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1 INTRODUCTION
Gazprom Marketing & Trading Limited (hereafter referred as ‘GM&T) has commissioned Bureau Veritas Certification to determine OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” JI project “Fuel switch at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk Combined Heat and Power Plant (CHPP-1)” (hereafter referred ‘the project’) located on the Sakhalin island, Sakhalin region, Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk city, Russian Federation.
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 its intended generation of emissions reductions 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 relevant documents. The information in these documents is reviewed against Kyoto Protocol requirements, 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 design.

1.3 Determination team

The determination team consists of the following personnel:

Leonid Yaskin


Bureau Veritas Certification 
Team Leader, Climate Change Lead Verifier

This determination report was reviewed by:

Ivan Sokolov
Bureau Veritas Certification,
Internal reviewer
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 particular 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 GM&T 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, 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, GM&T revised the original PDD v.1.1 dated 14 November 2010 and resubmitted it as v.1.2 on 22/11/2010 followed by v.1.3 dated 03/12/2010.
The determination findings presented in this report relate to the project as described in the PDD versions 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3.
2.2 Follow-up Interviews

On 17/11/2010 Bureau Veritas Certification performed off-site interviews with project stakeholders to confirm selected information and to resolve issues identified in the document review. Representatives of OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” and GM&T were interviewed (see References). The main topics of the interviews are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1   Interview topics

	Interviewed organization
	Interview topics

	OJSC “Sakhalinenergo”
GM&T
	The project history; status of the projects as on today.

Investments in the project.

Organizational and management system for emission monitoring.

Means of measurements of amount of heat in the project. 

Justification of coal cost. 

Calculation of cost saving based on direct calculation of coal and gas consumption in the baseline (coal) and project (gas) scenarios. 

Double account of fuel savings due to the project on the excel spreadsheet. 

Justification of figures for specific fuel consumption in the baseline and the project. Nonconformity to Explanatory Note. 

Connection of difference of own needs with different values of specific fuel consumption. 

	CONSULTANT
	· N/A

	Stakeholders
	· N/A


2.3 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective Action Requests

The objective of this phase of the determination is to raise the requests for corrective actions and clarification and any other outstanding issues that needed to be clarified for Bureau Veritas Certification positive conclusion on the project design. 

Corrective Action Request (CAR) is issued, where:

(a) The project participants have made mistakes that will influence the ability of the project activity to achieve real, measurable additional emission reductions;
(b) The JI requirements have not been met;
(c) There is a risk that emission reductions cannot be monitored or calculated.

The determination team may also issue Clarification Request (CL), if information is insufficient or not clear enough to determine whether the applicable JI requirements have been met.

The determination team may also issue Forward Action Request (FAR), informing the project participants of an issue that needs to be reviewed during the verification.

To guarantee the transparency of the verification process, the concerns raised are documented in more detail in the verification protocol in Appendix A.

3 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 communications 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 18 Corrective Action Requests (Note: CAR 13 is issued in two parts) and 1 Clarification Request.

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

3.1 Project approvals by Parties involved (19-20)

The project has no approval by the Host Party, therefore CAR 06 remains pending. The Party other than the Host Party ids not defined yet.
3.2 Authorization of project participants by Parties involved (21)

The participation of OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” listed as project participant in the PDD is not authorized by the Parties involved. The authorization is deemed to be carried out through the issuance of the project approval.

3.3 Baseline setting (22-26)

The PDD explicitly indicates that using a methodology for baseline setting and monitoring developed in accordance with appendix B of the JI guidelines (hereinafter referred to as JI specific approach) was the selected approach for identifying the baseline.

JI specific approach
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 selecting the most plausible one being Alternative A2:

Alternative 1 - The proposed project activity undertaken without being registered as a JI project activity (fuel switch to natural gas of all 5 coal-fired steam boilers);

Alternative 2 - Continuation of the current situation (business-as-usual scenario, i.e. production of steam for electricity generation on the existing 5 coal boilers). 

The decision to implement the project with involving of Kyoto mechanisms was taken by the project owner on the management selector meeting held on 1st July 2009. According to the decision the first boiler should be switched to natural gas by the end of 2010 and the last should be switched in 2013.  
(b) Taking account of the key appropriate factors that affect a baseline, such as availability of capital for the project implementation; local availability of technologies and techniques, skills and know-how regarding fuel switch; natural gas prices and availability.

(c) In a transparent manner with regard to the choice of the JI specific approach and related assumptions, parameters, data sources and key factors.

