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1 INTRODUCTION
Imex Energo sp. zo.o. has commissioned Bureau Veritas Certific ation to
determine its JI project “Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution
system modernization” (hereafter called “the project”) at Ivano -Frankivsk
region, Ukraine.
This report summarizes the findings of the determination 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 determination serves as project design verification and is a
requirement of all projects. The determination is an independent third
party assessment of the project design. In particular, the project's
baseline, the monitoring plan (MP), and the project’s compliance with
relevant UNFCCC and host country criteria are determined in order to
confirm that the project design, as documented, is sound and reasonable,
and meets the stated requirements and identified criteria. Determination
is a requirement for all JI projects and is seen as necessary to provide
assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the project and it s intended
generation of emission reduction units (ERUs).
UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 6 of the Kyoto Protocol, the JI rules and
modalities and the subsequent decisions by the JI Supervisory
Committee, as well as the host country criteria.

1.2 Scope
The determination scope is defined as an independent and objective
review of the project design document, the project’s baseline study and
monitoring plan and other rel evant documents. The information in these
documents is reviewed against Kyoto Protocol requ irements, UNFCCC
rules and associated interpretations.
The determination is not meant to provide any consulting towards the
Client. However, stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective
actions may provide input for improvement of the project desi gn.

1.3 Determination team
The determination team consists of the following personnel:
Oleg Skoblyk
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Leader, Climate Change Lead Verifier
Sergiy Kustovskyy
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Member, Climate Change Verifier
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This determination report was reviewed by:
Ivan Sokolov
Bureau Veritas Certification, Internal technical reviewer
Vyacheslav Yeriomin
Bureau Veritas Certification, Technical Specialist

2 METHODOLOGY
The overall determination, from Contract Review to Determination Report
& Opinion, was conducted using Bureau Veritas Certification internal
procedures.
In order to ensure transparency, a determination protocol was customized
for the project, according to the version 01 of the Joint Implementation
Determination
and
Verification
Manual ,
issued
by
the
Joint
Implementation Supervisory Committee at its 19 meeting on 04/12/2009.
The protocol shows, in a transparent manner, criteria (requirements),
means of determination and the results from determining the identified
criteria. The determination protocol serves the following purposes:
 It organizes, details and clarifies the requirements a JI project is
expected to meet;
 It ensures a transparent determination process where the determiner
will document how a partic ular requirement has been determined and
the result of the determination .
The completed determination protocol is enclosed in Appendix A to this
report.

2.1 Review of Documents
The Project Design Document (PDD) submitted by Imex Energo sp. zo.o.
and additional background documents related to the project design and
baseline, i.e. country Law, Guidelines for users of the joint
implementation
project
design
document
form ,
Approved
CDM
methodology and/or Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and
monitoring, Kyoto Protocol, Clarifications on Determination Requirements
to be Checked by an Accredited Independent Entity were reviewed.
To address Bureau Veritas Certification corrective action and clarification
requests, Imex Energo sp. zo.o. revised the PDD and re submitted it on
04/03/2013.
The determination findings presented in this report relate to the project as
described in the PDD version(s) 1.0, 2.0 and 3.0.
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2.2 Follow-up Interviews
On 11/12/2012 Bureau Veritas Certification performed on-site interviews
with project stakeholders to confirm selected information and to resolve
issues
identified
in
the
document
review.
Representatives of
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC and Ltd “Ekologichni Energetychni Systemy”
were interviewed (see References). The main topi cs of the interviews are
summarized in Table 1.
Table 1 Interview topics
Interviewed
organization
Pr yk arp a tt ya o b l en er
go PJ SC

CONSULTANT
Ltd “Ekologichni
Energetychni Systemy”

2.3 Resolution
Requests
The objective
for corrective
that needed
conclusion on

Interview topics

















Implementation schedule
Project management organisation
Evidence and records on reconstruction and new equipment and its
operation
Environmental Impact Assessment
Project monitoring responsibilities
Monitoring equipment
Quality control and quality assurance procedures
Environmental impacts affected
Local authorities and public opinion
Applicability of methodology
Baseline and Project scenarios
Barriers analysis
Additionality justification
Common practice analysis
Monitoring plan
Conformity of PDD to JI requirements

of

Clarification

and

Corrective

Action

of this phase of the determination is to raise the requests
actions and clarification and any other outstanding issues
to be clarified for Bureau Veritas Certification po sitive
the project design.

If the determination team , in assessing the PDD and supporting
documents, identifies issues that need to be corrected, clarified or
improved with regard to JI project requirements, it will raise these issues
and inform the project participants of these issues in the form of:
(a) Corrective action request (CAR), requesting the project participants to
correct a mistake in the published PDD that is not in accordance with the
(technical) process used for the project or relevant JI project requirement
or that shows any other logical flaw;
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(b) Clarification request (CL), requesting the project participants to
provide additional information for the determination team to assess
compliance with the JI project requirement i n question;
(c) Forward action request (FAR), informing the project participants of an
issue, relating to project implementation but not project design, that
needs to be reviewed during the first verification of the project.
The determination team will make an objective assessment as to whether
the actions taken by the project participants, if any, satisfactorily resolve
the issues raised, if any, and should conclude its findings of the
determination.
To guarantee the transparency of the determination process, the concerns
raised are documented in more detail in the determination protocol in
Appendix A.

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Public
Joint
Stock
Company
Prykarpattyaoblenergo
(Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC) is an integral part of the unified energy
system (UES) of Ukraine and provides the consumers of Ivano -Frankivsk
region with the electric energy regularly and reliably under the uniform
tariff.
At the beginning of the project Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC was realizing
only such measures that were directed on th e maintaining of electrical
networks in good working order. These measures mainly included
repairing work on eliminations of errors, that arise during the operation of
electric networks. That resulted in the technological power consumption,
in 2002, in net works of Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC which reached
24,69% of the electric energy amount, that was coming into the company’s
network.
The objective of the project is the realization of technical reconstruction
of electrical network and equipment programme, i ntroduction of the
progressive technologies, organization structure improvement, transition
to the higher organizational level of electricity grid transmission and
distribution by attracting investments.
The basis of the Joint Implementation Project is th e Program of
"Technological
power
consumption
(TVE)
reduction
in
the
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC electric networks", complex of organizational
and technical measures to reduce the TVE (the system of electrical
networks, the system of electricity and the pow er flow management
system), which are financed and implemented since 2004 in the
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framework of the future development of Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC
which in its turn includes:
•
realization of scientific and technical support, extension of the
exploitation term of the functioning equipment, realization of the
equipment diagnostics system and prognostication of its residual
operating time;
•
introduction of organizational and
technological power consumption reduction;
•
reconstructions and renovations
substitution of outdated equipment;

of

technical
the

electric

measures

for

networks,

and

•
attraction of investments for the development and achievement of
high technical and economical level of the Company;
•

increase of power supply reliability level for the r egion consumers;

•
implementation of the Automatized system of commercial accounting
of power consumption of the energy -supplying company perimeter,
ASCAPC of consumers and substations;
•
introduction of complex technical power consumption reduction
Program;
•
modernization of the equipment in the framework of the electric
power development investment programs.
The Project provides creation of the TVE system management (energy
rationing, energy audits and energy management) in the Company to
effectively implement a number of organizational and technical measures
and measures for the development and improvement of the TVE reduction
methods during the implementation of licensed activities of electricity
transmission and distribution.
Implementation of the prog ramme is a continuous process that will be
conducted over the whole operational period of the project.

4 DETERMINATION CONCLUSIONS
In the following sections, the conclusions of the determination are stated.
The findings from the desk review of the original project design
documents and the findings from interviews during the follow up visit are
described in the Determination Protocol in Appendix A.
The Clarification and Corrective Action Requests are stated, where
applicable, in the following sections and are further documented in the
Determination Protocol in Appendix A. The determination of the Project
resulted in 16 Corrective Action Requests and 10 Clarification Requests.
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The number between brackets at the end of each section correspond s to
the DVM paragraph

4.1 Project approvals by Parties involved (19 -20)
After finishing JI project determination report, the PDD and Determination
Report will be presented to State Environmental Investments Agency of
Ukraine (SEIA) for receiving the Letter of Approval (LoA) .
The project has no approvals by the Part ies involved, theref ore CAR0 7 remains
pending. This CAR will be closed af ter report f inalizing.

4.2 Authorization of project participants by Parties involved
(21)
The participation of each project participant listed in the PDD will be
authorized by Letter of Approval from appropriate party explicitly stating
the name of the legal entity.

The project has no approvals by the Parties involved, therefore CAR0 7
remains pending. This CAR will be closed after report final izing.

4.3 Baseline setting (22-26)
The PDD explicitly indicates that JI specific approach was the selected
approach for identifying the baseline.
The baseline scenario has been established in accordance with Appendix
B of the JI Guidelines and in accordance with the ‘Guidance on Criteria
for Baseline Setting and Monitoring’ (Version 2) adopted at 18 t h Meeting
of the JISC and used Methodological Tool “Combined tool to identify the
baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality” (Version 04.0.0).
The PDD provides a detailed theoretical description in a complete and
transparent manner, as well as justification, that the baseline is
established:
(a) By listing and describing the following plausible future scenarios on
the basis of conservative assumptions and sel ecting the most
plausible one:
a. Continuation of the existing situation;
b. Implementation of the proposed project activity without
registering it as a JI project .
(b) Taking into account relevant national and/or sectoral policies and
circumstances, such as secto ral reform initiatives, local fuel
availability, power sector expansion plans, and the economic
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situation in the project sector. In this context, the following key
factors that affect a baseline are taken into account:


Complexity of production process



Permanent change in price of electricity in Ukraine .



