) Combinations of types of use of the landfill 
gas; 
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(d) The legal and regulatory framework. 

9.2. Eligibility criteria      

9.2.1. When defining eligibility criteria for CPA 
inclusion for a distinct type of CPAs, does 
the CME consider relevant technical and 
economic parameters, such as: 

(a) Ranges of certain design specifications 
(ranges of sizes of landfill and amounts of 
waste disposed); 
(b) Ranges of efficiency of the landfill gas 
capture system; 
(c) Type of solid waste disposal site: 

a) New solid waste disposal site; 
b) Existing solid waste disposal site; 

(d) Ranges of costs (capital investment, 
operating and maintenance costs, etc.); 
(e) Ranges of revenues (income from 
electricity, heat or LFG sale, subsidies/fiscal 
incentives, ODA)? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

9.2.2. Are the eligibility criteria related to the 
costs and revenues parameters updated 
every 2 years in order to correctly reflect 
the technical and market circumstances of 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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a CPA implementation? 

9.2.3. In case the PoA contains several types 
of CPAs, does the actual CPA-DD 
submitted contains all information required 
as per the latest "Guidelines for 
completing the CPA-DD"” for each type of 
actual CPA? 

ACM 
001 

V 13 Not applicable N/A N/A 

10. Data and parameter not monitored      

10.1. Parameters listed in the methodology       

10.1.1. Parameter X 
Note:  Check if the provisions on data and 
parameters have been complied with 

ACM 
001 

V 13 PDD section B.6.2 provides project data 
and parameters fixed ex ante, such as: 
Net calorific value of methane at 
reference conditions and Efficiency of 
the LFG capture system that will be 
installed in the project activity. 

OK OK 

10.1.2. Parameter Y ACM 
001 

V 13 PDD section B.6.2 provides baseline 
data and parameters fixed ex ante, such 
as: Fraction of methane that would be 
oxidized in the top layer of the SWDS in 
the baseline and Global warming 
potential of the methane. 

OK OK 

10.2. Data and parameters in the tools 
referred to in the methodology   
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10.2.1. Parameter X 
Note: Following tools are referred 
• “Emissions from solid waste disposal sites”; 
• “Combined tool to identify the baseline 
scenario and demonstrate additionality”; 
• “Tool to determine project emissions from 
flaring gases containing methane”; 
• “Tool to calculate baseline, project and/or 
leakage emissions from electricity 
consumption”; 
• “Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion”; 
• “Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of 
equipment”; 
• “Tool to determine the baseline efficiency of 
thermal or electric energy generation 
systems”; 
• “Tool to determine the mass flow of a 
greenhouse gas in a gaseous stream”. 

ACM 
001 

V 13 There is no project data and parameters 
fixed ex ante that referred to the 
methodological tools. 

OK OK 

10.2.2. Parameter Y   Among baseline data and parameters 
fixed ex ante the parameter “Fraction of 
methane that would be oxidized in the 
top layer of the SWDS in the baseline” is 
referred to the methodological tool 

OK OK 
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“Emissions from solid waste disposal 
sites”. 

III. MONITORING METHODOLOGY      

11. General requirement of monitoring activity      

11.1. Archive and measurement equipment       

11.1.1. Is it indicated in the monitoring 
plan that all data collected as part of 
monitoring should be archived 
electronically and be kept at least for two 
years after the end of the last crediting 
period? 

  Yes, it is ensured. Details are provided in 
section B.7.3 of the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

11.1.2. Is it ensured that all 
measurements should be conducted with 
calibrated measurement equipment 
according to relevant industry standards? 

  Yes, it is. Refer t the section B.7.3 and 
Annex 5 of the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

12. Data and parameters monitored      

12.1. Parameters listed in the methodology       

12.1.1. Parameter X 
Note: Check if the provisions on data and 
parameters have been complied with 

ACM 
001 

V 13 PDD provides project data and 
parameters are to be monitored, such 
as: Project emissions from flaring of the 
residual gas stream in year y, etc.  

OK OK 

12.1.2. Parameter Y ACM V 13 PDD provides baseline data and OK OK 
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001 parameters are to be monitored, such 
as: Volumetric flow of the landfill gas in 
time interval t on a wet basis, Volumetric 
fraction of the landfill gas in a time 
interval t on a wet basis, Temperature of 
the landfill gas, Pressure of the landfill 
gas, Carbon emission factor for 
electricity, Net quantity of electricity 
produced using LFG which in the 
absence of the project activity would 
have been produced by power plants 
during year y, etc. 

12.2. Data and parameters in the tools 
referred to in the methodology   

  
 

12.2.1. Parameter X ACM 
001 

V 13 Project parameter “Project emissions 
from flaring of the residual gas stream in 
year y” is referred to the methodological 
tool “Project emissions from flaring”. 

OK OK 

12.2.2. Parameter Y ACM 
001 

V 13 Baseline parameter “Net quantity of 
electricity produced using LFG which in 
the absence of the project activity would 
have been produced by power plants 
during year y” is referred to the 
methodological tool “Tool to calculate 
baseline, project and/or leakage 

OK OK 
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emissions from electricity consumption”. 
 
 

Table 2.1.2 Validation requirements based on Combin ed Tool to Identify the Baseline Scenario and Demon strate 
Additionality (EB 60 Annex 7)  

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

1. Step 1: Identification of alternative scenarios      

1.1. Sub-step 1a: Does the PDD identify all 
alternative scenarios that (a) are available 
to the project participants, (b) cannot be 
implemented in parallel to the proposed 
project activity, and (c) provide outputs or 
services with comparable quality, 
properties and application areas as the 
proposed CDM project activity, including: 

   

 

 

1.1.1. S1: The proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered as a 
CDM project activity? 

  The alternative scenario such as 
proposed project activity undertaken 
without being registered as a CDM 
project activity exists among all 
scenarios. 
Totally, four realistic and credible 
alternative scenarios are identified. 

OK OK 
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Namely: 
Alternative 1. Atmospheric release of the 
landfill gas (continuation of current 
practices) 
Alternative 2. LFG is flared and partially 
used for onsite electricity production with 
an opportunity of surplus sale to the grid 
(proposed project activity) without being 
registered as a CDM project activity. 
Alternative 3. LFG use for electricity and 
heat generation for electricity supply to 
the public grid and heat providing to 
consumer 
Alternative 4. Different use of LFG 
offsite. 

1.1.2. S2: No investment is undertaken by the 
project participants but third party(ies) 
undertake(s) investments or actions which 
provide comparable outputs or services to 
users of the project activity? 

  Refer to section above. OK OK 

1.1.3. S3: The continuation of the current 
situation, not requiring any investment or 
expenses to maintain the current 
situation? 

  Atmospheric release of the landfill gas. It 
is continuation of current practices. 

OK OK 
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1.1.4. S4: The continuation of the current 
situation, requiring an investment or 
expenses to maintain the current 
situation? 

  See section 1.1.1 of that table. OK OK 

1.1.5. S5: Other plausible and credible 
alternative scenarios to the project activity 
scenario, including the common practices 
in the relevant sector, which deliver 
outputs or services (e.g. electricity, heat or 
cement) with comparable quality, 
properties and application areas, taking 
into account, where relevant, examples of 
scenarios identified in the underlying 
methodology? 

  See section 1.1.1 of that table. OK OK 

1.1.6. S6: The “proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered as a 
CDM project activity” to be implemented 
at a later point in time (e.g. due to existing 
regulations, end-of-life of existing 
equipment, financing aspects)? 

  See section 1.1.1 of that table. OK OK 

1.1.7. Outcome of sub-step 1a: does the PDD 
provide a list of identified realistic and 
credible alternative scenarios? 

  Yes, the PDD provides four realistic and 
credible alternative scenarios. 

OK OK 

1.2. Sub-step 1b: Consistency with mandatory      
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applicable laws and regulations 

1.2.1. Is the alternative(s) in compliance with 
all mandatory applicable legal and 
regulatory requirements, even if these 
laws and regulations have objectives 
other than GHG reductions, e.g. to 
mitigate local air pollution? 

  All alternatives are consistent with 
relevant regulatory requirements and 
legislation. 

OK OK 

1.2.2. If an alternative does not comply with all 
mandatory applicable legislation and 
regulations, has it been shown that, based 
on an examination of current practice in 
the country or region in which the law or 
regulation applies, those applicable legal 
or regulatory requirements are 
systematically not enforced and that 
noncompliance with those requirements is 
widespread in the country? 

  Refer to section 1.2.1 above. OK OK 

1.2.3. Outcome of sub-step 1b: does the PDD 
provide the list of alternative scenarios to 
the project activity that are in compliance 
with mandatory legislation and regulations 
taking into account the enforcement in the 
region or country and Board decisions on 
national and/or sectoral policies and 
regulations? 

  Each identified alternative was 
considered on the compliance with 
appropriate regulatory requirements and 
legislation. 

OK OK 
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2. Step 2: Barrier analysis      

2.1. Sub-step 2a: Does the PDD establish a 
complete list of realistic and credible 
barriers that may prevent alternative 
scenarios to occur, include: 

   

 

 

2.1.1. Investment barriers, other than 
insufficient financial returns as analyzed in 
investment analysis? 

  Investment barriers are regarded in 
the PDD. 
Details are provided in section B.4 of 
the PDD. 

OK OK 

2.1.2. Technological barriers?   Technological barriers are regarded in 
the PDD. 
For details refer to section B.4 of 
the PDD. 

OK OK 

2.1.3. Lack of prevailing practice?   Barriers due to prevailing practice are 
taken into consideration. 

OK OK 

2.1.4. Other barriers, preferably specified in 
the underlying methodology as examples? 

  Other barriers were considered also. For 
instance, National Policies. 

OK OK 

2.2. Sub-step 2b: does the PDD eliminate 
alternative scenarios which are prevented 
by the identified barriers: 

   
 

 

2.2.1. Are all alternative scenarios compared 
to the same set of barriers? 

  Yes, all alternative scenarios were 
compared to the same set of barriers. 

OK OK 
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2.2.2. Does the assessment of the significance 
of barriers take into account the level of 
access to and availability of information, 
technologies and skilled labour in the 
specific context of the industry where the 
project type is located? 

  Assessment of the significance of 
barriers, provided by the project 
participants, takes into account the level 
of access to and availability of 
information, technologies and skilled 
labour in the management of the landfill 
gas. 

OK OK 

2.2.3. Is there any alternative scenario 
prevented by at least one of the identified 
barriers identified in the sub-step 2a and 
eliminated from further consideration? 

  According to the assessment from the 
PDD, continuation of the current situation 
is the least cost and most plausible 
option. 

OK OK 

2.3. In applying Sub-steps 2a and 2b, does the 
project participant provide transparent and 
documented evidence, and offer 
conservative interpretations of this 
evidence, as to how it demonstrates the 
existence and significance of the identified 
barriers and whether alternative scenarios 
are prevented by these barriers, include: 

   

 

 

2.3.1. Relevant legislation, regulatory 
information or industry norms? 

  National Policies are taking into account 
and regarded in section B.4 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

2.3.2. Relevant (sectoral) studies or surveys 
(e.g. market surveys, technology studies, 
etc) undertaken by universities, research 

  Technological barriers are considered as 
well as barriers due to prevailing 
practice. Relevant information is 

OK OK 
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institutions, industry associations, 
companies, bilateral/ multilateral 
institutions, etc? 

provided in the PDD section B.4. 

2.3.3. Relevant statistical data from national or 
international statistics? 

  The information from the national 
sources is included. 

OK OK 

2.3.4. Documentation of relevant market data 
(e.g. market prices, tariffs, rules)? 

  Yes, it is considered in the frame of 
investment barriers. For instance, the 
tariffs of electricity that produced from 
the renewable energy sources and other 
data. 

OK OK 

2.3.5. Written documentation from the 
company or institution developing or 
implementing the CDM project activity or 
the CDM project developer, such as 
minutes from Board meetings, 
correspondence, feasibility studies, 
financial or budgetary information, etc? 

  Yes, the documentation from the 
company and other PPs was used during 
analysis, such as methodologies, 
reports, decisions, etc. 

OK OK 

2.3.6. Documents prepared by the project 
developer, contractors or project partners 
in the context of the proposed project 
activity or similar previous project 
implementations? 

  The documented evidences prepared by 
the project developer, contractors and 
national entity in the context of the 
proposed project activity are included. 

OK OK 

2.3.7. Written documentation of independent 
expert judgments from industry, 

  Written documentation of independent 
expert judgments from third parties was 

OK OK 
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educational institutions (e.g. universities, 
technical schools, training centres), 
industry associations and others? 

used. For example, the documented 
evidences on the training performance, 
the documents on equipment calibration, 
the study from the national entity, etc. 