(d) Taking into account of uncertainties and using conservative assumptions with regard to the selected alternatives.

(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.

3.4 Additionality (27-31)

The most recent version 05.2 of the "Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality" approved by the CDM Executive Board is used to demonstrate additionality. All explanations, descriptions and analyses are made in accordance with the selected tool.

Additionality is demonstrated appropriately by providing the proofs as follows:

· the benchmark analysis and sensitivity analysis of cost savings on gas fired CHPP as compared with the coal fired CHPP due to reduction of specific fuel consumption for electricity and heat supply have shown that the project’s IRR is below the justified benchmark;

· the common practice analysis has shown that the proposed JI project does not represent a widely observed practice in the geographical area concerned. 
3.5 Project boundary (32-33)

JI specific approach 

The project boundary defined in the PDD, which is on Figure B.3-1, encompasses all anthropogenic emissions by sources of greenhouse gases  as listed in Table B.3-1 which are:(i) under the control of the project participants; (ii) reasonably attributable to the project; and (iii)  significant. 
The delineation of the project boundary and the gases and sources included are appropriately described and justified in the PDD. CO2 emissions from coal and natural gas combustion were the main source of baseline and project emissions respectively. CH4 emission was the main source of leakage. Emissions of CH4 and N20 from fuel combustion in baseline and project , as well as emissions due to electricity consumption were conservatively neglected.   

Based on the assessment of project documentation, the AIE hereby confirms that the identified boundary and the selected sources and gases are justified for the project activity.

3.6 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 set as 01/07/2009 being the date of making decision to finance the project. 
The PDD states the expected operational lifetime of the project in years and months, which is 15 years or 180 months. 
The PDD states the length of the crediting period in years and months, which is 2 years/24 months, and its starting date as 01/01/2011, which is on the date the first emission reductions or enhancements of net removals are generated by the project.

3.7 Monitoring plan (35-39)

The PDD, in its monitoring plan section, explicitly indicates that JI specific approach was the selected approach.

JI specific approach 

The monitoring plan specifies the indicators, constants and variables used that are reliable, valid and provide transparent picture of the emission reductions to be monitored. 
Data to be monitored includes: 

· quantity of natural gas consumed by reconstructed gas-fired boilers at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1 (measured);

· Weighted average net calorific value of natural gas in year y (measured and recorded by natural gas supplier).
Constants used are the default values of the parameters as follows:

· CO2 emission factor for natural gas – taken from 2006 IPCC, v.2, ch.2;

· Baseline emission factor taken constant for the whole crediting period and calculated as a weighted average value based on quantities of coal of different grades and crude oil consumed by Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1 during 2006-2008. Emission factors for coal and crude oil are taken from IPCC v. 2, ch.2;  

· Ratio of efficiencies of gas and coal boilers (a conservative value is taken);

· NCV for coal equivalent fuel (by definition 7000 kcal/kg);

· CH4 emission factor for surface mining and gas exploration and provision (calculation of leakage) were taken from IPCC, v.2 ch.4.
The monitoring plan draws on the list of standard variables contained in appendix B of “Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and monitoring” developed by the JISC, as appropriate (project and baseline emissions and their components, and relevant emission factors).
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, such as:

· CO2 emission factors for coal, crude oil, CH4 and N2O emission factors, coal surface mining and gas production and transportation emission factors, NCV for coal equivalent coal; 
(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 regarding the PDD, such as:

· Boilers efficiency ratio;
(iii) Data and parameters that are monitored throughout the crediting period, such as:

· quantity of natural gas consumed by reconstructed gas-fired boilers;

· net caloric value of natural gas.
The monitoring plan describes the method employed for data monitoring including its frequency and recording, namely the gas flow meter for monitoring natural gas consumption by the project boilers. 
Monitoring plan also provides for the collection and archiving of information on environmental impacts, in accordance with procedures as required by the host Party. References to statistics Forms 2-tp and the relevant Russian regulation are provided.
The monitoring plan presents the quality assurance and control procedures for the monitoring process in terms of calibration of gas flow meters. 
The monitoring plan clearly identifies the responsibilities and the authority regarding the monitoring activities. Responsibilities concern inter alia data collection, data storing and archiving estimation of emission reduction, and monitoring report preparation, approval and submission. .
On the whole, the monitoring report reflects good monitoring practices appropriate to the project type. 