Long payback period.



Implementation of proposed poject requires significant annual
capital investments and human resources.



Ukraine has one of the lowest electricity tariffs in Europe.

In order to establish the baseline scenario project participants has chosen
the use of JI specific approach and “Combined tool to identif y the
baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality” (Version 04.0.0).
All explanations, descriptions and analyses pertaining to the bas eline in
the PDD are made in accordance with the identified JI specific approach
and the baseline is identified appropriately.

4.4 Additionality (27-31)
Barriers analysis and common practice analysis were used to demonstrate
additionality of the project activ ity. All explanations, descriptions and
analyses are made in accordance with the selected tool or method.
The following additionality proofs are provided:
1. there are two alternative scenarios to the project activity identified;
2. the identified barriers woul d credibly prevent the implementation of
the proposed project activity undertaken without being registered as
a JI activity;
3. the common practice analyses carried out by the PP’s,
complementing barrier analysis.
Additionality is demonstrated appropriately as a result of the analysis
using the approach chosen.

4.5 Project boundary (32-33)
The project boundary defined in the PDD, encompasses all anthropogenic
emissions by sources of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that are:
(i)

Under the control of the project participa nts.

(ii)

Reasonably attributable to the project .
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The delineation of the project boundary and the gases and sources
included are appropriately described and justified in the PDD.
The AIE determinated the project boundary by:
a) Detailed review of relevant documentation (list of all determinated
documents provided in “Category 2 Document” below).
b) Interviews and observations during site visit to Prykarpattyaoblenergo
PJSC (list of interviewed persons provided in “Persons interviewed”
below).
Based on the above assessment, the AIE hereby confirms that the
identified boundary and the selected sources and gases are justified for
the project activity.

4.6 Crediting period (34)
The PDD states the starting date of the project as the date on which the implementation
or construction or real action of the project will begin or began, and the starting date is
29/12/2002, which is after the beginning of 2000.
The PDD states the expected operational lifetime of the project in years and months,
which is 25 years or 300 months.
The PDD states the length of the crediting period in years and months, which is 22
years or 264 months, and its starting date as 01/01/2004, which is on the date the first
emission reductions or enhancements of net removals are generated by the project.
The PDD states that the crediting period for the issuance of ERUs starts only after the
beginning of 2008 and does not extend beyond the operational lifetime of the project.
The PDD states that the extension of its crediting period beyond 2012 is subject to the
host Party approval, and the estimates of emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals are presented separately for those until 2012 and those after 2012 in all
relevant sections of the PDD.

4.7 Monitoring plan (35-39)
The PDD, in its mo nitoring plan section, explicitly indicates that JI specific
approach was the selected.
The monitoring plan describes all relevant factors and key characteristics
that will be monitored, and the period in which they will be monitored, in
particular also a ll decisive factors for the control and reporting of project
performance.
The monitoring plan specifies the indicators, constants and variables that
are reliable (i.e. provide consistent and accurate values), valid (i.e. be
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clearly connected with the effe ct to be measured), and that provide a
transparent picture of the emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals to be monitored .
The monitoring plan draws on the list of standard variables contained in
appendix B of “Guidance on criteria for baselin e setting and monitoring”
developed by the JISC .
The monitoring plan explicitly and clearly distinguishes:
(i) Data and parameters that are not monitored throughout the crediting
period, but are determined only once (and thus remain fixed throughout
the crediting period), and that are available already at the stage of
determination.
(ii) Data and parameters that are monitored throughout the crediting
period.
The monitoring plan describes the methods employed for data monitoring
(including its freque ncy) and recording depending on its kind. It is
provided in comprehensive manner in Tables for the key -parameters in
Section B.1 of the PDD.
The monitoring plan elaborates all algorithms and formulae used for the
estimation/calculation
of
baseline
emissio ns
and
project
emissions/removals or direct monitoring of emission reductions from the
project, leakage, as appropriate, such as:
Project scenario emissions
The emission reduction will be achieved by reducing power losses in the company’s
power grids which in its turn will be achieved as a result of the project implementation.
Since the baseline emissions are calculated based on difference between of power loss
before and after the project implementation, consequently the project emission will
equal zero.
PE y  0

Baseline scenario emissions
BE y  Vy  CEFy ,

where
BEy
= baseline emissions (tCO2e);
Vy
= total technical loss reduction in the power distribution system during the
period y of the project scenario compared with the baseline, MWh;
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= Carbon dioxide emission factor for projects of power loss reduction in
power transport networks of Ukraine in the year у, tCO2e/MWh (kg CO2e/kWh);
y
= the year for which estimates are made.
Emission reduction is calculated using the formulae:
ER y  BE y  ( PE y  LE y ) ,

where
ERy
BEy
PEy
LEy
y

= GHG emission reduction in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions according to baseline scenario in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions according to project scenario in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions due to leakages in year y, tСО2eq;
= year for which calculations are carried out.

The monitoring plan presents the quality assurance and contro l
procedures for the monitoring process. This includes, as appropriate,
information on calibration and on how records on data and/or method
validity and accuracy are kept and made available on request.
Data monitored and required for verification are to b e kept for two years
after the last transfer of ERUs for the project.
The monitoring plan clearly identifies the responsibilities and the authority
regarding the monitoring activities. The roles and responsibilities of the
persons involved to monitoring p rocess are described in full in section D.3
of PDD and demonstrated on the Scheme of data collection for Monitoring
Report.
On the whole, the monitoring report reflects good monitoring practices
appropriate to the project type.
The monitoring plan provi des, in tabular form, a complete compilation of
the data that need to be collected for its application, including data that
are measured or sampled and data that are collected from other sources
(e.g. official statistics, IPCC, commercial and scientific li terature etc.) but
not including data that are calculated with equations.
The monitoring plan indicates that the data monitored and required for
verification are to be kept for two years after the last transfer of ERUs for
the project.

4.8 Leakage (40-41)
The PDD appropriately describes an assessment of the potential indirect
external leakage and appropriately explains that they are neglected.
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4.9 Estimation of emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals (42-47)
The PDD indicates assessment of emissions in the baseline scenario and
in the project scenario as the approach chosen to estimate the emission
reductions generated by the project.
The PDD provides the ex ante estimates of:
(a) Emissions for the project scenario (within the project boundary),
which are:

Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
Total 2004-2007:
Average number of
reduction 2004-2007:
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
Total 2008-2012:
Average number of
reduction 2008-2012:
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024

Greenhouse gases project
emission
(tonnes of CO2equivalent)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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2025
Total 2013-2025:
Average number of
reduction 2013-2025:

0
0
0

(b) No leakage is expected during the project activity;
(c) Emissions for the baseline scenario (within the project boundary), which are:

Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
Total 2004-2007:
Average number of reduction
2004-2007:
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
Total 2008-2012:
Average number of reduction
2008-2012:
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Total 2013-2025:
Average number of reduction
2013-2025:

Greenhouse gases baseline
emission
(tonnes of CO2 equivalent)
165772
187470
189480
182857
725579
181395
219940
180841
215216
315770
232953
1164720
232944
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
3028390
232953

(d) Emission reductions adjusted by leakage (based on (a)-(c) above), which are:
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Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
Total 2004-2007:
Average number of reduction
2004-2007:
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
Total 2008-2012:
Average number of reduction
2008-2012:
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Total 2013-2025:
Average number of reduction
2013-2025:

Estimated emission
redactions
(tonnes of CO2 equivalent)
165772
187470
189480
182857
725579
181395
219940
180841
215216
315770
232953
1164720
232944
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
232953
3028390
232953

Emission reductions estimation after the first commitment period
The estimates referred to above are given:
(a) On a periodic basis;
(b) From 01/01/2004 to 31/12/2025, covering the whole crediting period;
(c) On a source -by-source basis;
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(d) For CO2
(e) In tonnes of CO2 equivalent, using global warming potentials defined
by decision 2/CP.3 or as subsequently revised in accordance with Article
5 of the Kyoto Protocol;
The formula used for calculating the estimates referred a bove, which is
ER y  BE y  ( PE y  LE y ) ,

where
ERy
BEy
PEy
LEy
y

= GHG emission reduction in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions according to baseline scenario in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions according to project scenario in year y, tСО2eq;
= GHG emissions due to leakages in year y, tСО2eq;
= year for which calculations are carried out.

is consistent throughout the PDD.
Data sources used for calculating the estimates referred to above are
clearly identified, reliable and transp arent.
The estimation referred to above is based on conservative assumptions
and the most plausible scenarios in a transparent manner.
The estimates referred to above are consistent throughout the PDD.

4.10 Environmental impacts (48)
The PDD lists and att aches documentation on the analysis of the
environmental impacts of the project, including transboundary impacts, in
accordance with procedures as determined by the host Party .
The PDD provides conclusion and all references to supporting
documentation of an environmental impact assessment undertaken in
accordance with the procedures as required by the host Party, if the
analysis referred to above indicates that the environmental impacts are
considered significant by the project participants or the host Par ty.

4.11 Stakeholder consultation (49)
No stakeholders’ comments were received.

4.12 Determination regarding small scale projects (50-57)
Not applicable
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4.13 Determination regarding land use, land-use change and forestry
(LULUCF) projects (58-64)
Not applicable

4.14 Determination regarding programmes of activities (65-73)
Not applicable

5 SUMMARY AND REPORT OF HOW DUE ACCOUNT WAS
TAKEN
OF
COMMENTS
RECEIVED
PURSUANT
TO
PARAGRAPH 32 OF THE JI GUIDELINES
No comments, pursuant to paragraph 32 of the JI Guidelines, were
received.