2.4. Are there still several alternative scenarios 
remaining? 

  The barriers described above clearly 
highlight that continuation of the current 
situation is the least cost, most plausible 
option. With regards the legislation 
requirements in place, the common 
practice shows that non-compliance with 
requirements regarding landfill 
management is widespread in the Host 
country landfill practices. 
Alternative 1: Atmospheric release of the 
landfill gas (continuation of current 
practices) is identified as baseline 
scenario. It is the only alternative 
scenario that is not prevented by any 
barriers. 

OK OK 

2.5. If there are still several alternative scenarios 
remaining, whether the remaining alternative 
scenarios include the proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered as a 
CDM project activity? 

  The only alternative scenario that is not 
prevented by any barriers is the 
continuation of the current practice and 
this alternative is identified as baseline 
scenario.  

OK OK 

2.5.1. If yes, does the PDD adopt the step 3   The PDD does not follow step 3 OK OK 
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(Investment Analysis) to identify the 
baseline scenario? 

(investment analysis) to identify the 
baseline scenario. 

2.5.2. If not, does the PDD provide the 
justification on the following options: 

Option 1: Go to Step 3 (investment analysis); 
Option 2: Identify the alternative scenario with 
the lowest emissions (i.e. the most 
conservative) as the baseline scenario) 

  The PDD states step 3 (investment 
analysis) in the section B.5 to 
demonstrate the additionality. 

OK OK 

2.6. Is the baseline identified? If yes, please 
specify. 

  Atmospheric release of the landfill gas 
(Alternative 1), continuation of current 
practices, is identified as baseline 
scenario. 

OK OK 

2.7. Does the PDD use qualitative or quantitative 
arguments to explain how the registration of 
the CDM project activity will alleviate the 
barriers that prevent the proposed project 
activity from occurring in the absence of the 
CDM? 

  The PDD uses qualitative as well as 
quantitative arguments to explain how 
the registration of the CDM project 
activity will alleviate the barriers. All 
details are provided in section B.4 and 
B.5 of the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

3. Step 3: Investment Analysis      

3.1. Does the analysis include all alternative 
scenarios remaining after Step 2, including 
scenarios where the project participants do 
not undertake an investment? 

  The analysis takes into account all 
alternative scenarios that were identified 
in step 2. 

OK OK 
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3.2. Does the PDD identify the financial indicator 
such as IRR, NPV, cost benefit ratio, or unit 
cost of service (e.g., levelized cost of 
electricity production in $/kWh or levelized 
cost of delivered heat in $/GJ) most suitable 
for the project type and decision-making 
context? 

  The CDM PDD identifies the financial 
indicator such as IRR and NPV; and 
provides the relevant analysis in a 
suitable manner. 

OK OK 

3.3. Do the project participants calculate the 
suitable financial indicator for all alternative 
scenarios remaining after Step 2? 

  The project participants calculated the 
selected financial indicator 

OK OK 

3.4. Does the calculating of financial indicator 
include all relevant costs (including, for 
example, investment operations and 
maintenance costs), and revenues (including 
subsidies/fiscal incentives, ODA, etc. where 
applicable), and, as appropriate, non-market 
costs and benefits in the case of public 
investors if this is standard practice for the 
selection of public investments in the host 
country. 

  The calculating of financial indicator 
includes operating and maintenance 
costs (refer to section B.5 of the PDD). 

OK OK 

3.5. For alternative scenarios that correspond to 
the situation described in S2 or S3 and that do 
not involve any investment costs, operational 
costs or revenues, does the PDD use the 
following values for the financial indicator to 

  Benchmark analysis for the Alternative 2 
LFG is flared and partially used for onsite 
electricity production with an opportunity 
of surplus sale to the grid (as non-CDM 
project). 

OK OK 
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reflect such a situation:  
If the financial indicator is the NPV: Assume a 
value of NPV equal to zero; 
If the financial indicator is the IRR: Use as the 
IRR the financial benchmark, 

According to the PDD, the project IRR 
without CERs sale remains low even in 
the case where these parameters 
change in favour of the Project. These 
numbers are too low for a risky 
enterprise such as the construction and 
operation of a landfill gas-to-energy 
project, and fairly lower than private 
equity investments such as 14%. 
Consequently, the Project cannot be 
considered as financially attractive 
without CERs sale. 

3.6. Is the financial/economic analysis based on 
parameters that are standard in the market, 
considering the specific characteristics of the 
project type, but not linked to the subjective 
profitability expectation or risk profile of a 
particular project developer? 

  The investment analysis is based on 
parameters that are standard in the 
market, considering the specific 
characteristics of the CDM project type. 

OK OK 

3.7. Is the discount rate (in the case of the NPV) or 
the financial benchmark (in the case of the 
IRR) derived from the sources given in the 
combined tool? 

  The investment analysis was taken in 
compliance with the latest valid version 
of “Tool for the demonstration and 
assessment of additionality”. 

OK OK 

3.8. Is the investment analysis presented in a 
transparent manner and provide all the 
relevant assumptions, preferably in the PDD, 

  The investment analysis is presented in 
a transparent manner and provides all 
the relevant assumptions in the PDD, 

OK OK 
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or in separate annexes to the PDD, so that a 
reader can reproduce the analysis and obtain 
the same results? 

and in supporting calculation 
spreadsheet to the CDM PDD. 

3.9. Is a clear comparison of the financial indicator 
for all alternative scenarios and rank the 
alternative scenarios according to the financial 
indicator presented in the PDD submitted for 
validation? 

  Yes, section B.5 of the PDD (i.e. Sub-
step 3c: Calculation and comparison of 
financial indicators) provides a clear 
comparison of the financial indicator. 

OK OK 

3.10. Does the PDD include a sensitivity 
analysis to assess whether the conclusion 
regarding the financial attractiveness is robust 
to reasonable variations in the critical 
assumptions? 

  Yes, the PDD includes a sensitivity 
analysis to assess whether the 
conclusion regarding the financial 
attractiveness. 

OK OK 

3.11. Is the investment analysis compliance 
with the latest approved version of the 
"Guidelines on the assessment of investment 
analysis"? 

  The investment analysis was taken in 
compliance with the latest valid version 
of “Tool for the demonstration and 
assessment of additionality”. 

OK OK 

3.12. Does the PDD rank the short list of 
alternative scenarios according to the most 
suitable financial indicator, taking into account 
the results of the sensitivity analysis? 

  Based on the analysis taking into 
account the results of the sensitivity 
analysis, the PDD clearly highlight that 
continuation of the current situation is the 
least cost, most plausible option. 

OK OK 

3.13. If the sensitivity analysis is not 
conclusive, is the alternative scenario to the 

  Results of the investment analysis 
related to the CDM project show that 
continuation of the current situation is the 

OK OK 
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project activity with least emissions among the 
alternative scenarios considered as baseline 
scenario? 

least cost, most plausible option.  

3.14. If the sensitivity analysis confirms the 
result of the investment comparison analysis, 
is the most economically or financially 
attractive alternative scenario considered as 
baseline scenario? 

  The benchmark analysis is applied. OK OK 

3.15. Are the documents and sources referred 
to in the PDD correctly quoted and 
interpreted? 

  All documents and sources referred to in 
the PDD are correctly quoted 
and interpreted. 

OK OK 

3.16. Was the information provided in the 
PDD cross checked with other verifiable and 
credible sources, such as local expert opinion, 
if available? 

  Yes, the information was provided in the 
PDD cross checked with other verifiable 
and credible sources, such as 
methodologies, reports, decisions, etc. 

OK OK 

3.17. Have all applicable CDM requirements 
been taken into account in the identification of 
the baseline scenario for the proposed CDM 
project activity? 

  Yes, all applicable CDM requirements 
have been taken into account in the 
identification of the baseline scenario for 
the proposed CDM project activity. 

OK OK 

3.18. Have all relevant policies and 
circumstances been identified and correctly 
considered in the PDD, in accordance with the 
guidance by the CDM Executive Board? 

  Relevant policies and circumstances 
have been identified and correctly 
considered in the PDD (refer to section 
B.4 and B.5 of the CDM PDD), in 
accordance with the guidance by the 

OK OK 
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CDM Executive Board. 

3.19. Does the PDD provide a verifiable 
description of the identified baseline scenario, 
including a description of the technology that 
would be employed and/or the activities that 
would take place in the absence of the 
proposed CDM project activity? 

  The PDD provides a verifiable 
description of the identified baseline 
scenario. 

OK OK 

4. Step 4: common practice analysis      

4.1. Is this a proposed large-scale project activity? 
If no, was common practice analysis carried 
out as a credibility check of the other available 
evidence used by the project participants to 
demonstrate additionality? 

  The regarded CDM project activity is the 
large-scale project activity. Common 
practice analysis was performed by the 
PPs and results of the analysis were 
stated in the PDD section B.5 (i.e. step 
4. Common practice analysis). 

OK OK 

4.2. Was it assessed whether the geographical 
scope (e.g. defined region) of the common 
practice analysis is appropriate for the 
assessment of common practice related to the 
project activity’s technology or industry type? 
(For certain technologies the relevant region 
for assessment will be local and for others it 
may be transnational/global.) 

  According to the PDD, the geographical 
scope for the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located 
in Tintareni landfill site is restricted to the 
Republic of Moldova only; neighboring 
countries don’t  have access to the 
equipment that are to be installed as per 
the CDM project activity. 

OK OK 

4.3. Was a region other than the entire host 
country chosen? If yes, was the explanation 

  No region other than the entire host 
country was chosen. 

OK OK 
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why this region is more appropriate 
assessed? 

4.4. Using official sources and local and industry 
expertise, was it determined to what extent 
similar and operational projects (e.g., using 
similar technology or practice), other than 
CDM project activities, have been undertaken 
in the defined region? 

  The study shows that the technology is 
not available at the local market and the 
knowledge as well awareness of 
environmental or health risks of 
uncontrolled waste landfilling are very 
small. The Moldovan landfills remain a 
great danger not only to the 
environment, but also to people working 
directly at the sites. In none of the 
existing landfill site, LFG is extracted and 
used for energy generation nor flared. 
The project activity is a first of its kind to 
be implemented in the Republic of 
Moldova. 

OK OK 

4.5. Are similar and operational projects, other 
than CDM project activities, already ”widely 
observed and commonly carried out” in the 
defined region? 

  No similar projects, other than CDM 
project activities, are ”widely observed 
and commonly carried out” in the defined 
region. 

OK OK 

4.6. Was it assessed whether there are essential 
distinctions between the proposed CDM 
project activity and the other similar activities? 

  No similar projects, other than CDM 
project activities, are observed in the 
defined region. 

OK OK 
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Table 2.1.3 Validation requirements based on Method ological Tool "Demonstration and Assessment of Addi tionality” Ver 
06.0.0 (EB 65 Annex 21) 

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

1. Step 1: Identification of alternatives      

1.1. Sub-step 1a: Define alternatives to the 
project activity 

   
 

 

1.1.1. Are realistic and credible alternative(s) 
identified, include following: 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

16  
 

 

1.1.1.1. (a) The proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered 
as a CDM project activity? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

16 (a) Yes, the proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered as a 
CDM project activity is considered as 
one of the alternative. 

OK OK 

1.1.1.2. (b) Other realistic and credible 
alternative scenario(s) to the 
proposed CDM project activity 
scenario that deliver outputs services 
or services with comparable quality, 
properties and application areas, 
taking into account, where relevant, 
examples of scenarios identified in 
the underlying methodology? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

16 (b) Other realistic and credible alternative 
scenarios to the proposed CDM project 
activity scenario were identified and 
taken into account by the PPs. 

OK OK 
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1.1.1.3. (c) If applicable, continuation of 
the current situation (no project 
activity or other alternatives 
undertaken)? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

16 (c) Continuation of current practice, namely, 
atmospheric release of the landfill gas, is 
considered as one of the alternative 
scenario. 

OK OK 

1.1.2. If the proposed CDM project activity 
includes several different facilities, 
technologies, outputs or services, are 
alternative scenarios for each of them 
identified separately? Are realistic 
combinations of these considered as 
possible alternative scenarios to the 
proposed project activity? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

17 The proposed CDM project activity 
includes different facilities. Alternative 
scenarios for each of them are identified 
separately. Totally, four alternatives are 
regarded. 