3.8 Leakage (40-41)

JI specific approach

Project leakage is the net change of CH4 emissions due to gas and coal extraction, processing, transportation and distribution which occur outside the project boundary. Emissions for gas production are higher than for surface coal mining (the project case), therefore the net leakage will be positive and this will result in reducing the emission reduction. According to PDD Section E.6 leakage amounts 20% of emission reduction.      
3.9 Estimation of emission reductions or enhancements of net removals (42-47)

JI specific approach 

The PDD indicates the 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 emission reductions from the project (within the project boundary), which are 706,423 tons of CO2eq for the crediting period;
The estimates referred to above are given:

(a)  On an annual basis;

(b)  From 01/01/2011 to 31/12/2012 covering a part of the fist crediting period;

(c)  On a source-by-source basis;

(d)  For CO2, CH4 and N2O as GHG emitted.
(e)  In tonnes of CO2 equivalent, using global warming potentials defined by decision 2/CP.3.
The formulae used for calculating the estimates referred above, which are Formulae (D.1.1.2-1), (D.1.1.4-1), (D.1.3.2-1), (D.1.3.2- 2), and (D.1.4-1) are consistent throughout the PDD.

For calculating the estimates referred to above, key factors defined in the monitoring plain influencing the project and baseline emissions were taken into account, as appropriate.

The estimation referred to above is based on conservative assumptions and the most plausible scenario in a transparent manner. 

The estimates referred to above are consistent throughout the PDD.

The annual average of estimated emission reductions over the crediting period is calculated by dividing the total estimated emission reductions over the crediting period by the number of months of the crediting period, and multiplying by twelve.

The PDD Section E includes an illustrative ex ante emissions calculation.

3.10 Environmental impacts (48)

Russian legislation does not require state expertise of technical upgrading projects. The PDD Section F.1 provides the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project, refers to the conducted Environmental Impact Assessment, and lists official environmental permit and approval documents such as Sanitary and hygienic conclusion for the project, Expert conclusion of industrial safety, and Permission on emissions into the atmosphere issued on 23.09.2009 by Federal Service for Ecological, Technological and Atomic Supervision. It is concluded that the project the project leads to a significant decrease of pollutants emissions into the atmosphere and hence to reduction of transboundary effects as well.  
3.11 Stakeholder consultation (49)

Russian legislation does not require local stakeholder consultation. Nonetheless, public hearings of the project were organised by OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk town on 06 February 2010. No negative responses were received. 

3.12 Determination regarding small scale projects (50-57) (Not applicable)
3.13 Determination regarding land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) projects (58-64) (Not applicable) 
3.14 Determination regarding programmes of activities (65-73) (Not applicable) 
4 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.
5 DETERMINATION opinion

Bureau Veritas Certification has performed a determination of the “Fuel switch at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk Combined Heat and Power Plant (CHPP-1)” project. 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 investment analysis and common practice analysis 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 absence 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 two pending issues 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 1.3 meets all the relevant UNFCCC requirements for the determination stage and the relevant host Party criteria. 

The review of the project design documentation (Version 1.3) 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 country criteria.

The determination is based on the information made available to us and the engagement conditions detailed in this report.
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DETERMINATION PROTOCOL

Check list for determination, according JOINT IMPLEMENTATION DETERMINATION AND VERIFICATION MANUAL (Version 01)
	Guidelines

for JI PDD Form  Users

or

DVM

Paragraph  
	Check Item
	Initial finding
	Response from project

participants
	Review of project

Participants’ action
	Conclusion

	

	Guidelines for JI PDD Form Users 

Section A General description of the project

	

	A.1. Title of the project

	A.1
	Is the title of the project presented?

Is the sectoral scope to which project pertains presented?

Is the current version number of the document presented?

Is the date when the document was completed presented?
	The title of the project is: 

“Fuel switch at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk Combined Heat and Power Plant (CHPP-1)”

The sectoral scope is Energy industries (renewable/non-renewable sources) (1)

JI SSC PDD version number: 1.1

PDD is dated 28/10/2010.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK


	A.2 Description of the project

	A.2
	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?
	A concise, summarizing explanation is summarized as of 

a) Situation existing prior to the starting date of the project: CHPP-1 operating on coal;

b) Baseline scenario: continuation of the existing practice; 

c) Project scenario (expected outcome, including a technical description): switch of boilers from coal (lignite) to natural gas; no change of power and heat generation;

d) History of the project, including its JI component: early consideration in 2005; decision is made to start of implementation on 1st July 2009.