6 DETERMINATION OPINION
Bureau Veritas Certification has performed a determination of the
“Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution system modernization”
Project in Ukraine . The determination was performed on the basis of
UNFCCC criteria and host country criteria and also on the criteria given to
provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and reporting.
The determination consisted of the following three phases: i) a desk
review of the project design and the baseline and monitoring plan ; ii)
follow-up interviews with project stakeholders; iii) the resolution of
outstanding issues and the issuance of the final determination report and
opinion.
Project participant/s used the latest tool for demonstration of the
additionality. In line with this tool, the PDD provides barrier analysis and
common practice analysi s, to determine that the project activity itself is
not the baseline scenario.
Emission reductions attributable to the project are hence additional to any
that would occur in the abs ence of the project activity. Given that the
project is implemented and maintained as designed, the project is likely to
achieve the estimated amount of emission reductions.
The determination revealed one pending issue related to the current
determination stage of the project: the issue of the written approval of the
project and the authorization of the project participant by the host Party .
If the written approval and the authorization by the host Party are
awarded, it is our opinion that the project as described in the Project
Design Document, Version 3.0 meets all the relevant UNFCCC
requirements for the determination stage and the relevant host Party
criteria.
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The review of the project design documentation (version 3.0) 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 correctly applies and meets the
relevant UNFCCC requirements for the JI and the relevant host co untry
criteria.
The determination is based on the information made available to us and
the engagement conditions detailed in this report.
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7 REFERENCES
Categor y 1 Documents:
Documents provided by Imex Energo sp. zo.o. that relate directly to the
GHG components of the project.
/1/
/2/
/3/
/4/
/5/

PDD «Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution system
modernization” project version 1 .0 dated 03/12/2012
PDD «Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution system
modernization” project version 2.0 dated 14/12/2012
PDD «Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution system
modernization” project version 3.0 dated 04/03/2013
Emission reduction calculation, excel file
Letter of Endorsement №2688/23/7 issued by State ecological
investment agency of Ukraine dated 20.09.2012

Category 2 Documents:
Background documents related to the design and/or methodologies
employed in the design or other reference documents.
/1/ Report on internal audit # 1 dated 24/02/2011
/2/ Report on internal audit dated 16/08/2011
/3/ Non-conformity report # 8.2.2-ПР-01-ІКС-5.3-Г dated 10/09/2011
/4/ QMS criteria evaluation scheme # 8.2.2-ПР-01-ІКС-5.3-Ж
/5/ Structure of energy balance and power technological losses for
transmitting by PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” 154 -0.38 kW power
grids (form 1-БЕТВЕ) for 2003-2011
/6/ Scheme of recording and archiving of data on electricity supplied
to PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo”
/7/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2011
/8/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2010
/9/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2009
/10/ List of instal led (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2008
/11/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2007
/12/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2006
/13/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2005
/14/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2004
/15/ List of installed (replaced) 0.38 kW power meters at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003
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/16/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003
/17/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with dist ributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2004
/18/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2005
/19/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2006
/20/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2007
/21/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Pr ykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2008
/22/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2009
/23/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoble nergo” branches for 2010
/24/ Scheme of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with distributed load
within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2011
/25/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2007
/26/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2006
/27/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2005
/28/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wi res within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2004
/29/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003
/30/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” bran ches for 2011
/31/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2010
/32/ List of 0.4-10 kW power lines with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2009
/33/ List of 0.4-10 kW power line s with replaced wires within PJS C
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2008
/34/ List
of
installed
(replaced)
switchers
at
PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003 -2011
/35/ List
of
installed
(replaced)
insulators
at
PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches f or 2003-2011
/36/ List of installed (replaced) 35 -110 kW transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003 -2011
/37/ List
of
installed
(replaced)
indicator
lamps
at
PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003 -2011
/38/ Calculation data of reconstruc ted 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2007
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/39/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2006
/40/ Calculation data of reco nstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2005
/41/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2004
/42/ Calculation data o f reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2003
/43/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2011
/44/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2010
/45/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2009
/46/ Calculation data of reconstructed 0.4 kW power lines with
distributed load within PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for
2008
/47/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2003
/48/ List of installed (replaced) po wer transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2004
/49/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2005
/50/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branche s for 2006
/51/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2011
/52/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2010
/53/ List of installed (replaced) power transfor mers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2009
/54/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2008
/55/ List of installed (replaced) power transformers at PJSC
“Prykarpattiaoblenergo” branches for 2007
/56/ Agreement # 83/2011/467 dated 24/03/2011 on proving services of
solid domestic wastes clearance and disposal
/57/ Agreement # 02/02/12 dated 14/03/2012 on pig iron scrap
purchase
/58/ Agreement # 2010/2106 dated 10/12/2010 on pig iron scrap

21

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0450/2012
DETERMINATION REPORT

/59/
/60/
/61/
/62/
/63/
/64/
/65/
/66/
/67/
/68/
/69/
/70/
/71/
/72/
/73/

/74/
/75/
/76/
/77/
/78/
/79/
/80/
/81/
/82/
/83/
/84/
/85/
/86/
/87/
/88/
/89/
/90/

purchase
Agreement # 2011/1354 dated 14/09/2011 on raw materials supply
License Series AB # 433702, issued by the Ministry of
Environmental Protection of Ukraine
Agreement # 2011/323 dated 02/03/2011 on supply
Agreement # 36 (2011/1057) dated 01/07/2011 on secondary raw
materials purchase
License Series AB # 361384, issued by the Ministry of
Environmental Protection of Ukraine
Information on additional training (January -March 2007)
Order # 547 dated 07/12/2011 on PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo”
personnel training i n 2012
Annual schedule for PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” personnel
training in 2012
PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” personnel vocational training and
retraining in 2012
Educational plan of relay protection and automatic equipment
repair electrician train ing from 27/02/2012 till 02/03/2012
License Series АВ # 159968 on proving educational services
issued by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine
Certificate Series А00 # 361069 dated 23/10/1998 on state
registration of legal entity– OJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo”
License Series АA # 627372 on pr oving educational services
issued by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine
License Series АГ # 582298 on proving educational services
issued by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine
Logbook on theoretical educational courses on em ergency crew
drivers and electricians vocational training from 12/03/2012 to
19/03/2012
Protocol # 13 dated 16/03/2012 on qualif ying commission session
Information on additional training (July -September 2007)
Information on additional training (Octob er-December 2007)
Information on additional training (January -March 2008)
Information on additional training (July -August 2008)
Information on additional training (January -March 2009)
Information on external training (April -June 2009)
Information on additional training (October -December 2009)
Information on additional training (January -March 2010)
Information on external training (April -June 2010)
Information on additional training (July -September 2010)
Information on additional training ( October-December 2010)
Information on additional training (January -March 2011)
Information on external training (April -June 2011)
Information on additional training (July -August 2011)
Information on additional training (October -December 2011)
Certificate # 08-12/8-457 dated 23/06/2011 on training course
attendance
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/91/ Certificate dated 20/03/2012 on additional training
/92/ Order # 252 dated 29/12/2002 on appointment of working team on
reduction of power losses during its transportation and
improvement of power supply to Ivano -Frankivsk region consumers
/93/ Order # 589 dated 30/12/2011 on amending working team on power
losses identification and reduction
/94/ Certificate # СП8.162-2009 dated 24/10/2009 on calibration of
Automatic Electricity Metering System on the basis of
multifunctional power meters type SL 7000
/95/ Certificate on PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” AEMS registration in
the Automatic Electricity Metering Systems Re gister, valid from
01/07/2011
till
30/06/2014,
registration
# 99,
issued
by
Enerhorynok State Enterprise
/96/ Passport on working area # 08-08-09а for calibration of one -phase
power meters, issued by the Ivano -Frankivsk Scientific and
Production Centre for St andardization, Metrology and Certification
State Enterprise
/97/ Passport on working area # 08-08-01а for calibration of one -phase
power meters, issued by the Ivano -Frankivsk Scientific and
Production Centre for Standardization, Metrology and Certification
State Enterprise
/98/ Passport on working area # 08-08-09б for calibration of one -phase
power meters, issued by the Ivano -Frankivsk Scientific and
Production Centre for Standardization, Metrology and Certification
State Enterprise
/99/ Identification of measuring unit dated 03/03/2012
/100/ Report of PJSC “Prykarpattiaoblenergo” on power meters operation
by legal consumers for the first quarter 2012
/101/ Newspaper article on commissioning of new substation,
01/02/2011, Vilnyi Holos Newspaper
/102/ Newspaper article on constr uction of new substation, 30/09/2011,
Halychuna Newspaper
/103/ Newspaper article on commissioning of new substation, Vilnyi
Holos Newspaper # 53 (208)
/104/ Newspaper article on commissioning of new substation, dated
09/12/2011, Vilnyi Holos Newspaper
/105/ Newspape r article on reconstruction of power lines, dated
27/05/2010, Vikna Newspaper
/106/ Schedule on power meters replacement at legal consumers for
2012
/107/ Schedule on power meters replacement at household consumers
for 2012
/108/ Schedule on power meters replacement at legal consumers for
2011
/109/ Schedule on current transformers replacement at legal consumers
for 2011
/110/ Schedule on power meters replacement at household consumers
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for 2012
/111/ Photo–Active power meter type
Меридіан СОЭ-1,02/2КТ,
fabrication # 12181033
/112/ Acceptance and calibration certificate on active power meter type
Меридіан
СОЭ -1,02/2КТ,
fabrication
# 12181033,
dated
26/01/2012
/113/ Passport on active power meter type Меридіан СОЭ -1,02/2КТ,
fabrication # 12181033
/114/ Photo–Active power meter type Меридіан ЛТЕ -1.03ТУ, fabrication
# 11151133
/115/ Passport on active power meter type Меридіан ЛТЕ -1.03ТУ,
fabrication # 11151133
/116/ Acceptance and calibration certificate on active power meter type
Меридіан ЛТЕ-1.03ТУ, fabrication # 11151133, dated 16/02/2012
/117/ Photo–Substation 110/35/10 kW , Bohorodchany
/118/ Photo–terminal block type НКАИ.656355.004 -03, switch # 403
/119/ Photo–terminal block type НКАИ.656355.004 -03, switch # 184
/120/ Photo–switch, fabrication # 11760
/121/ Photo–switch, fabrication # 11756
/122/ Photo–switch, fabrication # 11706
/123/ Photo–integrated switchgear, fabrication # 46-65
/124/ Environmental Impact Assessment 15448.05 -ОВ
/125/ Project design 15448.05 -ПЗ.ОБ.ОВ. 0,4-10 кВ power lines
reconstruction using self -supporting insulated wires in Maniava
village Bohorodchany distributive network, Ivano -Frankivsk region
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Persons interviewed:
List persons interviewed during the determination or persons that contributed with other
information that are not included in the documents listed above.
/1/
M.Chernyavskiy – general director of Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC
/2/
O.Semenchuk – director on investments of Prykarpattyaoblenergo
PJSC
/3/
N.Paziuk
–
deputy
director
on
investments
of
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC
/4/
O.Senyk – technical director of Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC
/5/
I.Paliy
–
deputy
director
on
regional
questions
of
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC
/6/
R.Prots – director on technical questions of
Ltd “Ekologichni
Energetychni Systemy”
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APPENDIX A: DETERMINATION PROTOCOL
Table 1