OK OK 

1.1.3. Does the project participant include the 
technologies or practices that provide 
outputs or services  with comparable 
quality, properties and application areas 
as the proposed CDM project activity and 
that have been implemented previously or 
are currently being introduced in the 
relevant country/region? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

18 The study shows that the technology is 
not available at the local market and the 
knowledge as well awareness of 
environmental or health risks of 
uncontrolled waste landfilling are very 
small. The Moldovan landfills remain a 
great danger not only to the 
environment, but also to people working 
directly at the sites. In none of the 
existing landfill site, LFG is extracted and 
used for energy generation nor flared. 
The project activity is a first of its kind to 
be implemented in the Republic of 

OK OK 
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Moldova. 

1.1.4. Outcome of Step 1a: Is realistic and 
credible alternative scenario(s) to the 
project activity identified appropriately? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

 Yes, the realistic and credible alternative 
scenarios to the project activity are 
identified appropriately. 

OK OK 

1.2. Sub-step 1b: Consistency with mandatory 
laws and regulations 

   
 

 

1.2.1. Is the alternative(s) in compliance with 
all mandatory applicable legal and 
regulatory requirements, even if these 
laws and regulations have objectives 
other than GHG reductions, e.g. to 
mitigate local air pollution? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

19 All alternatives are consistent with 
relevant regulatory requirements and 
legislation. 

OK OK 

1.2.2. If an alternative does not comply with all 
mandatory applicable legislation and 
regulations, is it shown that, based on an 
examination of current practice in the 
country or region in which the law or 
regulation applies, those applicable legal 
or regulatory requirements are 
systematically not enforced and that 
noncompliance with those requirements is 
widespread in the country? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

20 Refer to section 1.2.1 above. OK OK 

1.2.3. Outcome of Step 1b: Is realistic and 
credible alternative scenario(s) to the 

EB 65 
Ann 

 Each identified alternative was 
considered on the compliance with 

OK OK 
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project activity that are in compliance with 
mandatory legislation and regulations 
taking into account the enforcement in the 
region or country and EB decisions on 
national and/or sectoral policies and 
regulations identified appropriately? 

21 appropriate regulatory requirements and 
legislation. 

2. Step 2: Investment analysis      

2.1. Sub-step 2a: Determine appropriate 
analysis method 

   
 

 

2.1.1. Is the simple cost analysis applied, if the 
CDM project activity and the alternatives 
identified in Step 1 generate no financial 
or economic benefits other than CDM 
related income (Option I)? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

25 Benchmark analysis is applied for the 
Alternative 2 LFG is flared and partially 
used for onsite electricity production with 
an opportunity of surplus sale to the grid 
as non-CDM project. 

OK OK 

2.1.2. Is the investment comparison analysis 
(Option II) or the benchmark analysis 
(Option III) used? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

25 Benchmark analysis is applied. OK OK 

2.2. Sub-step 2b: Apply investment analysis      

2.2.1. Option I - simple cost analysis:  
Are the costs associated with the CDM project 
activity and the alternatives identified in Step 1 
correctly documented and is it demonstrated 
that there is at least one alternative which is 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

26 Please see section 2.1.2 above. OK OK 
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less costly than the project activity? 

2.2.2. Option II - investment comparison 
analysis: 

Is the financial indicator, such as IRR, NPV, 
cost benefit ratio, or unit cost of service most 
suitable for the project type and decision-
making context correctly identified? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

27 Please see section 2.1.2 above. OK OK 

2.2.3. Option III - benchmark analysis: 
Is the financial/economic indicator, such as 
IRR, most suitable for the project type and 
decision context correctly identified? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

28 The CDM PDD identifies the financial 
indicator such as IRR and NPV; and 
provides the relevant analysis in a 
suitable manner. 

OK OK 

2.2.4. When applying Option II or Option III, is 
financial/economic analysis based on 
parameters that are standard in the 
market, considering the specific 
characteristics of the project type, but not 
linked to the subjective profitability 
expectation or risk profile of a particular 
project developer?  

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

29 The investment analysis is based on 
parameters that are standard in the 
market, considering the specific 
characteristics of the CDM project type. 

OK OK 

2.2.5. Is the discount rate and benchmark 
derived from the following options:  

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

30  
 

 

2.2.5.1. (a) Government bond rates, 
increased by a suitable risk premium 

EB 65 
Ann 

30 (a) According to the PDD, the benchmark 
has been calculated in the following way: 

OK OK 
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to reflect private investment and/or 
the project type, as substantiated by 
an independent (financial) expert or 
documented by official publicly 
available financial data? 

21 IRRr = (IRRn+1)/(I+1)-1, where IRRr- is 
real IRR, IRRn – nominal IRR, I – 
inflation rate. 
The value of commercial lending rate for 
credits in EUR for legal entities, 
according to the data of the National 
Bank of Republic of Moldova, was 
adjusted for risk factor associated with 
implementation of new technology with 
inherent technical and financial risks. 
Due to the lack of the data for the similar 
projects in the country the risk factor 
adjustment was identified on the basis of 
expert opinion, following the official 
Methodological recommendations on 
evaluation of investment projects 
efficiency 21.06.1999 N ВК 477. The 
inflation rate has been defined according 
to long term inflation forecasts issued by 
IMF.  

2.2.5.2. (b) Estimates of the cost of 
financing and required return on 
capital (e.g. commercial lending rates 
and guarantees required for the 
country and the type of project 
activity concerned), based on 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

30 (b) See section 2.2.5.1 above. OK OK 
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bankers views and private equity 
investors/funds’ required return on 
comparable projects? 

2.2.5.3. (c) A company internal 
benchmark (weighted average capital 
cost of the company)? (The project 
developers shall demonstrate that 
this benchmark has been consistently 
used in the past, i.e. that project 
activities under similar conditions 
developed by the same company 
used the same benchmark) 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

30 (c) See section 2.2.5.1 above. OK OK 

2.2.5.4. (d) Government/official approved 
benchmark where such benchmarks 
are used for investment decisions? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

30 (d) See section 2.2.5.1 above. OK OK 

2.2.5.5. (e) Any other indicators, if the 
project participants can demonstrate 
that the above Options are not 
applicable and their indicator is 
appropriately justified? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

30 (e) See section 2.2.5.1 above. OK OK 

2.3. Sub-step 2c: Calculation and comparison 
of financial indicators (only applicable to 
Options II and III) 

   
 

 

2.3.1. Is the suitable financial indicator for the EB 65 31 The project participants calculated the OK OK 
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proposed CDM project activity and, in the 
case of Option II, for the other alternatives 
calculated? 

Ann 
21 

selected financial indicator. 

2.3.2. Are all relevant costs (including, for 
example, the investment cost, the 
operations and maintenance costs), and 
revenues (excluding CER revenues, but 
possibly including inter alia 
subsidies/fiscal incentives, ODA, etc, 
where applicable), and, as appropriate, 
non-market cost and benefits in the case 
of public investors if this is standard 
practice for the selection of public 
investments in the host country included? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

31 The project participants calculated the 
selected financial indicator. 
The calculating of financial indicator 
includes operating and maintenance 
costs (refer to section B.5 of the PDD). 

OK OK 

2.3.3. Is the investment analysis presented in 
a transparent manner and are all the 
relevant assumptions provided, preferably 
in the PDD, or in separate annexes to the 
PDD, so that a reader can reproduce the 
analysis and obtain the same results? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

32 The investment analysis is presented in 
a transparent manner and provides all 
the relevant assumptions in the PDD, 
and in supporting calculation 
spreadsheet to the CDM PDD. 

OK OK 

2.3.4. Are all critical techno-economic 
parameters and assumptions referred to? 
(such as capital costs, fuel prices, 
lifetimes, and discount rate or cost of 
capital) 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

32 Technical and economic parameters and 
assumptions were referred to; for 
instance, discount rate. 
All details are provided in section B.5 of 

OK OK 
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the PDD. 

2.3.5. Are assumptions justified and/or cited in 
a manner that can be validated by the 
DOE? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

32 The assumptions were justified and cited 
in a manner that can be validated by the 
DOE. 

OK OK 

2.3.6. In calculating the financial/economic 
indicator, are the project’s risks included 
through the cash flow pattern, subject to 
project-specific expectations and 
assumptions? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

32 The CDM PDD identifies the financial 
indicator; and provides the relevant 
analysis in a suitable manner. Refer to 
sections of that table above. 

OK OK 

2.3.7. Is it ensured that assumptions and input 
data for the investment analysis do not 
differ across the project activity and its 
alternatives, unless differences can be 
well substantiated? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

33 It is ensured that assumptions and input 
data for the investment analysis do not 
differ across the project activity and its 
alternatives. 

OK OK 

2.3.8. Is a clear comparison of the financial 
indicator for the proposed CDM activity 
presented in the PDD? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

34 Yes, a clear comparison of the financial 
indicator for the proposed CDM activity is 
presented in the PDD section B.5. 

OK OK 

2.4. Sub-step 2d: Sensitivity analysis (only 
applicable to Options II and III) 

    
 

2.4.1. Is a sensitivity analysis that shows 
whether the conclusion regarding the 
financial/economic attractiveness is robust 
to reasonable variations in the critical 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

35 Yes, the PDD includes a sensitivity 
analysis to assess the financial 
attractiveness. 

OK OK 
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assumptions included? 

2.5. Is the latest approved version of the 
“Guidelines on the assessment of investment 
analysis” taken into account when applying 
Step 2? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

23 The investment analysis was taken in 
compliance with the latest valid version 
of “Tool for the demonstration and 
assessment of additionality”. 

OK OK 

2.6. Outcome of Step 2: Is it concluded that: the 
proposed CDM project activity is more costly 
than at least one alternative (Option I), or the 
proposed CDM project activity is unlikely to be 
the most financially/economically attractive 
(Option II), or is unlikely to be 
financially/economically attractive (Option III)? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

 The PDD states that the project IRR 
without CERs sale remains low even in 
the case where these parameters 
change in favour of the project. These 
numbers are too low for a risky 
enterprise such as the construction and 
operation of a landfill gas-to-energy 
project, and fairly lower than private 
equity investments such as 14%. 
Consequently, the project cannot be 
considered as financially attractive 
without CERs sale. 
Through the investment analysis it is 
highlight that continuation of the current 
situation is the least cost, most plausible 
option. 

OK OK 

3. Step 3: Barrier analysis      

3.1. Sub-step 3a: Identify barriers that would 
prevent the implementation of the proposed 
CDM project activity 
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3.1.1. Are investment barriers identified, 
include following: 

   
 

 

3.1.1.1. (a) For alternatives undertaken 
and operated by private entities: 
Similar activities have only been 
implemented with grants or other 
non-commercial finance terms? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.1 CDM project additionality is to be 
demonstrated by investment analysis. 
Hence, that section is not applicable. 

N/A N/A 

3.1.1.2. (b) No private capital is available 
from domestic or international capital 
markets due to real or perceived risks 
associated with investment in the 
country where the proposed CDM 
project activity is to be implemented, 
as demonstrated by the credit rating 
of the country or other country 
investments reports of reputed 
origin? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.1 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.2. Are technological barriers identified, 
include following: 

   
 

 

3.1.2.1. (a) Skilled and/or properly trained 
labour to operate and maintain the 
technology is not available in the 
relevant country/region, which leads 
to an unacceptably high risk of 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.2 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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equipment disrepair and 
malfunctioning or other 
underperformance? 

3.1.2.2. (b) Lack of infrastructure for 
implementation and logistics for 
maintenance of the technology (e.g. 
natural gas cannot be used because 
of the lack of a gas transmission and 
distribution network)? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.2 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.2.3. (c) Risk of technological failure: 
the process/technology failure risk in 
the local circumstances is 
significantly greater than for other 
technologies that provide services or 
outputs comparable to those of the 
proposed CDM project activity, as 
demonstrated by relevant scientific 
literature or technology manufacturer 
information? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.2 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.2.4. (d) The particular technology 
used in the proposed project activity 
is not available in the relevant 
region? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.2 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.3. Barriers due to prevailing practice      
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(FoIK) 

3.1.3.1. For measures listed in paragraph 
6 of the additionality tool: 

   
 

 

3.1.3.1.1. (i) Is it ensured that the 
project is the first in the 
applicable geographical area 
that applies a technology that is 
different from any other 
technologies able to deliver the 
same output and that have 
started commercial operation in 
the applicable geographical area 
before the start date of the 
project? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.3 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.3.1.2. (ii) Is it ensured that project 
participants selected a crediting 
period for the project activity that 
is “a maximum of 10 years with 
no option of renewal”? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.3 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.3.1.3. Is it concluded that the 
proposed project activity that 
was identified as the First-of-its-
kind project activity is additional 
and Sub-step 3b does not 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.3 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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apply? 