CAR 01. Purpose of the project is not included.

CAR 02. The list of steam turbines does not correspond to that on page 5.

CAR 03. The protocol referred in the footnote 2 is not provided.
	Response 1 to CAR 01 dated 07.11.2010

The purpose of the project was indicated in Section A.2 of the PDD.

Please review the updated Section A.2 of the PDD.

Response 1 to CAR 02 dated 07.11.2010

The inadequate list of turbines in Section A.2 was corrected. Now it corresponds with those in Section A.4.2.

Please review the updated PDD.

Response 1 to CAR 03 dated 07.11.2010

Please review the protocol attached to the present response (the name of the file is “1. Protocol of JI consideration.tif”).
	CAR 01 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD. 

CAR 02 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.

Protocol has been reviewed and positively determined.  CAR is closed.


	OK

OK

OK


	A.3 Project participants

	A.3
	Are project participants and Party(ies) involved in the project listed?

Is contact information provided in Annex 1 of the PDD?
	Party(ies) and project participants involved in the project are listed as follows: 

· Party A the Russian Federation and its legal entity OJSC “Sakhalinenergo”.

· Party B and its legal entity are subject to be determined.

The contact information (incomplete) is provided in PDD Annex 1.

CAR 04. Contact data of Mr. Butovskiy are not indicated, namely phone or mobile, and fax or email.
	Response 1 to CAR 04 dated 07.11.2010

Contact data of Mr. Butovskiy, namely phone and personal email were included in Annex 1 of the PDD.

Please review Annex 1 of the updated PDD.
	CAR 04 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.


	OK

	A.4 Technical description of the project

	A.4.1
	Location of the project
	The project is carried out in the territory of Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1, located on the Sakhalin island, Sakhalin region, Russian Federation.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	A.4.1.1
	Host Party(ies)
	The Russian Federation.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	A.4.1.2
	Region/State/Province etc.
	Sakhalin region (oblast).
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	A.4.1.3
	City/Town/Community etc.
	Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk city.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	A.4.1.4
	Detail of the physical location, including information allowing the unique identification of the project. (This section should not exceed one page)
	Unique identification of the project is provided by indicating geographic latitude and geographic longitude of Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk city without reference to the source of information.

CAR 05. Please provide the source of data on Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk geographical coordinates.
	Response 1 to CAR 05 dated 07.11.2010

The source of data on Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk geographical coordinates was included in Section A.4.1.4.

Please review the footnote 3 in the updated Section A.4.1.4 of the PDD.

	CAR 05 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.


	OK

	A.4.2. Technologies to be employed, or measures, operations or actions to be implemented by the project

	A.4.2
	Are the technology(ies) to be employed, or measures, operations or actions to be implemented by the project, including all relevant technical data and the implementation schedule described?
	PDD Section A.4.3 provides relevant technical data of main equipment installed and to be implemented at CHPP-1 and the project implementation schedule.

CL 01. Please clarify what other stages are to be implemented following the first stage of reconstruction relating to boiler 3 at station № 3. Regarding Table A.4.2-1, please provide comments on station № 3 and make the parameter “startups since installation” and its values clear.
	Response 1 to CL 01 dated 07.11.2010

Stages breakdown was added to the Implementation schedule of the project. Please review the schedule in the Section A.4.2 of the PDD.

There are no comments regarding station № 3 as it has remaining working lifetime (as compared to stations № 1 and № 2).

The only purpose of the Table A.4.2-1 is to show that equipment of the Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1 is in sound condition and has sufficient remaining lifetime.

The parameter “startups since installation” is relevant only for turbines because the lifetime of turbines is limited not only by operating time but also by number of startups. The parameter “startups since installation” for the boilers was excluded as irrelevant.
	CL 01 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD Table on page 7.


	OK

	A.4.3. 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 circumstances 

	A.4.3
	Is it explained briefly how anthropogenic GHG emission reductions are to be achieved? (This section should not exceed one page.)
	It is explained in PDD Section A.4.3 that the GHG emission reduction will  be achieved due to:

· Conversion of heat-generation fuel at CHPP-1 from coal to less carbon intensive natural gas;

· Improving the overall thermal efficiency of the power plant. 
	
	
	

	A.4.3.1. Estimated amount of emission reductions over the crediting period

	A.4.3.1
	Is the length of the crediting period Indicated? 

Are estimates of total as well as annual and average annual emission reductions in tonnes of CO2 equivalent provided?
	The length of the crediting period is indicated to be 2 years. 