Check list for determination, according JOINT IMPLEMENTATION DETERMINATION AND VERIFICATION MANUAL

(Version 01)
DVM
Check Item
Paragraph
General description of the project
Title of the project
Is the title of the project presented?
-

Is the sectoral scope to which the project
pertains presented?
Is the current version number of the document
presented?
Is the date when the document was completed
presented?
Description of the project
Is the purpose of the project included with a
concise, summarizing explanation (max. 1-2
pages) of the:
a) Situation existing prior to the starting date of
the project;
b) Baseline scenario; and
c) Project scenario (expected outcome,
including a technical description)?
Is the history of the project (incl. its JI
component) briefly summarized?
Project participants
Are project participants and Party(ies) involved
in the project listed?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

“Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC power distribution system
modernization”
Scope #2:Energy distribution

OK

OK

OK

OK

PDD version number: 3.0

OK

OK

Data of Completion: 04/03/2013

OK

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 01:
Please use in the PDD font size provided «JOINT
IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT DESIGN DOCUMENT
FORM» - version 01.

CAR01

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 02:
Please provide brief description of the project history.

CAR02

OK

Project participants and parties listed in the table in section
A.3 of PDD.
Parties Project: Ukraine (host country), Poland.
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DVM
Paragraph

-

-

Check Item

Is the data of the project participants presented
in tabular format?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 03:
Please provide brief information about the company "Imex
Energo”, sp. z o. o. in section A.3, and relevant information
about this company in Annex 1.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 04:
Table A.3 in the PDD must be submitted in a format that
provided in the version 04 of the "Guidelines for users of the
JI PDD form”.
Contact information on project participants listed in Annex 1
to PDD.
Yes, it is indicated, if it is the case, if the Party involved is a
host Party

CAR03

OK

CAR04

OK

Is contact information provided in Annex 1 of
OK
OK
the PDD?
Is it indicated, if it is the case, if the Party
OK
OK
involved is a host Party?
Technical description of the project
Location of the project
Host Party(ies)
Ukraine
OK
OK
Region/State/Province etc.
The project is located in Ivano-Frankivsk region, Ukraine
OK
OK
City/Town/Community etc.
OK
OK
Detail of the physical location, including Corrective Action Request (CAR) 05:
information allowing the unique identification of Section A.4.1.4 more than 1 page.
CAR05
OK
the project. (This section should not exceed
one page)
Technologies to be employed, or measures, operations or actions to be implemented by the project
Are the technology(ies) to be employed, or The project include implementing program of technology
measures, operations or actions to be power consumption reduction in Prykarpattyaoblenergo
implemented by the project, including all PJSC power networks which includes a number of technical
relevant technical data and the implementation and organizational measures listed in section A.4.2 PDD.
schedule described?
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 06:
CAR06
OK
Implementation schedule is not described.
Brief explanation of how the anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases by sources are to be reduced by the proposed JI project, including
why the emission reductions would not occur in the absence of the proposed project, taking into account national and/or sectoral policies and
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DVM
Check Item
Paragraph
circumstances
Is it stated how anthropogenic GHG emission
reductions are to be achieved? (This section
should not exceed one page)
Is it provided the estimation of emission
reductions over the crediting period?

-

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Reduction of technological losses of electricity in the power
network of the company has reduced CO2 emissions that
resulted due to the generation of lost electricity.
Clarification Request (CL) 01:
Please include in this section refer to the corresponding
«Excel» file with the calculations.

OK

OK

CL01

OK

CL02

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
OK

OK
OK

CL03

OK

OK

OK

CAR07

Pending

OK

OK

Clarification Request (CL) 02:
Please number the tables with information of the estimates
(calculations) of emission reductions.
Yes, the estimated annual reduction for the chosen credit
period in tCO2e is provided.
Yes.

Is it provided the estimated annual reduction for
the chosen credit period in tCO2e?
Are the data from questions above presented in
tabular format?
Estimated amount of emission reductions over the crediting period
Is the length of the crediting period Indicated?
Yes, leight of crediting period is 22 years (264 months).
Are estimates of total as well as annual and Yes, estimates of total as well as annual and average annual
average annual emission reductions in tonnes emission reductions in tonnes of CO2 equivalent provided in
of CO2 equivalent provided?
section A.4.3.1 of PDD.
Project approvals by Parties
19
Have the DFPs of all Parties listed as “Parties Clarification Request (CL) 03:
involved” in the PDD provided written project Section A.5 PDD must specify the name DFPs (parties
approvals?
involved) that will approve the project.
19
Does the PDD identify at least the host Party Yes, Ukraine is the Host Party.
as a “Party involved”?
19
Has the DFP of the host Party issued a written Corrective Action Request (CAR) 07:
project approval?
No Letter of Aapproval of the project issued by the sponsor
party.
20
Are all the written project approvals by Parties See CAR07 above.
involved unconditional?
Authorization of project participants by Parties involved
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DVM
Paragraph
21

Check Item

Is each of the legal entities listed as project
participants in the PDD authorized by a Party
involved, which is also listed in the PDD,
through:
− A written project approval by a Party
involved, explicitly indicating the name of the
legal entity? or
− Any other form of project participant
authorization in writing, explicitly indicating the
name of the legal entity?
Baseline setting
22
Does the PDD explicitly indicate which of the
following approaches is used for identifying the
baseline?
− JI specific approach
− Approved CDM methodology approach

JI specific approach only
23
Does the PDD provide a detailed theoretical
description in a complete and transparent
manner?
23
Does the PDD provide justification that the
baseline is established:
(a) By listing and describing plausible future
scenarios on the basis of conservative
assumptions and selecting the most plausible
one?
(b) Taking into account relevant national and/or
sectoral policies and circumstance?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion
OK

Final
Conclusion
OK

Clarification Request (CL) 04:
Please specify which approach was used to identify the
baseline scenario and additionality:
• JI specific approach
• Approved CDM methodology approach.

CL04

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 08:
Please provide date of baseline setting according required
format DD/MM/YYYY.

CAR08

OK

Yes, the PDD provide a detailed theoretical description in a
complete and transparent manner.

OK

OK

In the PDD in a reasonable way showed that the baseline
was determined by compiling a listing and description of real
scenarios of future scenarios based on conservative
assumptions and subsequent selection the most attractive of
these scenarios.

OK

OK

See CAR07 above.

29

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0450/2012
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
Paragraph

24

25

Check Item
− Are key factors that affect a baseline taken
into account?
(c) In a transparent manner with regard to the
choice
of
approaches,
assumptions,
methodologies, parameters, date sources and
key factors?
(d) Taking into account of uncertainties and
using conservative assumptions?
(e) In such a way that ERUs cannot be earned
for decreases in activity levels outside the
project or due to force majeure?
(f) By drawing on the list of standard variables
contained in appendix B to “Guidance on
criteria for baseline setting and monitoring”, as
appropriate?
If selected elements or combinations of
approved
CDM
methodologies
or
methodological tools for baseline setting are
used, are the selected elements or
combinations together with the elements
supplementary developed by the project
participants in line with 23 above?
If a multi-project emission factor is used, does
the PDD provide appropriate justification?

Approved CDM methodology approach only
26 (a)
Does the PDD provide the title, reference
number and version of the approved CDM
methodology used?
26 (a)
Is the approved CDM methodology the most
recent valid version when the PDD is submitted
for publication? If not, is the methodology still

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

To determine the baseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality used “Combined tool to identify the baseline
scenario and demonstrate additionality” (Version 04.0.0).

OK

OK

For baseline emissions calculations was used carbon dioxide
emission factor for projects of power loss reduction in power
transport networks of Ukraine. All factors are justified.