3.1.3.2. For measures different from 
those listed in paragraph 6 of the 
additionality tool: 

   
 

 

3.1.3.2.1. Is it ensured that the project 
proponents propose approach 
for demonstrating that a project 
is a “first-of-its-kind” and Sub-
step 3b applies? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.3 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.4. Other barriers      

3.1.4.1. Are other barriers identified, 
preferably specified in the underlying 
methodology as examples? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

40.4 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.1.5. Outcome of Step 3a: Are barriers that 
may prevent one or more alternative 
scenarios to occur identified or is it 
concluded that the project is additional 
(FoIK)? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.2. Sub-step 3b: Show that the identified barriers 
would not prevent the implementation of at 
least one of the alternatives (except the 
proposed project activity) 

   

 

 

3.2.1. If the identified barriers also affect other EB 65 41 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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alternatives, is it explained how they are 
affected less strongly than they affect the 
proposed CDM project activity? 

Ann 
21 

3.2.2. Is it ensured that any alternative that 
would be prevented by the barriers 
identified in Sub-step 3a is not a viable 
alternative, and is eliminated from 
consideration? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

41 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3. General requirements for applying Steps 3      

3.3.1. Is the latest approved version of the 
“Guidelines for objective demonstration 
and assessment of barriers” taken into 
account when applying this step? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

36 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.2. For barriers other than FoIK, is it 
ensured that the identified barriers would 
prevent potential project proponents from 
carrying out the proposed project activity 
undertaken without being registered as a 
CDM project activity? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

38 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.3. For barriers other than FoIK, is it 
ensured that the CDM alleviates the 
identified barriers that prevent the 
proposed project activity from occurring? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

39 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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3.3.4. Is transparent and documented 
evidence provided? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.5. Are conservative interpretations of the 
documented evidence, as to how it 
demonstrates the existence and 
significance of the identified barriers and 
whether alternatives are prevented by 
these barriers offered? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.6. In case of anecdotal evidence, is it 
ensured that it is not used alone as proof 
of barriers? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.7. Is it ensured that the type of evidence 
includes at least one of the following: 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.7.1. (a) Relevant legislation, 
regulatory information or industry 
norms; 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.7.2. (b) Relevant (sectoral) studies or 
surveys (e.g. market surveys, 
technology studies, etc) undertaken 
by universities, research institutions, 
industry associations, companies, 
bilateral/multilateral institutions, etc; 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 
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3.3.7.3. (c) Relevant statistical data from 
national or international statistics; 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.7.4. (d) Documentation of relevant 
market data (e.g. market prices, 
tariffs, rules); 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

3.3.7.5. (e) Written documentation of 
independent expert judgments from 
industry, educational institutions (e.g. 
universities, technical schools, 
training centres), industry 
associations and others. 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

42 Not applicable N/A N/A 

4. Step 4: Common practice analysis      

4.1. For measures different from those listed in 
paragraph 6 of the additionality tool: 

   
 

 

4.1.1. Sub-step 4a: Analyze other activities 
similar to the proposed project activity 

   
 

 

4.1.1.1. Does project proponent provide 
an analysis of any other activities that 
are operational and that are similar to 
the proposed project activity? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

44 Project proponent provides an analysis 
of any other activities that ought to be 
similar to the proposed CDM project 
activity. 
The study shows that the technology is 
not available at the local market and the 

OK OK 
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knowledge as well awareness of 
environmental or health risks of 
uncontrolled waste landfilling are very 
small. The Moldovan landfills remain a 
great danger not only to the 
environment, but also to people working 
directly at the sites. In none of the 
existing landfill site, LFG is extracted and 
used for energy generation nor flared. 
The project activity is a first of its kind to 
be implemented in the Republic of 
Moldova. 

4.1.1.2. Does project proponent provide 
documented evidence and, where 
relevant, quantitative information and 
describe whether and to which extent 
similar activities have already 
diffused in the relevant region? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

44 PPs provide qualitative information that 
confirmed with documented evidences. 

OK OK 

4.1.2. Sub-step 4b: Discuss any similar 
Options that are occurring 

   
 

 

4.1.2.1. If similar activities are identified, 
is it demonstrated why the existence 
of these activities does not contradict 
the claim that the proposed project 
activity is financially/economically 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

45 No similar activities are identified. 
According to the PDD, the geographical 
scope for the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located 

OK OK 
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unattractive or subject to barriers? in Tintareni landfill site is restricted to the 
Republic of Moldova only; neighboring 
countries don’t  have access to the 
equipment that are to be installed as per 
the CDM project activity. 

4.1.2.2. If the demonstration is done by 
comparing the proposed project 
activity to the other similar activities, 
are essential distinctions between 
them pointed out and explained? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

45 The study shows that the technology is 
not available at the local market and the 
knowledge as well awareness of 
environmental or health risks of 
uncontrolled waste landfilling are very 
small. The Moldovan landfills remain a 
great danger not only to the 
environment, but also to people working 
directly at the sites. In none of the 
existing landfill site, LFG is extracted and 
used for energy generation nor flared. 
The project activity is a first of its kind to 
be implemented in the Republic of 
Moldova. 
Also see section above. 

OK OK 

4.1.2.3. If the essential distinctions 
include a serious change in 
circumstances, is the change 
fundamental and verifiable? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

46 No similar projects, other than CDM 
project activities, are observed in the 
defined region. 

OK OK 

4.2. For measures listed in paragraph 6 of the      
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additionality tool: 

4.2.1. Step 1: Does project proponent 
calculate applicable output range as +/-
50% of the design output or capacity of 
the proposed project activity? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

47 There has been provided sensitivity 
analysis where the output range change 
was taken into account.  
Refer to the PDD section B.4 and B.5. 

OK OK 

4.2.2. Step 2: In the applicable geographical 
area, does project proponent identify all 
plants that deliver the same output or 
capacity, within the applicable output 
range calculated in Step 1, as the 
proposed project activity and have started 
commercial operation before the start date 
of the project? And note their number Nall? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

47 According to the PDD, the geographical 
scope for the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced located 
in Tintareni landfill site is restricted to the 
Republic of Moldova only; neighboring 
countries don’t  have access to the 
equipment that are to be installed as per 
the CDM project activity. 
The CDM project activity is a first of its 
kind to be implemented in the Republic 
of Moldova. 

OK OK 

4.2.3. Step 3: Within plants identified in Step 
2, does project proponent identify those 
that apply technologies different from that 
applied in the proposed project activity? 
And note their number Ndiff? 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

47 The CDM project activity is a first of its 
kind to be implemented in the Republic 
of Moldova. All details are described in 
section B.5 of the PDD. 

OK OK 

4.2.4. Step 4: Does project proponent 
calculate factor F=1-Ndiff/Nall representing 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

47 Please refer to sections 4.2 of that 
table above. 

OK OK 
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the share of plants using technology 
similar to the technology used in the 
proposed project activity in all plants that 
deliver the same output or capacity as the 
proposed project activity? 

4.2.5. Is it concluded that the proposed project 
activity is a “common practice” within a 
sector in the applicable geographical area 
as both the following conditions are 
fulfilled? 

(a) the factor F is greater than 0.2, and 
(b) Nall-Ndiff is greater than 3. 

EB 65 
Ann 
21 

47 Proposed project activity is not regarded 
as “common practice”.  

OK OK 

 
 

Table 2.1.4 Validation requirements based on Tool t o Calculate the Emission Factor for an Electricity System (EB 63 Ann 19)  

CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

1. Have project participants applied the six steps 
provided in the Tool to Calculate the Emission 
Factor for an Electricity System? 

EB63  Ann 
19 

Yes, the following six steps are applied: 
STEP 1. Identify the relevant electricity 
systems; 
STEP 2. Choose whether to include off-
grid power plants in the project electricity 
system (optional); 
STEP 3. Select a method to determine 

OK OK 
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the operating margin (OM); 
STEP 4. Calculate the operating margin 
emission factor according to the selected 
method; 
STEP 5. Calculate the build margin (BM) 
emission factor; 
STEP 6. Calculate the combined margin 
(CM) emission factor. 

2. Identify the relevant electricity systems (step 
1) 

   
 

 

2.1. Has the project electricity system been 
identified?  

  Yes, the project electricity system has 
been identified. 
The details are provided in the Report 
“Moldova grid emission factor 
assessment” that issued by the World 
Bank and Carbon Finance Unit of the 
Republic of Moldova. 

OK OK 

2.2. Has the connected electricity system been 
identified? If a connected electricity system 
is located partially or totally in Annex-I 
countries, is the emission factor of that 
connected electricity system considered 
zero? 

  The connected electricity system has 
been identified. The import of electricity 
to Republic of Moldova during the last 10 
years has come from Ukraine only, 
which is an Annex-I country. Thus the 
emission factor of this import is equal to 
0 tons CO2 per MWh. 

OK OK 
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2.3. Has the DNA of the host country published a 
delineation of the project electricity system 
and connected electricity systems?  

  Yes, the DNA of the host country has 
published a delineation of the project 
electricity system and connected 
electricity systems. 

OK OK 

2.3.1. If yes to 2.3, are these 
delineations used? 

  Yes, delineations are used. OK OK 

2.3.2. If not to 2.3, has the project 
participants defined and justified the 
project electricity system and any 
connected electricity system. 

  Not applicable because delineations are 
used. 

OK OK 

2.3.2.1. Are following criteria used to 
determine the existence of significant 
transmission constraints: 
� In case of electricity systems with 
spot markets for electricity: there are 
differences in electricity prices (without 
transmission and distribution costs) of 
more than 5 percent between the 
systems during 60 percent or more of 
the hours of the year; 
� The transmission line is operated 
at 90% or more of its rated capacity 
during 90% percent or more of the 
hours of the year. 

  Connected Electricity System (CES) is 
connected by transmission lines to the 
project electricity system. Power plants 
within the connected electricity system 
can be dispatched without significant 
transmission constraints but 
transmission to the project electricity 
system has significant transmission 
constraint. 

OK OK 
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2.3.2.2. Where the application of these 
criteria does not result in a clear grid 
boundary, use a regional grid definition 
in the case of large countries with 
layered dispatch systems (e.g. 
provincial/regional/national); In other 
countries, the national (or other larger) 
grid definition should be used by 
default. 

  Grid boundary is clear. Refer to the 
sections of that table above. 

OK OK 

2.3.2.3. Are the geographical extent of the 
project electricity system documented 
transparently and all grid power 
plants/units connected to the system 
identified? 

  Yes.  
Only grid power plants (Power plant/unit 
that supplies electricity to the electricity 
grid and, if applicable, to specific 
consumers), including import are 
included in the calculation. 

OK OK 

2.4. For the purpose of determining the build 
margin emission factor, except where recent 
or likely future additions to the transmission 
capacity enable significant increases in 
imported electricity, is the spatial extent 
limited to the project electricity system?  

  For the purpose of determining the build 
margin emission factor, the spatial extent 
is limited to the project electricity system, 
except where recent or likely future 
additions to transmission capacity enable 
significant increases in imported 
electricity. In such cases, the 
transmission capacity may be 
considered a build margin source. 

OK OK 

2.5. For the purpose of determining the   According to the Tool, the simple OM 
emission factor is calculated as the 

OK OK 
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operating margin emission factor, use one of 
the following options to determine the CO2 
emission factor(s) for net electricity imports 
from a connected electricity system: 

(a) 0 tCO2/MWh; or 
(b) The weighted average operating margin 

(OM) emission rate of the exporting grid; or 
(c) The simple operating margin emission rate 

of the exporting grid; or 
(d) The simple adjusted operating margin 

emission rate of the exporting grid 

generation-weighted average CO2 
emissions per unit net electricity 
generation (tCO2/MWh) of all generating 
power plants serving the system, not 
including low-cost/must-run power 
plants/units. 
Simple OM emission factor is calculated 
based on the net electricity generation of 
each power unit and an emission factor 
for each power unit. 

2.6. For imports from connected electricity 
systems located in Annex I country(ies), is 
the emission factor considered as 0tons 
CO2 per MWh? 

  The import of electricity to Republic of 
Moldova during the last 10 years has 
come from Ukraine only, which is an 
Annex-I country. Thus the emission 
factor of this import is equal to 0 tons 
CO2 per MWh. 

OK OK 

3. Choose whether to include off-grid power 
plants in the project electricity system 
(optional) (Step 2) 

   
 

 

3.1. Have project participants chose following 
two options to calculate the operating 
margin and build margin emission factor: 

(a) Option I: Only grid power plants are 

  The Option I, as per the Tool, is chosen 
for operating and build margin emission 
factor determination, i.e. only grid power 
plants are included in the GEF 
calculation. 

OK OK 
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included in the calculation  
(b) Option II: Both grid power plants and off-

grid power plants are included in the 
calculation. 