Total as well as annual and average annual emission reductions in tonnes of CO2 equivalent are provided in accordance with the calculated values in the spreadsheet provided to the verifier.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	A.5. Project approval by the Parties involved

	A.5
	Is written project approvals by the Parties involved attached?
	CAR 06. The project has no approvals by the Parties involved.

The project approval by the Host Party will be provided after the determination statement is issued by the AIE. 
	Response 1 to CAR 06 dated 07.11.2010

The project approval by the Host Party will be provided after the determination statement is issued by the AIE.
	N/A
	Pending

	DVM

	

	Project approvals by Parties

	19
	Have the DFPs of all Parties listed as “Parties involved” in the PDD provided written project approvals?
	No, pending a response to 
CAR 06.  
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	19
	Does the PDD identify at least the host Party as a “Party involved”?
	Host Party involved is the Russian Federation. 


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	19
	Has the DFP of the host Party issued a written project approval?
	No, pending a response to 
CAR 06.  
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	20
	Are all the written project approvals by Parties involved unconditional?
	Yes, the written project approvals by Parties involved are unconditional.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Authorization of project participants by Parties involved

	21
	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?
	Legal entity from the Russian Federation involved in the project is OJSC “Sakhalinenergo”. This project participant will be authorized with the issue of the relevant project approval. 

Party B and its legal entity are subject to be determined.

Pending a response to 
CAR 06.
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	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
	It is explicitly indicated that a JI specific approach is chosen. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	JI specific approach only

	23
	Does the PDD provide a detailed theoretical description in a complete and transparent manner?
	A detailed theoretical description in a complete and transparent manner is provided for the applied JI specific approach. It includes the following steps:

· Identification and listing of plausible baseline scenarios;

· Identification of the most plausible scenario;

· Identification and assessment of leakage in the baseline scenario;

· Identification and listing key factors for baseline setting.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?

−  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, data 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?
	Baseline is established:

· By listing and describing future scenarios available for the project owner OJSC ”Sakhalinenergo” and selecting the most plausible one. Hypothetical alternatives like installation of biofuel fired boilers, geothermal, solar, and nuclear steam generation were not considered plausible.  Two alternative scenarios for steam generation in boilers were listed and described as follows. Alternative scenario 1: Implementation of the project without involving of JI mechanism and Alternative scenario 2: Business-as-usual scenario, i.e. exploitation of existing coal fired boilers. Based on the Alternatives analysis with taking into account the results of the investment analyses presented in Section B.2, a conclusion is made that alternative 2 is the most plausible and credible baseline scenario. 
· In a transparent manner with regard to the choice of the JI specific approach and related assumptions, parameters, data sources and key factors for baseline setting, which are listed in tabular format in Section B.1 (except coal emission factor – refer to   CAR 07(ii)).

· Taking into account of the uncertainty and using a conservative assumption with regard to the efficiency of new gas fired boilers.

· In such a way that ERUs cannot be earned for decreases in activity levels outside the project or due to force majeure.

· By drawing on the list of standard variables contained in appendix B to “Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and monitoring”, such as heat production, fuel consumption, CO2 emission factor for fuels, NCV for natural gas, boiler thermal efficiency, leakage factors for coal and natural gas.
CAR 07. Baseline is established:

(i) without taking account of:

· relevant national and/or sectoral policies and circumstance;

· key appropriate factors that affect a baseline, such as

· availability of capital for the project implementation; 

· local availability of project technologies and techniques, 

· skills and know-how regarding gas fired boilers; 

· uncertainty of coal-to-gas price ratio;
· contractual availability of natural gas for the project owner. 

(ii) in non-transparent manner with regard to the sort of coal used in CHPP-1. Lignite with emission factor 101 kgCO2/GJ is taken in the baseline, whereas CHPP-1 burns also bituminous coal (sort ДГ from the mine Solntsevskoye) with lower emission factor 94,6 kgCO2/GJ. Please correct as appropriate.
CAR 08. The explanatory note is referred to on page 12 which was not attached to PDD nor provided to the AIE.