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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DVM
Paragraph

26 (b)

26 (c)

26 (d)

Check Item
within the grace period (was the methodology
revised to a newer version in the past two
months)?
Does the PDD provide a description of why the
approved CDM methodology is applicable to
the project?
Are all explanations, descriptions and analyses
pertaining to the baseline in the PDD made in
accordance with the referenced approved CDM
methodology?
Is the baseline identified appropriately as a
result?

Additionality
JI specific approach only
28
Does the PDD indicate which of the following
approaches for demonstrating additionality is
used?
(a) Provision of traceable and transparent
information showing the baseline was identified
on the basis of conservative assumptions, that
the project scenario is not part of the identified
baseline scenario and that the project will lead
to emission reductions or enhancements of
removals;
(b) Provision of traceable and transparent
information that an AIE has already positively
determined that a comparable project (to be)
implemented under comparable circumstances
has additionality;
(c) Application of the most recent version of
the “Tool for the demonstration and
assessment of additionality. (allowing for a two-

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

Section B.1 of the PDD the analysis of project additionality,
which aims to demonstrate that the project scenario is not
part of the specified baseline, and that the project will
achieve GHG emissions reductions against to baseline. The
analysis was performed based on the latest version of
“Combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and
demonstrate additionality” (Version 04.0.0), which was
approved by the CDM Executive Board and fully applied to JI
projects.

OK

OK
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DVM
Paragraph

29 (a)

29 (b)

29 (c)

30

Check Item

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

month grace period) or any other method for
proving additionality approved by the CDM
Executive Board”.
Does the PDD provide a justification of the
applicability of the approach with a clear and
transparent description?
Are additionality proofs provided?

Barriers analysis and common practice which applied
considered are good practice of additionality demonstration
of the project activity.
Justification of additionality is provided in section B.1.

OK

OK

OK

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 09:
In the PDD does not specify how the registration of this
project as JI project will help overcome identified
technological barriers.
All explanations, descriptions and analyses are made in
accordance with the selected tool

CAR09

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
OK

OK
OK

Is the additionality demonstrated appropriately
as a result?

If the approach 28 (c) is chosen, are all
explanations, descriptions and analyses made
in accordance with the selected tool or
method?
Approved CDM methodology approach only
31 (a)
Does the PDD provide the title, reference N/A
number and version of the approved CDM
methodology used?
31 (b)
Does the PDD provide a description of why and N/A
how
the
referenced
approved
CDM
methodology is applicable to the project?
31 (c)
Are all explanations, descriptions and analyses N/A
with regard to additionality made in accordance
with the selected methodology?
31 (d)
Are additionality proofs provided?
N/A
31 (e)
Is the additionality demonstrated appropriately N/A
as a result?
Project boundary (applicable except for JI LULUCF projects)
JI specific approach only
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32 (a)

32 (b)

32 (c)

32 (d)

Check Item

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion
OK

Final
Conclusion
OK

Does the project boundary defined in the PDD
encompass all anthropogenic emissions
by sources of GHGs that are:
(i)
Under the control of the project
participants?
(ii) Reasonably attributable to the project?
(iii) Significant?
Is the project boundary defined on the basis of
a case-by-case assessment with regard to the
criteria referred to in 32 (a) above?
Are the delineation of the project boundary and
the gases and sources included appropriately
described and justified in the PDD by using a
figure or flow chart as appropriate?
Are all gases and sources included explicitly
stated, and the exclusions of any sources
related to the baseline or the project are
appropriately justified?

Yes, the project boundary defined in line with all presented
requirements.

Yes, the project boundary defined on the basis of a case-bycase assessment with regard to the criteria referred to in 32
(a) above.
Yes, project boundary represented the scheme form on Fig.
3a and 3b and in tabular form in Table 4.

OK

OK

OK

OK

Clarification Request (CL) 05:
Please change the title of fourth column Table 4 (Section B.3
PDD). Title "Included?" recommend changing the
"Included/Excluded"

CL05

OK

Clarification Request (CL) 06:
Precise figures numbering in the PDD.

CL06

OK

CAR10

OK

OK

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 10:
During site visit to the company Prykarpattyaoblenergo
PJSC determination team found that some equipment
implemented within project activities included insulating gas
(SF6). Please include the insulating gas to the list of project
emissions.
Approved CDM methodology approach only
33
Is the project boundary defined in accordance
with the approved CDM methodology?
Crediting period

N/A
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34 (a)

Check Item

Does the PDD state the starting date of the
project as the date on which the
implementation or construction or real action of
the project will begin or began?
34 (a)
Is the starting date after the beginning of 2000?
34 (b)
Does the PDD state the expected operational
lifetime of the project in years and months?
34 (c)
Does the PDD state the length of the crediting
period in years and months?
34 (c)
Is the starting date of the crediting period on or
after the date of the first emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals generated by
the project?
34 (d)
Does the PDD state that the crediting period for
issuance of ERUs starts only after the
beginning of 2008 and does not extend beyond
the operational lifetime of the project?
34 (d)
If the crediting period extends beyond 2012,
does the PDD state that the extension is
subject to the host Party approval?
Are the estimates of emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals presented
separately for those until 2012 and those after
2012?
Monitoring plan
35
Does the PDD explicitly indicate which of the
following approaches is used?
− JI specific approach
− Approved CDM methodology approach
JI specific approach only
36 (a)
Does the monitoring plan describe:
− All relevant factors and key characteristics

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion
OK

Final
Conclusion
OK

Yes.
25 years (300 months)

OK
OK

OK
OK

22 years (264 months)

OK

OK

Yes, starting date of the crediting period is after the date the
first emission reductions are generated.

OK

OK

Clarification Request (CL) 07:
Please specify that the crediting period of ERUs generating
started after the beginning of 2008 and continuing over the
life cycle.
Clarification Request (CL) 08:
Please specify that crediting period extension beyond 2012
requires approval by the Host country.

CL07

OK

CL08

OK

Clarification Request (CL) 09:
It seems that the in PDD used JI specific approach for
monitoring plan identification, but it is not explicitly indicated.
Please clearly clarify in PDD what approach was used.

CL09

OK

29/12/2002

The approach of monitoring developed for this project
corresponds to assumptions and practices used in the
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36 (b)

36 (b)

36 (b)
(i)

36 (b)
(ii)

Check Item

Initial finding

that will be monitored?
− The period in which they will be monitored?
− All decisive factors for the control and
reporting of project performance?

baseline approach. This approach to monitoring requires
monitoring and measurement of variables and parameters
necessary for quantitative determination of baseline and
project emission levels in transparent manner.

Does the monitoring plan specify the indicators,
constants and variables used that are reliable,
valid and provide transparent picture of the
emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals to be monitored?
If default values are used:
− Are accuracy and reasonableness carefully
balanced in their selection?
− Do the default values originate from
recognized sources?
− Are the default values supported by statistical
analyses providing reasonable confidence
levels?
− Are the default values presented in a
transparent manner?
For those values that are to be provided by the
project participants, does the monitoring plan
clearly indicate how the values are to be
selected and justified?
For other values,
− Does the monitoring plan clearly indicate the
precise references from which these values are
taken?
− Is the conservativeness of the values
provided justified?

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Clarification Request (CL) 10:
Please provide justification for choosing of the each used
parameters.
See CL10 above.

CL10

OK

OK

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 11:
Used TPC rate include technical and commercial
consumption and losses. Commercial losses have no impact
on GHG emissions and must be excluded from calculations.

CAR11

OK

Yes. All procedures of selection and justification of
necessary values are described.

OK

OK

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 12:
Please specify who is responsible for providing actual value
of Carbon dioxide emission factor for projects of power loss
reduction in power transport networks of Ukraine.

CAR12

OK
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(iii)

36 (b)
(iv)
36 (b)
(v)

36 (b)
(v)
36 (c)

36 (d)

Check Item

Initial finding

For all data sources, does the monitoring plan
specify the procedures to be followed if
expected data are unavailable?

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 13:
Please indicate in PDD that the data monitored and required
for the project determination will be kept for two years after
the last transfer of ERUs the project.
Yes.

Are International System Unit (SI units) used?
Does the monitoring plan note any parameters,
coefficients, variables, etc. that are used to
calculate baseline emissions or net removals
but are obtained through monitoring?
Is the use of parameters, coefficients,
variables, etc. consistent between the baseline
and monitoring plan?
Does the monitoring plan draw on the list of
standard variables contained in appendix B of
“Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and
monitoring”?
Does the monitoring plan explicitly and clearly
distinguish:
(i) Data and parameters that are not monitored
throughout the crediting period, but are
determined only once (and thus remain fixed
throughout the crediting period), and that are
available already at the stage of determination?
(ii) Data and parameters that are not monitored
throughout the crediting period, but are
determined only once (and thus remain fixed
throughout the crediting period), but that are
not already available at the stage of
determination?
(iii) Data and parameters that are monitored
throughout the crediting period?

Draft
Conclusion
CAR13

Final
Conclusion
OK

OK

OK

Yes, Carbon dioxide emission factors for projects of power
loss reduction in power transport networks of Ukraine used
to calculate baseline emissions but are obtained through
monitoring.
Yes, use of parameters, coefficients, variables, etc. is
consistent between the baseline and monitoring plan.

OK

OK

OK

OK

Yes monitoring plan developed in line with “Guidance on
criteria for baseline setting and monitoring”.

OK

OK

Yes, all relevant parameters are described (see section D.1
of PDD).

OK

OK
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36 (e)

Draft
Conclusion
OK

Final
Conclusion
OK

OK

OK

Yes, all necessary algorithms and formulae are clearly
described.
Yes, all variables, equation format, subscripts etc. used
consistent.
Yes.