For the purpose of Republic of Moldova 
GEF calculation only grid connected 
power plants are included in the GEF 
determination, i.e. off-grid PPs are 
excluded from examination as their 
capacity and electricity delivered to the 
grid do not satisfy Tool requirements. 
The document provide reference to page 
2 and Annex 2 of the Tool. 

3.2. If option II is chosen, are data on off-grid 
power generation as per Annex 2 collected 
and ensure that the conditions outlined 
therein are met so that option II can be 
used? 

  See section 3.1 above. OK OK 

3.3. If option II is chosen, have off-grid power 
plants been classified as per the guidance in 
Annex 2 in different classes of off-grid power 
plants? 

  See section 3.1 above. OK OK 

4. Select a method to determine the operating 
margin (OM) (step 3)  

   
 

 

4.1. Are the calculation of the operating margin 
emission factor (EFgrid,OM,y) based on one of 
the following methods: 

(a) Simple OM; or 

  Simple OM is used for Republic of 
Moldova grid GEF calculation. 
As to the other methods assessors state 
that dispatch data analysis OM is not 

OK OK 
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(b) Simple adjusted OM; or 
(c) Dispatch data analysis OM; or 
(d) Average OM. 

appropriate to the Republic of Moldova 
case as in the Republic of Moldova no 
merit order is used to involve PPs in the 
energy balance. Relatively long term 
power purchase contracts (usually one 
year contracts) between the customers 
and traders (PP, independent supplier) 
are dispatched by the system operator. 
Simple adjusted OM is too data intensive 
in comparison with Simple OM and thus 
the preference should be given to the 
latter OM method. 
Average OM can be used for Republic of 
Moldova case as well, but it will be 
considered as a reserve to the use of 
Simple OM and only for the situation 
when the data availability would require 
using it. 

4.2. If simple OM method (option a) is used, is it 
ensured that low-cost/must-run resources 
constitute less than 50% of total grid 
generation in: 1) average of the five most 
recent years, or 2) based on long-term 
averages for hydroelectricity production. 

  Yes. It is. 
Low cost/must run resources constitute 
19.6% of total grid generation, i.e. it is 
below 50%, and thus Simple OM can be 
used for Republic of Moldova grid GEF 
calculation. 

OK OK 
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4.3. If dispatch data analysis OM (option c) is 
used, is it ensured that off-gird power plants 
are not included in the project electricity 
system?  

  See section 4.1 and section 4.2 above. OK OK 

4.4. For the simple OM, the simple adjusted OM 
and the average OM, is the emissions factor 
calculated using either data vintages of Ex 
ante option or Ex post option? 

  According to the documented evidence, 
the ex-ante option is chosen to calculate 
OM for Republic of Moldova Power 
System because 3 years generation-
weighted average data is available. 

OK OK 

4.4.1. If ex ante option is chosen,       

4.4.1.1. For grid power plants, use a 3-
year generation-weighted average, 
based on the most recent data 
available at the time of submission 
of the CDM-PDD to the DOE for 
validation.  

  Yes. 
The ex-ante option is chosen to calculate 
OM for Republic of Moldova Power 
System based on 3 years generation-
weighted average data that is available. 

OK OK 

4.4.1.2. For off-grid power plants, use a 
single calendar year within the five 
most recent calendar years prior to 
the time of submission of the CDM-
PDD for validation. 

  Only grid power plants are included in 
the GEF calculation. 

OK OK 

4.4.2. If the ex post option is chosen,       

4.4.2.1. Is the emission factor determined 
for the year in which the project 

  Not applicable  N/A N/A 
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activity displaces grid electricity, is 
it stated  that the emissions factor 
will be be updated annually during 
monitoring? 

4.4.2.2. If the data required to calculate 
the emission factor for year y is 
usually only available later than six 
months after the end of year y, 
alternatively the emission factor of 
the previous year y-1 may be used. 
If the data is usually only available 
18 months after the end of year y, 
the emission factor of the year 
proceeding the previous year y-2 
may be used. 

D. The same data vintage (y, y-1 or y-
2) should be used throughout all 
crediting periods. 

  Not applicable  N/A N/A 

4.5. For the dispatch data analysis OM, is the 
year in which the project activity displaces 
grid electricity used and will the emission 
factor be updated annually during 
monitoring? 

  Not applicable  N/A N/A 

4.6. Has the data vintage chosen been 
documented in the CDM-PDD? 

  Not applicable  N/A N/A 
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5. Calculate the operating margin emission factor 
according to the selected method (Step 4) 

   
 

 

5.1. Simple OM yOMsimplegridEF ,,       

5.1.1. Is the simple OM calculated by 
one of the following two options: 

E. Option A: Based on the net electricity 
generation and a CO2 emission factor of 
each power unit; or 

F. Option B: Based on the total net 
electricity generation of all power plants 
serving the system and the fuel types 
and total fuel consumption of the project 
electricity system. 

G.  H.  I. In the provided Report (i.e., “Moldova 
grid emission factor assessment”) 
Option A is used. 

OK OK 

5.1.2. Option A - Calculation based on 
average efficiency and electricity 
generation of each plant 

J.  K.  L.  
M.  

N.  

5.1.2.1. Is the simple OM emission factor 
calculated based on the net 
electricity generation of each 
power unit and an emission factor 
for each power unit? 

  Yes, it is. 
Under Option A, the simple OM emission 
factor is calculated based on the net 
electricity generation of each power unit 
and an emission factor for each power 
unit. 

OK OK 

5.1.2.2. Determination of CO2 emission      
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factor of power unit m in year y 
(EFEL,m,y) 

5.1.2.2.1. If for a power unit m data 
on fuel consumption and 
electricity generation is 
available (option A1), is the 
EFEL,m,y determined as: 

ym

i
yiymi

ymEL EG

EFNCVFC
EF

,

,,,

,,

∑ ××
=

 

  Yes, the Report states: 
The emission factor of each power unit 
m is determined according to Option A1 
of the Tool if for a power unit m data on 
fuel consumption and electricity 
generation is available. 

OK OK 

5.1.2.2.2. If for a power unit m only 
data on electricity generation 
and the fuel types used is 
available (option A2), is the 
emission factor determined 
based on the CO2 emission 
factor of the fuel type used 
and the efficiency of the 
power unit, as  

O. 
ym

yimCO
ymEL

EF
EF

,

,,,2
,,

6.3

η
×

=  

  Yes, the Report states: 
If for a power unit m only data on 
electricity generation and the fuel types 
used is available, the emission factor 
should be determined according to the 
Option A2 of the Tool, i.e. based on the 
CO2 emission factor of the fuel type 
used and the efficiency of the power unit. 

OK OK 

5.1.2.2.3. If for a power unit m only 
data on electricity generation 

  Refer to section 5.1.2.2.1 and section 
5.1.2.2.2 above. 

OK OK 
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is available (option A3), is the 
emission factor determined to 
be zero as a simple and 
conservative approach?  

5.1.2.3. Determination of EGm,y       

5.1.2.3.1. For grid power plants, is 
EGm,y determined as per the 
provisions in the monitoring 
tables? 

  As for Net quantity of electricity 
generated and delivered to the grid by 
power unit m in year y, in the 
denominator of the formula import from 
Ukraine is considered as well. 

OK OK 

5.1.2.3.2. For off-grid power plants, 
is EGm,y determined using 
one of the following options: 

  Only grid power plants are included in 
the GEF calculation. 

OK OK 

5.1.2.3.2.1. Option 1. EGm,y is 
determined based on 
(sampled) data on the 
electricity generation of off-
grid power plants, as per 
the guidance in Annex 2. 

  See section 5.1.2.3.2 of this table. OK OK 

5.1.2.3.2.2. Option 2. EGm,y is 
determined based on (sampled) 
data on the quantity of fossil 
fuels combusted in the class of 
off-grid power plants m, as per 

  See section 5.1.2.3.2 of this table. OK OK 
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the guidance in Annex 2, and 
the default efficiencies provided 
in Annex 1, as 

6.3
,,,,

,
ymyiymi

ym

NCVFC
EG

η××
= ∑  

5.1.2.3.2.3. Option 3. EGm,y is 
estimated based on the capacity of 
off-grid electricity generation in that 
class and a default plant load factor, 
as

8760,,, ××= − ygridoffdefaultmym PLFCAPEG  

  See section 5.1.2.3.2 of this table. OK OK 

5.1.2.3.2.3.1. The default plant 
load factor for off-grid 
generation 
( ygridoffdefaultPLF ,, − ) 

should be determined 
using one of the 
following two options:  

�Use a conservative default 
value of 300 hours per 
year, assuming that the 
off-grid power plants 
would at least operate 
for one hour per day at 

  See section 5.1.2.3.2 of this table. OK OK 
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six days at full capacity 
(i.e. 

ygridoffdefaultPLF ,, − =300/876

0); or 
� Calculate the default plant load 

factor based on the average grid 
availability and a default factor of 
0.5, assuming that off-grid power 
plants are operated at full load 
during approximately half of the 
time that the grid is not available, 
as follows: 

 5.0
8760

1 ,
,, ×








−=−

ygrid
ygridoffdefault

T
PLF  

5.1.3. Option B: calculation based on 
the total net electricity generation of all 
power plants serving the system and the 
fuel types and total fuel consumption of 
the project electricity system. 

   

 

 

5.1.3.1. Are following requirements 
satisfied so that Option B can be 
used: 

(a) The necessary data for Option A is 
not available; and 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 
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(b) Only nuclear and renewable power 
generation are considered as low-
cost/must-run power 
sources and the quantity of electricity 
supplied to the grid by these sources is 
known; and 
(c) Off-grid power plants are not 
included in the calculation (i.e. if Option I 
has been chosen in Step 2). 

5.1.3.2. Is the simple OM emission factor 
calculated based on the net electricity 
supplied to the grid by all power 
plants serving the system, not 
including low-cost/must-run power 
plants/units, and based on the fuel 
type(s) and total fuel consumption of 
the project electricity system, as 

(
y

i
COyiyi

yOMsimplegrid EG

EFNCVFC
EF

∑ ××
=

2,,

,,

 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.2. Simple adjusted OM yadjOMgridEF ,, −       

5.2.1. Is Simple adjusted OM calculated 
using the formula : 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 
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O.1.1  

( )
∑

∑

∑
×+

×
−=−

k
y

m
ym

m
ymELym

yyadjOMgrid EG

EFEG
EF

,

,,,

,, 1 λλ

 

5.2.1.1. Are ymELEF ,, , ymEG , , ykEG , and 

ykELEF ,,  determined using the 

same procedure as those for 
parameters ymELEF ,, and ymEG ,  in 

option A of the simple OM 
method?  

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.2.1.2. Is the parameter yλ  determined 

as: 
� Step (i) Plot a load duration curve.  
� Step (ii) Collect power electricity generation 

data from each power plant/unit. 
� Step (iii) Fill the load duration curve.  
� Step (iv) Determine the Number of hours for 

which low-cost/must-run sources are on the 
margin in year y. 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.3. Dispatch data analysis OM yDDOMgridEF ,, −       
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5.3.1. Is the emission factor calculated 

as 
yPJ

h
hDDELhPJ

yDDOMgrid EG

EFEG
EF

,

,,,

,,

∑ ×
=−  

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.3.2. Determination of hDDELEF ,,       

5.3.2.1. If hourly fuel consumption data is 
available, is hDDELEF ,,  determined 

as  

P. 
∑

∑ ××
=

n
hn

ni
yiCOyihni

hDDEL EG

EFNCVFC

EF
,

,
,,2,,,

,,  

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.3.2.2. If hourly fuel consumption data is 
not available, is hDDELEF ,,  

determined as  

Q. 
∑

∑ ×
=

n
hn

ni
ynELhn

hDDEL EG

EFEG

EF
,

,
,,,

,,  

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.3.2.3. Is CO2 emission factor of the grid 

power units ynELEF ,,  determined as 
per the guidance for the simple 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 
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OM, using the Options A1, A2 or 
A3? 

5.3.3. To determine the set of grid 
power units n that are in the top of the 
dispatch, are following information 
obtained from a national dispatch 
centre: 

R. • The grid system dispatch order of 
operation for each grid power unit 
of the system including power units 
from which electricity is imported; 
and 

S. • The amount of power (MWh) that 
is dispatched from all grid power 
units in the system during each 
hour h that the project activity is 
displacing electricity. 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

5.3.4. At each hour h, stack each grid 
power units electricity generation using 
the merit order. The group of grid power 
units n in the dispatch margin includes 
the units in the top x% of total electricity 
dispatched in the hour h, where x% is 
equal to the greater of either: 
(a) 10%; or 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 
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T. (b) The quantity of electricity displaced 
by the project activity during hour h 
divided by the total electricity generation 
by grid power plants during that hour h. 