CAR 09. Annex 2 does not contain a summary of the key elements in tabular form as required by Guidelines for Users of JI PDD Form. 
	Response 1 to CAR 07 dated 07.11.2010

1) There are no special national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances which influence the baseline for current project. No legislation which restricts or encourages use of coal or natural gas at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1.
Although the project is listed in Decree № 367-PA “APPROVAL OF REGIONAL PROGRAM "DEVELOPMENT OF ENERGY SECTOR OF SAKHALIN REGION until 2010 and until 2020” issued 14.09.2009 by Administration of Sakhalin Region  this decree does not provide any funding s or other help for project realization. Even though the project is listed in the decree, OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” has no obligations to the state to implement it. Moreover this decree was prepared based on plans of OJSC “Sakhalinenergo”.

The same justification was included in Sub-step 1b, Section B.2 of the PDD. The reference to the justification is also added to Section B.1 of the PDD. Please review;

2) Availability of capital for the project implementation (Alternative 1) is confirmed by the enclosed leasing agreement. Please review it. (the name of the file is “12. Leasing agreement.tif”). Availability of capital requirement is irrelevant for Alternative 2 ( business as usual) as the alternative 2 does not require any investments;
3) In fact, local availability of project technologies and techniques (i.e. gas technologies) does not influence the baseline for the project since the baseline includes only coal combustion technologies. Evidence that project technologies and techniques are available to PO to implement the project itself is attached. Please review construction agreement (the name of the file is “13. Construction agreement.tif”);
4) Skills and know-how regarding gas fired boilers does not influence the baseline for the project since the baseline includes only coal combustion technologies which were supported by well trained (regarding coal) staff for decades before the project implementation. Evidences that the project meets all skills and know-how regarding gas fired boilers requirements are attached. Please review the bundle of documents regarding training efforts (the name of the file is “9. Staff training.tif”);
5) The explanation regarding uncertainty of coal-to-gas price ratio is given in the response 1 to CAR 11 below. 
6) Natural gas will be available for the project owner at the end of 2010. Please review the enclosed letter from Gazprom on gas supply (the name of the file is “2. Letter from Gazprom on gas supply.tif”);
7) The baseline emission factor was recalculated as weighted average value derived from volumes of all coal types and fuel oil used at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1. As the leakages from coal in the baseline are calculated from heat, the leakage factor for coal was reduced on 0.51% (share of fuel oil) for simplicity and conservatism. Please review the enclosed calculations of the baseline emission factor (the name of the file is “4. Baseline emission factor calculation.xls”). The calculations of ER and the PDD were also updated accordingly. Please review.

Response 2 to CAR 07 dated 16.11.2010

Responses 1) – 4) and 6) were added to the PDD, Section B.1.  Please review.

The explanation regarding uncertainty of coal-to-gas price ratio (5) is given in the response 2 to CAR 11 below.

Response 3 to CAR 07 dated 03.12.2010

Most of the coal used at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1 is extracted from surface mines. To provide conservatism it is assumed that all coal used at the CHPP is extracted from surface mines.

The baseline leakage factor was changed to 1.293 m³ CH4/t coal (“1.2” surface mining emission factor according to IPCC + “0.1” – post-mining emission factor according to IPCC – “0.51%” fuel oil share). Descriptions and formulae were updated throughout the PDD. Calculations of the emission reductions were also updated. Please review Section B.1 of the updated PDD and updated calculations. 
Response 1 to CAR 08 dated 07.11.2010

Please review the explanatory note attached to the present response (the name of the file is “3. Explanatory note.pdf”).

Response 1 to CAR 09 dated 07.11.2010

The summary of key elements in tabular form as required by Guidelines for Users of JI PDD Form was added to Annex 2. Please review.
	Conclusion on Response 1

CAR 07 is not closed. Please include responses 1) – 4) and 6) in PDD Section B.1.  

OK for 7).

Pending for 5).
Conclusion on Response 2

Responses on 1) -6) are accepted.

However, closure of CAR 07 is delayed due to withdrawal of OK for 7).  Please clarify if the used IPCC data for underground coal mining are applicable to coal consumed by the CHPP-1.  

Conclusion on Response 3 

CAR 07 is closed based on due amendments made to PDD

Conclusion on Response 1

CAR 08 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.  The explanatory note was reviewed and positively determined.

Conclusion on Response 1

CAR 09 is closed based on due amendment made to PDD. 
	OK

OK

OK



	24
	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?
	N/A
	
	
	

	25
	If a multi-project emission factor is used, does the PDD provide appropriate justification?
	N/A
	
	
	

	Approved CDM methodology approach only_Paragraphs 26(a) – 26(d)_Not applicable

	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-month grace period) or any other method for proving additionality approved by the CDM Executive Board”.
	It is explicitly indicated that the latest version of the CDM “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” (Version 05.2) was used. 