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

(f) Are all variables, with units indicated defined?

Yes.

OK

OK

(f) Is

See CAR11 above.

OK

OK

(f)

The level of uncertainty of data specified in the table of
quality control and quality assurance procedures (see
Section D.2 of PDD).

OK

OK

OK

OK

36 (f)

36
(i)
36
(ii)
36
(iii)
36
(iv)
36
(v)
36
(v)

(f)
(f)
(f)

Check Item

Initial finding

Does the monitoring plan describe the methods
employed for data monitoring (including its
frequency) and recording?
Does the monitoring plan elaborate all
algorithms and formulae used for the
estimation/calculation
of
baseline
emissions/removals
and
project
emissions/removals or direct monitoring of
emission reductions from the project, leakage,
as appropriate?
Is
the
underlying
rationale
for
the
algorithms/formulae explained?
Are consistent variables, equation formats,
subscripts etc. used?
Are all equations numbered?

The table in section D.1.1 PDD defined time (regularity) of
monitoring and information sources with respect to all
parameters and data to be monitored.
In the PDD described and explained all the algorithms and
formulas used to calculating emissions for the baseline and
project scenarios.

the
conservativeness
of
the
algorithms/procedures justified?
To the extent possible, are methods to
quantitatively account for uncertainty in key
parameters included?

36 (f) Is consistency between the elaboration of the
baseline scenario and the procedure for
(vi)

Taken into account that all used data and parameters are
defined according to current and accepted standards and
methods based on official data and results of measurements
by calibrated measuring equipment with the relevant
accuracy their level of uncertainty is defined as low.
Yes.
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Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

No, all algorithms and formulas clearly explained

OK

OK

Yes.

OK

OK

36 (f)
(vii)
36 (f) Are implicit and explicit key assumptions
explained in a transparent manner?
(vii)
36 (f) Is it clearly stated which assumptions and
procedures
have
significant
uncertainty
(vii)

All necessary references provided.

OK

OK

Yes, all implicit and explicit assumptions explained in a
transparent manner.
Used assumptions and procedures not have significant
uncertainty.

OK

OK

OK

OK

36 (f)
(vii)

Uncertainty range was defined as low.

OK

OK

The monitoring plan identified a national and international
monitoring standards applied to proposed project. All
relevant references provided.

OK

OK

See CAR11 above.

OK

OK

The quality assurance and control procedures described in
section D.2 of PDD.

OK

OK

36 (f)
(vii)
36 (f)
(vii)

36 (g)

36 (h)

36 (i)

Check Item
calculating the emissions or net removals of the
baseline ensured?
Are any parts of the algorithms or formulae that
are not self-evident explained?
Is it justified that the procedure is consistent
with standard technical procedures in the
relevant sector?
Are references provided as necessary?

associated with them, and how such
uncertainty is to be addressed?
Is the uncertainty of key parameters described
and, where possible, is an uncertainty range at
95% confidence level for key parameters for
the calculation of emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals provided?
Does the monitoring plan identify a national or
international monitoring standard if such
standard has to be and/or is applied to certain
aspects of the project?
Does the monitoring plan provide a reference
as to where a detailed description of the
standard can be found?
Does the monitoring plan document statistical
techniques, if used for monitoring, and that they
are used in a conservative manner?
Does the monitoring plan present the quality
assurance and control procedures for the

Initial finding

38
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Check Item

monitoring process, including, as appropriate,
information on calibration and on how records
on data and/or method validity and accuracy
are kept and made available upon request?
36 (j)
Does the monitoring plan clearly identify the
responsibilities and the authority regarding the
monitoring activities?
36 (k)
Does the monitoring plan, on the whole, reflect
good monitoring practices appropriate to the
project type?
If it is a JI LULUCF project, is the good practice
guidance developed by IPCC applied?
36 (l)
Does the monitoring plan provide, in tabular
form, a complete compilation of the data that
need to be collected for its application,
including data that are measured or sampled
and data that are collected from other sources
but not including data that are calculated with
equations?
36 (m)
Does the monitoring plan indicate that the data
monitored and required for verification are to be
kept for two years after the last transfer of
ERUs for the project?
37
If selected elements or combinations of
approved
CDM
methodologies
or
methodological tools are used for establishing
the monitoring plan, are the selected elements
or combination, together with elements
supplementary developed by the project
participants in line with 36 above?
Approved CDM methodology approach only
38 (a)
Does the PDD provide the title, reference

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Yes, the responsibilities and the authority regarding the
monitoring activities are clearly identified in section D.3 of
PDD. See CAR12 above.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 14:
Section D.1.5 of the PDD requires from project participants
to submit information about collection and archiving data on
the environment impact as well as references to relevant
norms of the host country. Please provide relevant data.
Yes, all used parameters presented in sections D.1.1.1 and
D.1.1.3 of PDD.

OK

OK

CAR14

OK

OK

OK

See CAR13 above.

OK

OK

No any selected elements or combinations of approved CDM
methodologies or methodological tools used in monitoring
plan.

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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Check Item

number and version of the approved CDM
methodology used?
38 (a)
Is the approved CDM methodology the most
recent valid version when the PDD is submitted
for publication? If not, is the methodology still
within the grace period (was the methodology
revised to a newer version in the past two
months)?
38 (b)
Does the PDD provide a description of why the
approved CDM methodology is applicable to
the project?
38 (c)
Are all explanations, descriptions and analyses
pertaining to monitoring in the PDD made in
accordance with the referenced approved CDM
methodology?
38 (d)
Is the monitoring plan established appropriately
as a result?
Applicable to both JI specific approach and approved CDM
39
If the monitoring plan indicates overlapping
monitoring periods during the crediting period:
(a) Is the underlying project composed of
clearly identifiable components for which
emission reductions or enhancements of
removals can be calculated independently?
(b) Can monitoring be performed independently
for each of these components (i.e. the
data/parameters monitored for one component
are not dependent on/effect data/parameters to
be monitored for another component)?
(c) Does the monitoring plan ensure that
monitoring is performed for all components and
that in these cases all the requirements of the

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

methodology approach
There are no overlapping monitoring periods during the
crediting period.

OK

OK
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Check Item

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

JI guidelines and further guidance by the JISC
regarding monitoring are met?
(d) Does the monitoring plan explicitly provide
for overlapping monitoring periods of clearly
defined project components, justify its need
and state how the conditions mentioned in (a)(c) are met?
Leakage
JI specific approach only
40 (a)
Does the PDD appropriately describe an No leakage is expected in proposed project activity.
assessment of the potential leakage of the
project and appropriately explain which sources
of leakage are to be calculated and which can
be neglected?
40 (b)
Does the PDD provide a procedure for an ex No leakage is expected in proposed project activity.
ante estimate of leakage?
Approved CDM methodology approach only
41
Are the leakage and the procedure for its N/A
estimation defined in accordance with the
approved CDM methodology?
Estimation of emission reductions or enhancements of net removals
42
Does the PDD indicate which of the following Assessment of emissions or net removals in the baseline
approaches it chooses?
scenario and in the project scenario was used.
(a) Assessment of emissions or net removals in
the baseline scenario and in the project
scenario
(b) Direct assessment of emission reductions
43
If the approach (a) in 42 is chosen, does the Emissions for the project, baseline scenario and emission
PDD provide ex ante estimates of:
reductions were ex ante estimated. Results of estimations
(a) Emissions or net removals for the project provided in section E of PDD and excel spreadsheets.
scenario (within the project boundary)?
(b) Leakage, as applicable?
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44

45

Check Item
(c) Emissions or net removals for the baseline
scenario (within the project boundary)?
(d) Emission reductions or enhancements of
net removals adjusted by leakage?
If the approach (b) in 42 is chosen, does the
PDD provide ex ante estimates of:
(a) Emission reductions or enhancements of
net removals (within the project boundary)?
(b) Leakage, as applicable?
(c) Emission reductions or enhancements of
net removals adjusted by leakage?
For both approaches in 42
(a) Are the estimates in 43 or 44 given:
(i) On a periodic basis?
(ii) At least from the beginning until the end of
the crediting period?
(iii) On a source-by-source/sink-by-sink
basis?
(iv) For each GHG?
(v) In tones of CO2 equivalent, using global
warming potentials defined by decision
2/CP.3 or as subsequently revised in
accordance with Article 5 of the Kyoto
Protocol?
(b) Are the formula used for calculating the
estimates in 43 or 44 consistent throughout the
PDD?
(c) For calculating estimates in 43 or 44, are
key factors influencing the baseline emissions
or removals and the activity level of the project
and the emissions or net removals as well as
risks associated with the project taken into
account, as appropriate?

Initial finding

N/A

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

OK

OK

CAR15

OK

See CAR11 above.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 15:
In ex-ante calculations were used Carbon dioxide emission
factor for projects of power loss reduction in power transport
networks of Ukraine provided in Order #43 dated
28/03/2010. But this factor applicable only for 2010. Please
correct.

42

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0450/2012
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
Paragraph

Check Item

(d) Are data sources used for calculating the
estimates in 43 or 44 clearly identified, reliable
and transparent?
(e) Are emission factors (including default
emission factors) if used for calculating the
estimates in 43 or 44 selected by carefully
balancing accuracy and reasonableness, and
appropriately justified of the choice?
(f) Is the estimation in 43 or 44 based on
conservative assumptions and the most
plausible scenarios in a transparent manner?
(g) Are the estimates in 43 or 44 consistent
throughout the PDD?
(h)
Is the annual average of estimated
emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals calculated by dividing the total
estimated
emission
reductions
or
enhancements of net removals over the
crediting period by the total months of the
crediting period and multiplying by twelve?
46
If the calculation of the baseline emissions or
net removals is to be performed ex post, does
the PDD include an illustrative ex ante
emissions or net removals calculation?
Approved CDM methodology approach only
47 (a)
Is the estimation of emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals made in
accordance
with
the
approved
CDM
methodology?
47 (b)
Is the estimation of emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals presented in
the PDD:
− On a periodic basis?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Yes, the PDD include an illustrative ex ante emissions
calculation.