5.4. Average OM yaveOMgridEF ,, −       

5.4.1. Is the average OM emission 
factor calculated as the average 
emission rate of all power plants serving 
the grid, using the methodological 
guidance as described under (a) for the 
simple OM, but also including the low-
cost/must-run power plants in all 
equations? 

  Not applicable N/A N/A 

6. Calculate the build margin (BM) emission 
factor (step 5) 

   
 

 

6.1. In terms of vintage of data, whether ex ante 
or ex post is chosen? And whether the 
option chosen is documented in the CDM 
PDD? 

  In terms of vintage of data ex ante option 
is chosen. It id described in the Report. 

OK OK 

6.2. Is the sample group of power units m used 
to calculate the build margin determine as,  

   
 

 

6.2.1.  Identify the set of five power 
units, excluding CDM; 

  According to the Tool, the BM is 
calculated as the emission factor of  

OK OK 
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a) the five power units that started to 
supply electricity to the grid most 
recently or  
b) the set of power capacity additions 
that have been built most recently and 
that compromise 20% of electricity 
generation. 
Five power plants are identified and 
stated in Table 7 of the Report. 

6.2.2. Identify the units that comprise at 
least 20% of the system generation, 
excluding CDM; 

  According to the Tool, the BM is 
calculated as the emission factor of  
a) the five power units that started to 
supply electricity to the grid most 
recently or  
b) the set of power capacity additions 
that have been built most recently and 
that compromise 20% of electricity 
generation. 
 

OK OK 

6.2.3. Select the set of power units that 
comprises the larger annual generation 

  Based on the documented evidences, 
until now no power units as CDM project 
activities have been recorded in the 
Republic of Moldova Power System. 
That permits the user to consider for BM 
calculation the set of power units 
(abovementioned a) or b)) that 

OK OK 
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comprises the larger annual generation. 
If in the future power units are registered 
as CDM project activities in Republic of 
Moldova then the user shall follow the 
steps (d), (e) and (f) from Step 5 of the 
Tool. 

6.2.4. Is there at least one power unit 
older than 10 years in the set? 

  Yes, there are power units older than 10 
years in the set. 

OK OK 

6.2.4.1. If no, is the resulting set used to 
calculate the build margin?   

  See section 6.2.4 above. OK OK 

6.2.4.2. If yes,       

6.2.4.2.1. Are power units older than 
10 years and include power 
units registered in the CDM 
excluded? 

  Based on the documented evidences, 
until now no power units as CDM project 
activities have been recorded in the 
Republic of Moldova Power System. 

OK OK 

6.2.4.2.2. Does the set comprise at 
least 20% of generation? 

  Yes, the set comprises 20% of electricity 
generation. 

OK OK 

6.2.4.2.2.1. If yes, is the 
resulting set used to 
calculate the build margin?   

  Yes, the resulting set is used to calculate 
the build margin. 

OK OK 

6.2.4.2.2.2. If no, are power 
units older than 10 years 
until the set comprises 20% 

  Refer to sections of that table above. OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

of generation considered 
and the resulting set is used 
to calculate the build 
margin?  

6.3.  is the build margin emissions factor 

calculated as 
∑

∑ ×
=

m
ym

m
ymELym

yBMgrid EG

EFEG
EF

,

,,,

,,   

  Yes, the build margin emissions factor is 
calculated according to the mentioned 
equation. 

OK OK 

6.3.1. Is the CO2 emission factor of 
each power unit m ymELEF ,,  determined 

as per the guidance for the simple OM? 

  Yes, it is. 
Simple OM is used for Republic of 
Moldova grid GEF calculation. 

OK OK 

6.3.2. If power units included in the 
build margin m correspond to the 
sample group yrsCDMsampleSET 10−〉− , is 

option A2 from guidance for simple OM 
used for conservative purpose?  

  The same SETsample is used for BM 
calculation if no power units are 
registered as CDM project activities. 

OK OK 

7. Calculate the combined margin emissions 
factor (step 6) 

   
 

 

7.1. Is the calculated of combined margin based 
on one of the following methods: 

(a) Weighted average CM; or 
T.1.1 (b) Simplified CM. 

  For the Republic of Moldova case, the 
weighted average CM is chosen as 
Republic of Moldova is not a Least 
Developed Country (LDC), as the 

OK OK 
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl 

required by the Tool. 

7.2. If option A is chosen, are the default values 
used for WOM and WBM correctly followed? 

  Yes, the default values used for WOM and 
WBM are correctly followed. 

OK OK 

7.3. If option B is chosen, is it ensured that : 
� The project activity is located in a Least 

Developed Country (LDC) or in a country 
with less than 10 registered CDM projects 
at the starting date of validation; and 

� The data requirements for the application 
of step 5 above cannot be met. 

  Refer to section 7.1 above. OK OK 

7.4. If yes, the WBM and WOM consistent with the 
value provided in the guideline? 

  Refer to sections of that table above. OK OK 
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Table 3  Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarif ication Requests 
 

Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

CAR01. Please provide the completion 
date of the PDD in DD/MM/YYYY 
format. 

Part I 
Cover 
Page, 

(c) 

Response 01. Corrected. See cover page 
Response 02. Corrected. See cover page 

Conclusion on response 01. The 
date of the PDD is in compliance of 
the requirements. But the date as 
well as the version of the PDD 
should be updated after any 
additional amendments. Please 
correct. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR02. Please provide values in the 
PDD in an internationally recognized 
format as it is required by Guidelines for 
completing the PDD form (EB 66, 
Annex 8) p. 18. 

Part I 
Cover 
Page, 

(g) 

The values are provided according to 
Guidelines requirement  

According to the updated version of 
the PDD, all values are provided in 
an internationally recognized format. 
So, issue is closed. 

CAR03. Please make the format of the 
PDD in compliance with the latest 
version of the CDM PDD template (i.e., 
the template version 04.1). 

Part I 
Cover 
Page, 

(g) 

Response 01. Template version 04.1 is 
applied 
Response 02. Corrected, see page 
header  
 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
pay your attention on the PDD page 
header and make amendments.  
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed.  

CAR04. Please provide clear A.1.1 The purpose of CDM project is described The information was added to the 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

187 

Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

description of the project activity, 
including a summary of the scope of 
activities and measures that are to be 
implemented within the project activity 
as well as the purpose of the 
CDM project. 

in corresponding part of sec. A.1; scope of 
activities is described under the sec. A.3 
“Project concept”.  

PDD. Issue is closed. 

CAR05. Please describe the scenario 
existing prior to the start of project 
activity. 

A.1.2 Corrected, see sec.A.1 Information was provided. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR06. Please describe history of the 
project activity implementation (i.e., 
installation the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of landfill gas). 

A.1.2 Corrected, see sec.A.1 Issue is closed based on the 
amendments of the project 
participants. 

CAR07. Section A.1 of the PDD states 
the crediting period from 2012 to 2021, 
and section B.6.4 states the crediting 
period from 2013 to 2022. Please make 
consistent the crediting period in the 
PDD. 

A.1.2 Corrected, see sec. A.1, crediting period 
is set for 2013-2022 

Correction was done after 
clarification of the information. Issue 
is closed.  

CAR08. Please provide accurate value 
of the annual average and total 
emission reductions for the chosen 

A.1.4 Corrected, see sec. A.1 The values of the annual average 
and total emission reductions for the 
chosen crediting period are 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

crediting period that was figured out by 
the calculation. 

consistence throughout the PDD as 
well as the Excel calculation 
spreadsheets. Issue is closed. 

CAR09. Please provide all 
abbreviations stand for in the CDM-
PDD. 

A.3.1 Corrected, throughout the document According to the explanations and 
the PDD amendments, issue is 
closed. 

CAR10. Please provide technical 
details of the project equipment 
including the information about the age 
and average lifetime of the equipment 
based on manufacturer’s specifications 
and industry standards, and forecast 
installed capacities, load factors and 
efficiencies. 

A.3.1.1 Response 01. See Appendix 2 
Response 02. See Appendix 4  
 

Conclusion on response 01. The 
Appendix 2 includes the information 
about the Affirmation regarding 
public funding. Also, correct the 
relevant reference on Appendix 2 in 
the PDD. And please clarify the 
point to response on the issue.  
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR11. Please describe monitoring 
equipments in details as well as their 
location in the systems. 

A.3.1.2 See Appendix 2 and sec.B.7.1 The details related to the CDM 
project monitoring equipments were 
described in the updated PDD. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR12. Please provide details of the 
facilities and/or systems in the baseline 
scenario. 

A.3.6 Sec. A.3 “Project background” Issue is closed. 



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION 

Report No:  BVC/Ukraine-VD/0578/2012 rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

 

189 

Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

CAR13. Please describe how 
technologies and measures and know-
how to be used are transferred to the 
Host Party (Republic of Moldova). 

A.3.7 Corrected, see sec. A.3 “Project 
outcomes” 

Required description was provided. 
Thus, issue is closed. 

CAR14. The PDD states that “Tool to 
determine project emissions from flaring 
gases containing methane” (version 01) 
is used. Please use the latest valid 
version of the Methodological tool 
“Project emissions from flaring” (i.e., 
version 02.0.0). 

B.1.3 Corrected, throughout the document The latest valid version of the Tool is 
used. Issue is closed. 

CAR15. Please provide reference to the 
UNFCCC CDM website for the exact 
reference of approved baseline and 
monitoring methodology and tools. 

B.1.3 Corrected, see sec.B.1 Issue is closed. 

CAR16. Please state in section B.2 of 
the CDM-PDD which methodology 
including the version of selected 
methodology is applicable to the 
project. 

B.2.1 Corrected, see sec.B.2 According to the revision of the 
updated PDD, issue is closed. 

CAR17. Please regard each step of 
applicability conditions of the selected 
methodology including the omitted ones 

B.2.1 See Appendix 3: Applicability of selected 
methodology 

Issue is closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

with justifying the reason for doing so. 
CAR18. Please provide the 
documented evidence of the equipment 
technical lifetime that stated in the PDD 
(i.e., 30 years). 

B.2.2 See sec. B.2: According to the “Tool to 
determine the remaining lifetime of 
equipment” (Version 01) project 
participant decide to use the Option (с), 
which foresees the use of default values. 
According to this item the technical 
lifetime of power engine with water 
cooling is 30 years. 

Issue is closed based on the 
provided clarification of the PPs 
choice. 

CAR19. Please make the information 
provided in the figure 2.1 in compliance 
with the description from the table of 
section B.3 of the PDD. 

B.3.2 Response 01. Corrected, see figure 2.1 
Response 02. The CH4 emissions 
element was removed from the figure 2.1. 
 

Conclusion on response 01. 
According to the methodology, 
Project activity has no CH4 
emissions. Please provide graphical 
representation of the project activity 
boundary and baseline boundary 
separately or remove the CH4 
emissions in the figure 2.1. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR20. Please indicate in the figure 
2.1 of the PDD key data parameters to 
be monitored. 

B.3.3 The data parameters to be monitored is 
indicated on corresponding figure in 
sec.B.7.1 

Issue is closed. 

CAR21. Please define a clear list of B.4.1 Corrected, see sec.B.4 The way of baseline setting was 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

credible alternatives to the project 
activity in order to determine the most 
realistic baseline scenario and regard 
the last ones as described in selected 
methodology and “Combined tool to 
identify the baseline scenario and 
demonstrate additionality”, version 
04.0.0. The information provided in the 
section B.4 step 1a should be 
consistent. 

provided in appropriate manner in 
the updated PDD, so issue is 
closed. 

CAR22. Provide the investment 
analysis in the frame of the CDM 
project. 

B.5.1 The investment analysis of the CDM 
project was provided. 

Issue is closed. 

CAR23. Taking into account that 
section B.4 and section B.5 of the 
CDM-PDD are complementary, some of 
the steps undertaken in one section 
may overlap with the steps undertaken 
in the other section depending on the 
procedures used to establish the 
baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality. Please make a reference 
to the other section where the 

B.5.2 Corrected, see sec.B.5 Based on the provided 
amendments, issue is closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

description is contained and / or provide 
a short summary of the step 0 – step 2 
as per “Combined tool to identify the 
baseline scenario and demonstrate 
additionality” in section B.5 of the CDM-
PDD. 
CAR24. Please provide the information 
related to the prior consideration of this 
CDM project based on the “Guidelines 
on the demonstration and assessment 
of prior consideration of the CDM”. 