In accordance with paragraph (3) of the tool project proponents should “provide evidence that the incentive from the CDM was seriously considered in the decision to proceed with the project activity. This evidence shall be based on (preferably official, legal and/or other corporate) documentation that was available at, or prior to, the start of the project activity”. Such evidence is referred to in PDD on page 3, footer 2.


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	29 (a)
	Does the PDD provide a justification of the applicability of the approach with a clear and transparent description?
	PDD provides a justification of the applicability of the CDM Tool with reference to Paragraph 2 of the Annex 1 to the Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and monitoring, version 02. A clear and transparent description of the Tool steps is provided. The same alternatives to the JI project activity as in Section B.1   are defined. They are consistent with mandatory laws and regulations. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	29 (b)
	Are additionality proofs provided?
	To prove additionality investment analysis and common practice analysis were applied. 

Investment analysis is performed in terms of benchmark analysis of cost savings on gas fired CHPP due to reduction of own needs for electricity and heat production (by 5,1 and 1,5% respectively as per input data for analysis). As electric and heat energy outputs from CHPP-1 in the baseline scenario and the project are the same, cost savings will occur in the project since less fuel energy will be consumed therein. Benchmark is taken 12% as per Sakhalinenergo procedures. The analysis shows that IRR for cost savings (equals 7,3%) is less than the benchmark, hence the project is not economically attractive, i.e. it is additional. The sensitivity analysis of ±10% changes of investment and prices of coal equivalent fuel (with LHV=29,7 MJ/kg) confirms this conclusion.         

The project activity is not the common practice in Sakhalin region but rather a first of its kind in terms of scale and technology. 

All in all, a conclusion is made in PDD that the project is additional.

CAR 10. Ares of concern as regards  the investment analysis are as follows:

(i) The calculated case does not provide the equality of electric energy outputs from baseline and the project. This results to the sale of the surplus electric energy due to differences in own electric energy needs of CHPP-1 in the baseline and the project. Please correct.

(ii) Please justify and/or cite the input data and assumptions in a manner that can be determined by the AIE:

· input data for total investment cost,

· specific natural gas consumption per kWh and Gcal; 

· ratio of coal and gas prices which is taken equal 1; 

· environmental fees decrease;

· the neglect of difference between maintenance & labour costs in the coal fired CHPP-1 under the baseline and the gas fired plant in the project;

·  investing 30% of the project cost in 2013 when the reconstructed CHPP-1 already operates in full strength.

CAR 11. The sensitivity analysis lacks an assessment of the uncertainty and ± departure deviation of coal-to-gas price ratio. In the investment/sensitivity analysis it is taken equal 1. 
	Response 1 to CAR 10 dated 07.11.2010

(i) The electric energy output is absolutely the same in the project and in baseline – 1,061,700 MWh per year (please refer to the row 23 in the excel spreadsheet with investment analysis). The next statement that “This results to the sale of the surplus electric energy due to differences in own electric energy needs of CHPP-1 in the baseline and the project” is not completely correct too since electricity sales are not included in the investment analysis.

Please note that electricity generation (not output) differs in the baseline and in project (1,267,600 MWh versus 1,217,900 MWh). This is due to different power consumptions for internal needs in the project and in the baseline. And reduction of power consumption for internal needs leads to economy of fuel (but not additional electricity sales – the power output remains the same) what is reflected in row 22.

· “Input data for the investment costs”, “specific natural gas consumption per kWh and Gcal”,  “ratio of coal and gas prices which is taken equal 1”, environmental fees decrease, were provided by the project owner. Please review the enclosed financial analysis  (the name of the folder with document is “7. Financial analsis.pdf”). Please also review the calculation of main parameters used in the investment analysis “15. Discounting and fin analysis inputs calculation”;
· the neglect of difference between maintenance & labour costs in the coal fired CHPP-1 under the baseline and the gas fired plant in the project. According to the plans of the PO the amount of labour will not be changed because of social commitments. Some of personnel will be re-trained and some will be transferred to other divisions. It is assumed that the maintenance costs will remain the same because the boilers remain the same. The project envisages installation of additional equipment (gas burners) but not replacement or change of boilers. The letter from the PO confirming said above is attached (the name of the file is “10. Letter on maintenance and labour costs.tif”). 