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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Check Item

− At least from the beginning until the end of
the crediting period?
− On a source-by-source/sink-by-sink basis?
− For each GHG?
− In tones of CO2 equivalent, using global
warming potentials defined by decision 2/CP.3
or as subsequently revised in accordance with
Article 5 of the Kyoto Protocol?
− Are the formula used for calculating the
estimates consistent throughout the PDD?
− Are the estimates consistent throughout the
PDD?
− Is the annual average of estimated emission
reductions or enhancements of net removals
calculated by dividing the total estimated
emission reductions or enhancements of net
removals over the crediting period by the total
months of the crediting period and multiplying
by twelve?
Environmental impacts
48 (a)
Does the PDD list and attach documentation on
the analysis of the environmental impacts of
the project, including transboundary impacts, in
accordance with procedures as determined by
the host Party?
48 (b)
If the analysis in 48 (a) indicates that the
environmental
impacts
are
considered
significant by the project participants or the
host Party, does the PDD provide conclusion
and all references to supporting documentation
of an environmental impact assessment
undertaken in accordance with the procedures
as required by the host Party?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 16:
There is no information on transboundary impacts in the
PDD.

CAR16

OK

No significant environmental impacts related to project
implementation expected. Therefore separate environmental
impact is not required.

OK

OK

44

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0450/2012
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
Check Item
Initial finding
Paragraph
Stakeholder consultation
49
If stakeholder consultation was undertaken in
Procedures of Ukraine did not require consultations with
accordance with the procedure as required by stakeholders for proposed project. However, information on
the host Party, does the PDD provide:
implementation measures of reducing technological power
(a)
A list of stakeholders from whom consumtion provided in the media and in electronic media
comments on the projects have been received, (see section G of PDD). No negative stakeholders’
if any?
comments were received on company adress.
(b) The nature of the comments?
(c) A description on whether and how the
comments have been addressed?
Determination regarding small-scale projects (additional elements for assessment)
50
Does the PDD appropriately specify and justify N/A
the SSC project type(s) and category(ies) that
fall under:
(a) One of the types and thresholds of JI SSC
projects as defined in .Provisions for
joint implementation small-scale projects.? If
the project contains more than one JI SSC
project type component, does each component
meet the relevant threshold criterion?
(b) One of the SSC project categories defined
in the most recent version of appendix B of
annex II to decision 4/CMP.1, or an additional
project category approved by
the JISC in accordance with the relevant
provision in “Provisions for joint implementation
small-scale projects”?
51
Does the SSC PDD confirms and shows that N/A
the proposed JI SSC project is not a debundled
component of a large project by explaining that
there does not exist a JI (SSC) project with a
publicly available determination in accordance
with paragraph 34 of the JI guidelines:

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Check Item

(a) Which has the same project participants;
and
(b)
Which
applies
the
same
technology/measure and pertains to the same
project category; and
(c) Whose determination has been made
publicly available in accordance with paragraph
34 of the JI guidelines within the previous 2
years; and
(d) Whose project boundary is within 1 km of
the project boundary of the proposed JI SSC
project at the closest point?
Applicable to bundled JI SSC projects only
52 (a)
Do all projects in the bundle:
(i) Have the same crediting period?
(ii) Comply with the provisions for JI SSC
projects defined in “Provisions for joint
implementation small-scale projects”, in
particular the thresholds referred to in 50 (a)
above?
(iii) Retain their distinctive characteristics (i.e.
location, technology/measure etc.)?
52 (b)
Does the composition of the bundle not change
over time?
52 (c)
Has the AIE received (from the project
participants):
(i) Information on the bundle using the form
developed by the JISC (F-JI-SSCBUNDLE)?
(ii) A written statement signed by all project
participants indicating that they agree that their
individual projects are part of the bundle and
nominating one project participant to represent
all project participants in communicating with

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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53

54

55

56

Check Item
the JISC?
(iii) Indication by the Parties involved that they
are aware of the bundle in their project
approvals referred to in 19 above?
If the project participants prepared a single
SSC PDD for the bundled JI SSC projects,
do(are) all the projects:
(a)
Pertain to the same JI SSC project
category?
(b) Apply the same technology or measure?
(c) Located in the territory of the same host
Party?
If the project participants prepared separate
SSC PDDs for the bundled JI SSC projects,
do(are) all the projects:
(a) Have SSC PDDs been prepared for all JI
SSC projects in the bundle?
(b) Does each SSC PDD contain a single JI
SCC project in the bundle?
If the projects in the bundle use the same
baseline, does the F-JI-SSC-BUNDLE provide
an appropriate justification for the use of the
same baseline considering the particular
situation of each project in the bundle?
Does the PDD indicate which of the following
approaches is used for establishing a
monitoring plan?
(a) By preparing a separate monitoring plan for
each of the constituent projects;
(b) By preparing an overall monitoring plan
including a proposal of monitoring of
performance of the constituent projects on a
sample basis, as appropriate.

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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56 (b)

Check Item

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion
OK

If the approach 57 (b) above is used,
N/A
(i) Are all the JI SSC projects located in the
territory of the same host Party?
(ii) Do all the JI SSC projects pertain to the
same project category?
(iii) Do all the JI SSC projects apply the same
technology or measure?
(iv) Does the overall monitoring plan reflect
good monitoring practice appropriate to the
bundled JI SSC projects and provide for
collection and archiving of the data needed to
calculate the emission reductions achieved by
the bundled projects?
Applicable to all JI SSC projects
57
Is the leakage only within the boundaries of N/A
OK
non-Annex I Parties considered?
Determination regarding land use, land-use change and forestry projects (additional/alternative elements for assessment)
58
Does the PDD appropriately specify how the N/A
OK
LULUCF project conforms to:
(a) The definitions of LULUCF activities
included in paragraph 1 of the annex to
decision 16/CMP.1, applying good practice
guidance for LULUCF as decided by the CMP,
as appropriate?
(b) In the case of afforestation, reforestation
and/or forest management projects, the
definition of “forest” selected by the host Party,
which specifies:
(i) A single minimum tree crown cover value
(between 10 and 30 per cent)? and
(ii) A single minimum land area value (between
0.05 and 1 hectare)? and
(iii) A single minimum tree height value

Final
Conclusion
OK

OK

OK
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Paragraph

Check Item

(between 2 and 5 metres)?
JI specific approach only
59
Baseline setting - in addition to 22-26 above
Does the PDD provide an explanation how the
baseline chosen:
− Takes into account the good practice
guidance for LULUCF, developed by the IPCC?
− Ensures conformity with the definitions,
accounting rules, modalities and guidelines
under Article 3, paragraphs 3 and 4, of the
Kyoto Protocol?
60
Project boundary - alternative to 32-33
(a) Does the project boundary geographically
delineate the JI LULUCF project under the
control of the project participants?
(a) If the JI LULUCF project contains more
than one discrete area of land,
(i) Does each discrete area of land have a
unique geographical identification?
(ii) Is the boundary defined for each discrete
area?
(ii) Does the boundary not include the areas in
between these discrete areas of land?
(b) Does the project boundary encompass all
anthropogenic emissions by sources and
removals by sinks of GHGs which are:
(i) Under the control of the project participants;
(ii) Reasonably attributable to the project; and
(iii) Significant?
(c) Does the project boundary account for all
changes in the following carbon pools:
− Above-ground biomass;
− Below-ground biomass;

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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61 (a)

61 (b)

62

63

Check Item
− Litter;
− Dead wood; and
− Soil organic carbon?
(c) Does the PDD provide:
(i) The information of which carbon pools are
selected?
(ii) If one or more carbon pools are not
selected, transparent and verifiable information
that indicates, based on conservative
assumptions, that the pool is not a source?
(d) Is the project boundary defined on the basis
of a case-by-case assessment with regard to
the criteria in (b) above?
Project boundary - alternative to 32-33 (cont.)
Are the delineation of the project boundary and
the gases and sources/sinks included
appropriately described and justified in the
PDD?
Project boundary - alternative to 32-33 (cont.)
Are all gases and sources/sinks included
explicitly stated, and the exclusions of any
sources/sinks related to the baseline or the
LULUCF project appropriately justified?
Monitoring plan - in addition to 35-39 Does the
PDD provide an appropriate description of the
sampling design that will be used for the
calculation of the net anthropogenic removals
by sinks occurring within the project boundary
in the project scenario and, in case the
baseline is monitored, in the baseline scenario,
including, inter alia, stratification, determination
of number of plots and plot distribution etc.?
Does the PDD take into account only the

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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Check Item

Initial finding

increased anthropogenic emissions by sources
and/or reduced anthropogenic removals by
sinks of GHGs outside the project boundary?
Approved CDM methodology approach only
64 (a)
Does the PDD provide the title, reference N/A
number and version of the approved CDM
methodology used?
64 (a)
Is the approved CDM methodology the most N/A
recent valid version when the PDD is submitted
for publication? If not, is the methodology still
within the grace period (was the methodology
revised to a newer version in the past two
months)?
64 (b)
Does the PDD provide a description of why the N/A
approved CDM methodology is applicable to
the project?
64 (c)
Are all explanations, descriptions and analyses N/A
made in accordance with the referenced
approved CDM methodology?
64 (d)
Are the baseline, additionality, project N/A
boundary, monitoring plan, estimation of
enhancements of net removals and leakage
established appropriately as a result?
Determination regarding programmes of activities (additional/alternative elements for assessment)
66
Does the PDD include:
N/A
(a) A description of the policy or goal that the JI
PoA seeks to promote?
(b) A geographical boundary for the JI PoA
(e.g. municipality, region within a country,
country or several countries) within which all
JPAs included in the JI PoA will be
implemented?