B.5.7.1 Response 01. Information has been 
published to the Prior Consideration of the 
CDM list at: 
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/PriorCDM/noti
fications/index_html. 
 
Response 02. Please see sec. B.5 of the 
PDD (p.23) 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
describe in the PDD the information 
about to the Prior Consideration of 
the CDM. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR25. Please provide direct reference 
to the Tools that are used in section 
B.6.1 of the PDD. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, see sec. B.6.1 Issue is closed. 

CAR26. Please describe in section 
B.6.1 of the PDD which option of the 
“Tool to determine the mass flow of a 
greenhouse gas in a gaseous stream” 
was chosen for identification of the 
parameter “Amount of methane in the 

B.6.1.1 See sec. B.6.1: 
Measurement option C - Volume flow, wet 
basis is chosen for calculation 

Additional description was provided/ 
Issue is closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

LFG which is used for electricity 
generation in year y” and the parameter 
“Amount of methane in the LFG which 
is sent to the flare in year y” together 
with justification of the choice. 
CAR27. Please provide numbering of 
all formulae provided in the PDD. 

B.6.1.1 Response 01. Corrected, throughout of 
the document  
Response 02. Corrected, see p.27 and 
further  

Conclusion on response 01. The 
major part of the formulae in the 
PDD was numerated in compliance 
with the CDM project methodology. 
Please in the PDD provide the 
option from the Tool “Flare efficiency 
in the minute” that was chosen for 
estimation of the parameter “Project 
emissions from flaring” 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR28. Please provide reference to the 
source of the formula for calculation of 
methane density. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, see sec. B.6.1 Issue is closed. 

CAR29. Please provide formula for 
calculation of the parameter PEflare,y 
(Project emissions from flaring of the 
residual gas in year y) according to the 

B.6.1.1 See sec. B.6.1 PPs use the formula for estimation 
of the parameter PEflare,y (Project 
emissions from flaring of the residual 
gas in year y) according to the latest 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

latest valid version of the 
Methodological tool “Project emissions 
from flaring”. 

valid version of the Methodological 
tool “Project emissions from flaring”. 
Issue is closed. 

CAR30. Please identify all steps of 
baseline emission formulae 
identification in compliance with 
selected methodology. 

B.6.1.1 See sec. B.6.1 The requested information was 
provided in updated PDD. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR31. Please make consistent all 
symbols of project parameters used for 
emission reduction calculation based on 
the methodology ACM0001 and 
relevant tool. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, throughout the document According to the provided 
amendments, issue is closed. 

CAR32. Please provide the document 
“Moldova. Grid emission factor” 
approved by DNA. 

B.6.1.1 Attached  to the supporting documents The documented evidence such as 
“Moldova grid emission factor 
assessment” was provided. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR33. Please explain / provide 
description of the components included 
to the formula for calculation of 
Emissions from consumption of fossil 
fuels due to the project activity. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, see sec. B.6.1 Description of the components 
included to the formula for 
calculation of Emissions from 
consumption of fossil fuels due to 
the project activity was provided in 
the updated version of the PDD. 
Issue is closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

CAR34. Please provide data sources of 
the data for calculation of Emissions 
from consumption of fossil fuels due to 
the project activity (PEFC,y) or refer to 
these sources (see section B.6.1 of the 
PDD).  

B.6.1.1 Corrected, see sec. B.6.1 The information was justified. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR35. There is incorrect reference to 
section B.3 on p. 27 of the PDD. Please 
correct and provide sufficient reference. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, see p.29 Issue is closed due to appropriate 
corrections. 

CAR36. Please state that the empty 
line of tables in the section B.6.2 of the 
PDD left blank on purpose. 

B.6.2.1 Corrected, see sec. B.2 Issue is closed. 

CAR37. Please provide formula for ex 
ante baseline emissions calculation in 
section B.6.3 of the PDD. 

B.6.3.1 Response 01. Formula is provided in sec. 
B.6.3 according to the equation 2 of 
Methodology ACM0001, ver.13.0.0 
Response 02. All the formulas are 
consistent with methodology and tools  

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
follow the methodology to calculate 
baseline emissions and describe the 
choice of the formula for ex ante 
baseline emissions calculation in a 
traceable manner. Also, pay your 
attention that based on the Tool the 
parameter BECH4,SWDS,y is Baseline 
methane emissions occurring in year 
y generated from waste disposal at 
a SWDS during a time period ending 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

in year y (t CO2e / yr); and the PDD 
states that the parameter 
BECH4,SWDS,y is Methane emissions 
avoided during the year y from 
waste disposal at the solid waste 
disposal site (SWDS) during the 
period from the start of the project 
activity to the end of the year 
(tCO2e). 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR38. Please provide direct reference 
to the data source of the values needed 
to ex ante estimation of the baseline 
emissions (e.g., state the page and 
table of the documented evidence if 
applicable). 

B.6.3.1 Response 01. All parameters are taken 
from the Tool “Emissions from solid waste 
disposal sites” 
Response 02. Please refer to B 6.3 
 

Conclusion on response 01. Direct 
reference to the data source was not 
provided. Please clarify the 
information with justification of the 
applied values. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR39. Measurement unit of each 
value used for calculation should be 
provided. Please make amendments. 

B.6.3.1 Corrected, throughout the document Issue is closed. 

CAR40. Please provide reference to 
Guidelines for National Greenhouse 

B.6.3.1 Corrected, see section B.6.3 Reference to the data source was 
provided in the PDD. Issue is 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

Gas Inventories (see section B.6.3 of 
the PDD). 

closed. 

CAR41. In Excel spreadsheet provide 
formulae used for calculation of the 
CDM project emission reductions and 
identify all data with symbols in order to 
be in compliance with the PDD and 
selected methodology and ensure the 
transparent calculation. 

B.6.3.4 Corrected, see Excel spreadsheet Excel file was resubmitted with 
appropriate amendments. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR42. Please provide ex ante 
estimates of emission reductions that 
provided in the PDD in compliance with 
the same values from Excel calculation 
spreadsheet. 

B.6.3.4 Response 01. Corrected, see Excel 
spreadsheet 
Response 02. Corrected, see sec. B 6.4, 
A.1 and cover page 
 

Conclusion on response 01. The 
final calculation values of the 
emission reduction in the PDD are 
still not consistent with the same 
ones from the Excel calculation 
spreadsheet. Please bring them into 
conformity. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR43. Please provide the data source 
of the values of parameter “Net quantity 
of electricity produced using LFG which 
in the absence of the project activity 
would have been produced by power 

B.7.1.2.1 Corrected, see section B.7.1 Issue is closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

plants during year y” that required for 
calculating baseline emissions 
associated with electricity generation 
(see section B.7.1 of the PDD). 
CAR44. As per UNFCCC requirements 
all attached documents must be in 
English. Please provide all information 
in Excel spreadsheet in English. 

B.7.1.2.2 Corrected, see Excel spreadsheet The information in the Excel 
calculation spreadsheets is 
described in English. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR45. The data of the Decay rate for 
the waste type provided in the PDD is 
not consistent with the data that used in 
Excel calculation spreadsheet. Please 
make amendments. 

B.7.1.2.2 Response 01. Corrected, see Excel 
spreadsheet 
Response 02.  Waste types indication had 
been removed from PDD to avoid 
misunderstanding; waste types in Excel 
spreadsheets are consistent. 

Conclusion on response 01. The 
values were not brought into 
compliance. Please provide 
corrections. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR46. Please provide the information 
about operational and management 
structure of the CDM project activity. 

B.7.3.1 Corrected, see sec.B.7.3 The operational and management 
structure of the CDM project were 
described in details in the updated 
PDD. Issue is closed. 

CAR47. Please indicate in section B.7.3 
the responsibilities for data collection 
and archiving. 

B.7.3.2 Corrected, see sec.B.7.3  The responsibilities were identified 
in the updated version of the CDM 
PDD. Issue is closed. 

CAR48. Please provide the details B.7.3.3 Corrected, see sec.B.7.3 The required information was 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

about archived of monitoring data of the 
CDM project. 

provided. That is why issue is 
closed. 

CAR49. Please provide documented 
evidence which ensure that data 
monitored and required for verification 
and issuance be kept and archived 
electronically for two years after the end 
of the crediting period or the last 
issuance of CERs, whichever occurs 
later. 

B.7.3.3 Response 01. See supporting 
documentation attached to the PDD 
Response 02. The order # 1/12 from April 
20th, 2012; data arching is described in 
monitoring plan (please refer to sec.7.3) 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
clarify the title of the document. 
Conclusion on response 02. OK. 
Issue is closed. 

CAR50. Please include in the 
monitoring plan specifications of the 
calibration frequency for the measuring 
equipments. 

B.7.3.5 Corrected, see sec.B.7.3 The information was provided. 
Updated PDD states all details 
related to the calibration frequency 
for the measuring equipments. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR51. Please provide documents on 
the measurement equipments. 

B.7.3.5 Corrected, see Appendix 4 and supported 
documents  

The documented evidences on the 
measurement equipments were 
provided, and found in order. Issue 
is closed. 

CAR52. Please justify the start date of 
the project activity with documented 
evidence. 

C.1.1.1 Response 01. See supporting 
documentation attached to the PDD 
Response 02. The starting date of the 
project activity was considered as April, 

Conclusion on response 01. PDD 
states that 01/01/2013 is the start 
date of project activity. This date can 
not be the starting date of project 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis

t 
questio

n in 
table 1 

Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion 

20th , 2012 when Project Owner turned to 
Project Developer with proposal to start 
PDD development (see supported 
documentation) 

activity as well as confirmed by the 
document. Please correct. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR53. Please justify chosen expected 
operational lifetime of project activity. 

C.1.2.1 Operational lifetime of project activity is 
chosen due to equipment technical 
lifetime  

Issue is closed. 

CAR54. Please state the length of 
crediting period in years and months. 

C.2.3.1 Corrected, see sec. C.2.3 The length of crediting period is 
stated in accordance with the 
requirements. Issue is closed. 

CAR55. Please consider transboundary 
impacts of the CDM project activity. 

D.2.2 Corrected, see sec. D.1 Issue is closed. 

CAR56. Please provide documented 
evidences of the local stakeholder 
consultation performance. 

E.1.1 See supported documentation The document was provided, so 
issue is closed. 

CAR57. Please provide Letter of 
Approval of the project activity from the 
Host country. 

F.1.1 Response 01. The Letter of Approval can 
be issued after validation report 
submission, according to Host Party 
regulation norms. Therefore it can’t be 
provided at the stage of the project 
validation.  
Response 02. The LoA for the CDM 

Conclusion on response 01. Issue is 
pending. 
Conclusion on response 02. 
The LoA has been issued by the 
DNA and is in order. Thus, issue is 
closed. 
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Draft report clarifications and 
corrective action requests by 

validation team 

Ref. to 
checklis
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project  has been issued by the DNA. The 
document was provided to the validation 
team. 

CAR58. Please complete all mandatory 
fields of the table in Appendix 1 (i.e., 
postcode). 

Part III 
Others, 
A.1.1 

Corrected, see Appendix 1 According to the amendments, issue 
is closed. 

CAR59. Please indicate that Appendix 
6 is left blank of purpose. 

A.6.1 Response 01. Corrected, see Appendix 6 
Response 02. Corrected, see Appendix 6  
  

Conclusion on response 01. No 
correction was provided. Please 
proceed. 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR60. Please provide MoC of the 
CDM project. 

C.1.1.1 Response 01. See supported docs 
Response 02. To be provided  

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
fill up the Annex 1 of the MoC, and 
pay your special attention that 
signature is only required by the 
MoC template.  
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 

CAR61. Please state the source of the 
formulae for ex ante estimation of 
FCH4,PJ,y (i.e., Amount of methane in the 
LFG which is flared and/or used in the 
project activity in year y) that is 

B.6.3.1 See sec. B.6.3 (according to the equation 
2 of Methodology ACM0001, ver.13.0.0) 

The same issue is raised for 
consideration in CAR37. So refer to 
CAR37, and current issue is closed. 
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provided in the PDD section B.6.3. 
CL01. Section A.3 of the PDD mentions 
the first step of the project. Please 
clarify whether the project has different 
steps. 

A.3.1 Clarified, see sec.A.3 Issue is closed. 

CL02. Please clarify whether any 
systems and equipment outside the 
project boundary affect that project 
activity. 

A.3.3 Clarified, see sec.A.3 After clarification there is known that 
no systems and equipment outside 
the project boundary affect 
theproject activity. Issue is closed. 
 

CL03. Please clarify whether 
“Guidelines on additionality of first-of-
its-kind project activities” was used. 