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
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67

68

69

70

Check Item
(c) A description of the operational and
management arrangements established by the
coordinating entity for the implementation of the
JI PoA, including:
− The maintenance of records for each JPA?
− A system/procedure to avoid double counting
(e.g. to avoid including a new JPA that has
already been determined)?
− Provisions to ensure that persons operating
JPAs are aware and have agreed to their
activity being added to the JI PoA?
(d) A description of each type of JPAs that will
be included in the JI PoA, including the
technology or measures to be used?
(e) The eligibility criteria for inclusion of JPAs to
the JI PoA for each type of JPA in the JI PoA?
Project approvals by Parties involved additional to 19-20
Are all Parties partly or entirely within the
geographical boundary for the JI PoA listed as
“Parties involved” and indicated as host Parties
in the PDD?
Authorization of project participants by Parties
involved - additional to 21
Is the coordinating entity presented in the PDD
authorized by all host Parties to coordinate and
manage the JI PoA?
Baseline setting - additional to 22-26
Is the baseline established for each type of
JPA?
Additionality - additional to 27-31
Does the PDD indicate at which of the following
levels that additionality is demonstrated?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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71

72

73
73

Check Item
(a) For the JI PoA
(b) For each type of JPA
Crediting period - additional to 34
Is the starting date of the JI PoA after the
beginning of 2006 (instead of 2000)?
Monitoring plan - additional to 35-39
Is the monitoring plan established for each
technology and/or measure under each type of
JPA included in the JI PoA?
Does the PDD include a table listing at least
one real JPA for each type of JPA?
For each real JPA listed, does the PDD provide
the information of:
(a) Name and brief summary of the JPA?
(b) The type of JPA?
(c) A geographical reference or other means of
identification?
(d) The name and contact details of the
entity/individual responsible for the operation of
the JPA?
(e) The host Party(ies)?
(f) The starting date of the JPA?
(g) The length of the crediting period of the
JPA?
(h) Confirmation that the JPA meets all the
eligibility requirements for its type, including a
description of how these requirements are
met?
(i) Confirmation that the JPA has not been
determined as a single JI project or determined
under a different JI PoA?

Initial finding

Draft
Conclusion

Final
Conclusion

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK

N/A

OK

OK
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Table 2

Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref.
to
action requests by validation team
checklist
question
in table 1
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 01:
Please use in the PDD font size provided «JOINT
IMPLEMENTATION
PROJECT
DESIGN
DOCUMENT FORM» - version 01.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 02:
Please provide brief description of the project
history.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 03:
Please provide brief information about the
company "Imex Energo”, sp. z o. o. in section A.3,
and relevant information about this company in
Annex 1.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 04:
Table A.3 in the PDD must be submitted in a
format that provided in the version 04 of the
"Guidelines for users of the JI PDD form”.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 05:
Section A.4.1.4 more than 1 page.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 06:
Implementation schedule is not described.

Summary
response

of

project

participant Determination team conclusion

Font size was corrected in line with
«JOINT IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT
DESIGN DOCUMENT FORM» - version
01. See PDD version 3.0.
Brief description of the project history was
provided in section A.2 of PDD version
3.0.
Brief information about the company
"Imex Energo”, sp. z o. o. in section A.3,
and in Annex 1.

PDD version 3.0 was checked and
recognized as satisfactory. Issue
is closed.

Table A.3 corrected.

Issue closed.

Section A.4.1.4 was corrected.

CAR05 is closed

Issue is closed due to the
amendments made in the PDD.
The issue is closed due to the
corrections made.

Implementation sheudle was described in CAR06 is closed based on the
PDD version 3.0.
amendments made in the PDD.
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Corrective Action Request (CAR) 07:
Item 19
No Letter of Aapproval of the project issued by
the sponsor party.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 08:
Item 22
Please provide date of baseline setting according
required format DD/MM/YYYY.

Pending

Pending

Date of baseline setting was corrected.

The response to CAR08 was
found satisfactory. CAR08 is
closed.

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 09:
In the PDD does not specify how the registration
of this project as JI project will help overcome
identified technological barriers.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 10:
During
site
visit
to
the
company
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC determination team
found that some equipment implemented within
project activities (eg circuit breakers) included
insulating gas (SF6). Please include the insulating
gas to the list of project emissions scenario.

Item
29(b)

Technological barrier was excluded from The issue is closed due to the
PDD.
corrections made.

Item
32(d)

Insulating gas (SF6), used in circuit CAR10 is closed based on the
breakers
and
other
equipment provided information.
Prykarpattyaoblenergo PJSC is toxic and
is listed as gas circulation and utilization
of which is under the control of state
environment organizations. Equipment
containing Insulating gas is hermetically
sealed and prevents leakage of gas into
the atmosphere. In the case of it failure or
decommissioning SF6 will be collected
and reused by filling in new similar
equipment. In connection with all the
above SF6 emissions were excluded from
the calculations.

Corrective Action Request (CAR) 11:
Item
Used TPC rate include technical and commercial 36(b)
consumption and losses. Commercial losses
have no impact on GHG emissions and must be
excluded from calculations.

Monitoring plan was corrected. All non- PDD version 3,0 and Excel file
technical and metrological losses were were checked and recognized as
excluded from calculations. See PDD satisfactory. Issue is closed.
version 3.0 and Excel file
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Corrective Action Request (CAR) 12:
Please specify who is responsible for providing
actual value of Carbon dioxide emission factor for
projects of power loss reduction in power
transport networks of Ukraine.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 13:
Please indicate in PDD that the data monitored
and required for the project determination will be
kept for two years after the last transfer of ERUs
the project.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 14:
Section D.1.5 of the PDD requires from project
participants to submit information about collection
and archiving data on the environment impact as
well as references to relevant norms of the host
country. Please provide relevant data.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 15:
In ex-ante calculations were used Carbon dioxide
emission factor for projects of power loss
reduction in power transport networks of Ukraine
provided in Order #43 dated 28/03/2010. But this
factor applicable only for 2010. Please correct.
Corrective Action Request (CAR) 16:
There is no information on transboundary impacts
in the PDD.
Clarification Request (CL) 01:
Please include in this section refer to the
corresponding «Excel» file with the calculations.
Clarification Request (CL) 02:
Please number the tables with information of the
estimates (calculations) of emission reductions.

Item
36(b)(ii)

Actuality of factor will be reviewed The issue is closed due to the
annually
representatives
Technical corrections made.
Consultant Ltd «ЕЕS».

Item
36(b)(iii)

PDD was corrected. See PDD version 3.0

Item
36(k)

The project implementation does not The issue is closed due to the
require gathering of information on the corrections made.
influence on the environment in excess of
information collected at the company prior
to the project inception.

Item 45

Data was updated.

The
response
was
found
satisfactory. CAR15 is closed.

Item
48(a)

Transboundary impact is not expected.

Issue closed.

-

Relevant references were included to The issue is closed based on the
PDD version 3.0.
corrections made in the PDD.

-

Tables were numbered.

The response to CAR13 was
found satisfactory. CAR13 is
closed.

Necessary corrections have been
made. The issue is closed.
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Clarification Request (CL) 03:
Item 19
Section A.5 PDD must specify the name DFPs
(parties involved) that will approve the project.

State Environmental Investment Agency CL03 is closed based on the
of Ukraine is DFP of Ukraine and Ministry amendments made in the PDD.
of the Environment of Poland is DFP of
Poland.

Clarification Request (CL) 04:
Please specify which approach was used to
identify the baseline scenario and additionality:
• JI specific approach
• Approved CDM methodology approach.
Clarification Request (CL) 05:
Please change the title of fourth column Table 4
(Section B.3 PDD). Title "Included?" recommend
changing the "Included/Excluded"
Clarification Request (CL) 06:
Precise figures numbering in the PDD.

Item 22

JI specific approach was used.

Issue closed.

Item
32(d)

Was corrected.

Issue closed.

Item
32(d)

Figures numbers were checked and Issue is closed due to the
corrected.
amendments made in the PDD.

Clarification Request (CL) 07:
Please specify that the crediting period of ERUs
generating started after the beginning of 2008
and continuing over the life cycle.
Clarification Request (CL) 08:
Please specify that crediting period extension
beyond 2012 requires approval by the Host
country.
Clarification Request (CL) 09:
It seems that the in PDD used JI specific
approach for monitoring plan identification, but it
is not explicitly indicated. Please clearly clarify in
PDD what approach was used.

Item
34(d)

Relevant information was included to Due to the corrections made and
section C.3 of PDD version 3.0.
necessary information provided,
the issue is closed.

Item
34(d)

Relevant information was included to CL08 is closed based on the
section C.3 of PDD version 3.0.
amendments made in the PDD.

Item 35

JI specific approach was
developing monitoring plan.

used

for The issue is closed based on the
corrections made in the PDD.
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Clarification Request (CL) 10:
Item
Please provide justification for choosing of the 36(a)
each used parameters.

Justification for choosing of the each used The issue is closed based on the
parameters provided.
corrections made in the PDD.
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