B.5.6.1 Clarified, see sec.B.4 PPs clarify that “Guidelines on 
additionality of first-of-its-kind project 
activities” was used for the 
identification of a first-of-its-kind 
project activity. Issue is closed. 

CL04. Please clarify whether 
“Guidelines on common practice” was 
used during performance of common 
practice analysis. 

B.5.6.2 Clarified, see sec.B.4 Yes, “Guidelines on common 
practice” was used by the PPs. 
Issue is closed. 

CL05. Please clarify whether 
neighboring countries have access to 
the equipment that are to be installed 

B.5.6.3 Clarified, see sec.B.5 According to the clarification, 
neighboring countries don’t have 
access to the equipment that are to 
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as per the CDM project activity. be installed as per the CDM project 
activity. The geographical scope for 
the system for collection, 
transportation, extraction, and 
combustion of biogas produced 
located in Tintareni landfill site is 
restricted to the Republic of Moldova 
only. Issue is closed. 

CL06. Please clarify whether the PP 
informed the Host Party DNA and the 
UNFCCC secretariat in writing of the 
commencement of the project activity 
and of their intention to seek CDM 
status. 

B.5.7.5.1 The information on the prior consideration 
of the CDM project has been published at: 
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/PriorCDM/
notifications/index_html. 

Issue is closed. 

CL07. Please clarify the meaning of the 
following marks: “*” and “**” stated in 
the section B.6.1 of the PDD (i.e., p. 
24). 

B.6.1.1 Clarified, see section B.6.1 of the PDD Explanation was provided. Issue is 
closed. 

CL08. Please clarify the historical years 
that was chosen for baseline. 

B.6.1.1 Corrected, please refer to the section 
B.6.3 of the PDD.  

Information was provided. Issue is 
closed. 

CL09. Please clarify why the 
component such as “Average technical 
transmission and distribution losses for 

B.6.1.1 Clarified, see sec. B.6.1 of the PDD Issue is closed due to clarification. 
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providing electricity to source k in year 
y” is excluded from the formula for 
calculation of Baseline emissions 
associated with electricity generation 
(BEEC,y) and regard the point in the 
PDD. 
CL10. Please justify why the project 
emission was neglected and provide 
reference to regulatory document. 

B.6.1.1 Clarified, see sec. B.6.1 of the PDD Issue is closed. 

CL11. Please clarify in more details the 
identification of the cases provided in 
the step A.2 of the PDD section B.6.3 
together with reference to national 
requirements. 

B.6.3.1 Clarified, see sec. B.6.3 of the PDD According to the clarifications, issue 
is closed. 

CL12. Please clarify identification 
method of fraction of the waste type 
category. 

B.7.1.2.2 Identification of fraction was performed 
due to the Methodological tool “Emissions 
from waste disposal site”, Ver.06.0.1 

Issue is closed. 

CL13. Please clarify in the PDD (see 
Appendix 4 of the PDD) why no waste 
was delivered on the Tintareni Landfill 
Site during the period 2011 – 2012. 

A.4.1 Clarified, see se. A.3 Issue is closed cased on the 
provided clarifications. 

CAR62. Benchmark analysis is the B.5.4.1 Response 01. The amendments are taken Conclusion on response 01. The 
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proper method of investment analysis 
for the present project. Unfortunately 
the benchmark used for calculations is 
not well founded. Please note that as 
per Guidelines for the Assessment of 
Investment analysis (hereinafter 
guidance) article 12 “Local commercial 
lending rates or weighted average costs 
of capital (WACC) are appropriate 
benchmarks for a project IRR”. 
Unfortunately the benchmark suggested 
is not justified by average interest rates 
in the Republic of Moldova 
(http://www.bnm.md/files/index_21752.
pdf) and does not correspond to WACC 
as well. Please make appropriate 
amendments. 

into account. According to the reference 
provided commercial lending rate for 
credits in EUR for legal entities for the 
period of over 12 months is 7.74%. 
Response 02. Corrected, see sub-step 3b 
of PDD 
 

model and the text in sub-step 3b is 
referring to multiple interest rates 
which do not mention 7.74% 
average loan rates. Please make the 
wording more explicit and 
comprehensive. Please see CAR63 
comment 
Conclusion on response 02. 
Issue is closed. 
 

CAR63. The cash flow Excel model 
includes to sets of calculations (sheets 
“Economy” and “credit costs”). Financial 
specialist of the validation team 
assumes that the final version of the 
model is that present on sheet “credit 

B.5.4.1 Response 01. The amendments are 
provided.  
 
The final version is “credit costs” indeed; 
“Economy” provides the calculation 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
incorporate the wording clarifying 
how the benchmark was calculated 
in sub-step 3b. 
“Commercial lending rate for credits 
in EUR for legal entities for the 
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costs”. All the comments below refer to 
it. Please take attention that the model 
shall account for inflation. Expected 
inflation rate shell be used for annual 
adjustment of the cash flow or 
transformation of the nominal discount 
rate (IRR benchmark) to the real 
discount rate (IRR benchmark). 
Guidelines on the assessment of 
investment analysis page 8 
recommends using long term inflation 
forecasts issued by IMF. The forecast is 
published in IMF World Economic 
Outlook annually and available at 
IMF.org. Please provide amendments. 

without lending involvement.  
According to the document 
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/20
12/01/pdf/text.pdf, Table A5, the long term 
inflation forecasts for Euro Area (as all the 
costs are in EUR) is at the level of  1.6%.  

 
The benchmark (real IRR) has been 
calculated in the following way: IRRr = 
(IRRn+1)/(I+1)-1, where IRRr- is real IRR, 
IRRn – nominal IRR, I – inflation rate. 

 
So according to the values indicated 
above, the benchmark should be the 
following:  

 
Commercial lending rate for credits in 
EUR for legal entities for the period of 
over 12 months is 7.74%. This value shall 
be adjusted for risk factor associated with 
implementation of new technology with 
inherent technical and financial risks. Due 
to the lack of the data for the similar 

period of over 12 months is 7.74%. 
This value is adjusted for risk factor 
associated with implementation of 
new technology with inherent 
technical and financial risks. Due to 
the lack of the data for the similar 
projects in the country the risk factor 
adjustment may be identified only on 
the basis of expert opinion. Using 
conservative approach we can 
estimate the risk factor adjustment 
to be at 8% following the official 
Methodological recommendations 
on evaluation of investment projects 
efficiency 21.06.1999 N ВК 477 
adopted in Russia. We do not have 
the same value for Moldova, so we 
use the Russian one. Now we have 
7.74+8 = 15.74% nominal curb rate. 
According to the document 
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/w
eo/2012/01/pdf/text.pdf, Table A5, 
the long term inflation forecasts for 
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projects in the country the risk factor 
adjustment may be identified only on the 
basis of expert opinion. Using 
conservative approach we can estimate 
the risk factor adjustment to be at 8% 
following the official Methodological 
recommendations on evaluation of 
investment projects efficiency 21.06.1999 
N ВК 477 adopted in Russia. We do not 
have the same value for Republic of 
Moldova, so we use the Russian one. 
Now we have 7.74+8 = 15.74% curb rate. 
The inflation rate is 1.6%, so ssing the 
formula above we can calculate IRRn = 
1.1574/1.016 - 1= 0.139 = 13.9% Thereby 
14% is the proper IRR benchmark value 
which shall be used for estimation of the 
additionality of the project. 
 
Response 02. Corrected, see sub-step 3b 
of PDD and Excel financial sheet 
 

Euro Area (as all the costs are in 
EUR) is at the level of  1.6%. 
We can calculate real IRR = 
1.1574/1.016 - 1= 0.139 = 13.9% 
Thereby 14% is the proper IRR 
benchmark value which shall be 
used for estimation of the 
additionality of the project.” 
Please note that Excel financial 
model refers to benchmark 16% 
instead of 14%.  Please correct 
 
Conclusion on response 02.  
Issue is closed. 
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CAR64. Please provide the source of 
the “green” electricity tariff used in 
financial model.  

B.5.4.1 Response 01. There is no “green tariff” in 
Republic of Moldova; the electricity tariff 
(120 EUR/MWh) was provided by the 
project owner.  
Response 02. The tariff was set as 
120EUR/MWh based on tariffs obtained in 
Republic of Moldova for projects with 
similar capacity, because electricity tariff 
in the Host Party is calculated by using 
approved methodology and can be 
obtained after generating sets launching 
only. Methodology and ANRE (Republic of 
Moldova Authorized Entity) decision for 
the similar capacity project has been 
provided in supporting documents. 
 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
provide the reference for the tariff. It 
may be copy of the contract, 
memorandum, legislative act or 
reference to energy regulating 
authority website etc.  
Conclusion on response 02.  
Issue is closed. 
 

CAR65. Please confirm whether 
investment and operational costs, tariffs 
and prices indicated with VAT included 
or not. Please note that the general 
approach is to make calculations using 
all input values (investment costs, tariffs 
and prices) with VAT excluded. 

B.5.4.1 VAT was provided for preliminary cost 
estimation only; it is not used in further 
calculations. 

OK, the issue is closed. 
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CAR66. Please pay attention that as 
per Guidance 4 ‘The fair value of any 
project activity assets at the end of the 
assessment period should be included 
as a cash inflow in the final year. The 
fair value should be calculated in 
accordance with local accounting 
regulations where available, or 
international best practice. It is 
expected that such fair value 
calculations will include both the book 
value of the asset and the reasonable 
expectation of the potential profit or loss 
on the realization of the assets.” 
Unfortunately now the residual value is 
not added to the cash flow of 2022, 
please correct the model accordingly.  

B.5.4.1 Response 01. Please refer to the 
response below  
Response 02. Corrected, see Excel 
financial sheet 
 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
add the liquidating value to the cash 
flow for the year 2022 not as the 
separate cell. I.e. the liquidating 
value shall be added in the cell Q47 
on the sheet “credit costs”. 
 
Conclusion on response 02. 
OK, the issue is closed. 

CAR67. On page 41 of the PDD the 
lifetime of equipment is indicated to be 
30 years. Taking into account this fact it 
is reasonable to assume that in 2022 
the liquidating value of the equipment 
will represent 67% of the initial value of 

B.5.4.1 Response 01. The residue value is 
504 997 EUR which is 20% of the project 
equipment initial value that may be proven 
by operational practice. But we corrected 
the model by using 67% to make 
calculations in conservative manner. 

Conclusion on response 01. Please 
note that residual value of the assets 
shall be calculated including all 
investment costs. In our case correct 
value is 4009*0.667 = EUR 2674k 
If some equipment has shorter 
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the project assets which is much more 
than EUR 504k indicated. Please 
consider and correct. 

 
Response 02. Corrected, see Excel 
financial sheet. Lifetime equipment is set 
as 15 years, based on current practice, 
therefore in 2022 the liquidating value of 
the equipment will represent 33% of the 
initial value of the project assets. 
 

lifespan calculation shall be 
adjusted. 
Conclusion on response 02.  
OK, the issue is closed. 

CAR68. Please remove the payment of 
interest from the cash flow. At the same 
as per Guidance 11 actual interest 
payable shall be taken into account in 
the calculation of income tax when the 
cash flow is based on after-tax basis.  

B.5.4.1 Corrected, please refer to Excel 
spreadsheets 

Ok. The issue is closed 

CAR69. According to the PDD the 
project is going to start in 2013. On the 
other hand financial model starts from 
2008. Please correct/clarify. 

B.5.4.1 In 2008 the landfill gas collection system 
has been constructed. But the power 
equipment is purchased in 2012 for the 
full-scale project start in 2013. The 
situation was described in corresponding 
section of PDD. 
 

Please see CAR38 regarding 
starting date of the project.  
From financial analysis point of view 
start in 2008 is OK. 

CAR70. Please pay attention that 
financial model and PDD text sub-step 

B.5.4.1 The discrepancy has been removed. The 
IRR and NPV values in financial model 

OK, the issue is closed. 
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3c and 3d present different IRR and 
NPV values. Please correct the 
discrepancy. 

and PDD text sub-step 3c and 3d are 
correspondent. 

CAR71. Please describe document 
which provides evidence to support 
starting date of the project activity.  

B.5.7.1 Response 01. The document (letter from 
project owner to project developer) has 
been sent to validator among supporting 
documentation. 
Response 02. Project history was 
described in details, and the starting date 
of the project was reconsidered. See 
updated version of the PDD. 

Conclusion on response 01. 
Provided letter could not be 
considered as an evidence of the 
project start date, see definition in 
the CDM Glossary: 
“In the context of a CDM project 
activity or CPA, the earliest date at 
which either the implementation or 
construction or real action  of a 
CDM project activity or CPA 
begins….” 
Conclusion on response 02. Issue is 
closed. 
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