·   investing 30% of the project cost in 2013 when the reconstructed CHPP-1 already operates at full capacity – according to the implementation schedule (please refer to the section A.4.2 of the PDD) two boilers will be switched to natural gas in 2013. The reconstructed CHPP-1 will already operate at full capacity in 2013 because three boilers are enough to generate necessary amount of energy while working on load about 6900 hours per year. It is assumed that reconstructed boilers will work at full load whereas before reconstruction the average work time of one (from 5) boiler was about 4500 hours. Please refer to the comment in the excel spreadsheet with calculations (the name of the book note is “ER calculation”). Please also review attached breakdown of investments (“14. Cost breakdown.tif”).

Response 2 to CAR 10 dated 17.11.2010

(i) Investment analysis was remade basing on requested corrections. Please review the updated excel spreadsheet and Section B.2 of the PDD.

(ii) Specific fuel consumptions for the baseline were taken from official statistic form “6-TP”.   Please review p.2 of the enclosed document “16. Specific fuel consumption, 6-TP.tif”. Specific fuel consumptions for the project were taken from the feasibility study and represent expected specific fuel consumptions after switch to natural gas. Please review the file “7. Financial analysis.pdf”.

Response 3 to CAR 10 dated 03.12.2010

Kindly clarify what is the mistake in rows 23 and 24.

The formulae in rows 23 and 24 were reviewed again and no mistakes were identified.

Fossil fuel savings originate from different fossil fuel consumption coefficients (URUT) in the baseline and in the project scenarios. These formulae cover only natural gas based generation as coal based generation in the project scenario (rows 17 and 18) does not generate fossil fuel savings as compared to the baseline. 

The formulae for power saving can be described as follows (heat saving formulae is identical):

FF savings (in kRUB) from power generation = 

(F19*$C$9*10^-6*F21) MINUS  (F19*$C$11*10^-6*F22) =

(Fuel cost in kRUB using coal on converted boilers) MINUS
 (Fuel cost in kRUB using natural gas on converted boilers) = 

(Output from natural gas boilers * URUT without gasification * 1/1000000 * Fuel cost per tce) MINUS 

(Output from natural gas boilers * URUT with gasification * 1/1000000 * Fuel cost per tce)

Response 1 to CAR 11 dated 07.11.2010

An assessment of the uncertainty and ± departure deviation of coal-to-gas price ratio was omitted on purpose. It was done so because of three reasons:

1) Heat and electricity prices are regulated by the Federal Tariff Service. In case of a fuel price decrease the heat/electricity price will also be eventually lowered. Change of one fuel price (when the second fuel price remains the same) without changing of heat/electricity price makes the results of this kind of analysis unreliable;

2) Coal-to-gas price ratio “one” (1) was used in feasibility study and in fact cannot vary. The applied price for natural gas ~2700 RUR is much lower than any price in other regions of Russia where gas pipeline system is being built. Please review gas prices in regions № 57-60 in FST Order (the name of the file is “5. FTS order.rtf”);

3) Coal-to-gas price ratio “one” (1) is fixed value and in fact this ratio only can be changed in further years starting from 2011 because of different growth rates. As the analysis is made in constant prices this kind of deviation is not applicable.

To prove that the chosen (used in the PDD) investment and sensitivity analysis approach is both real and conservative the additional type (commonly used) of the investment and sensitivity analysis is done. They include growth rates (official prices forecast from “Conception of long-term development till 2020” adopted by Government order# 1662-R 17.11.2008), uncertainty and ± departure deviation of coal-to-gas price ratio. Please review the enclosed alternative investment analysis (the name of the file is “6. Alternative investment analysis.xls”).

Response 2 to CAR 11 dated 17.11.2010

(i) The price of t.c.e. at Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk CHPP-1 before gasification (consists mainly of coal prices) was provided in the PDD. Footnote 9 was added to the Section B.2 of the PDD. Please review.

(ii) The price of natural gas equal to the price of coal at the plant was the one of the conditions for project implementation (this condition was fixed in the document “7. Financial analysis”.  It was necessary as real prices for natural gas in similar regions are higher than the price of coal at the plant (in t.c.e. equivalent). For more details please refer to the response 1 above.

Thus, the applied gas/coal price ratio “one” (1) is very conservative.

The same justification was included in the Section B.2 of the PDD. Please review.

(iii) The change +- 10 % of the of gas/coal price ratio gives unrealistic results. 10% increase in price of natural gas although possible, provides IRR which is less than 0%. 10% reduction in price of natural gas is not realistic option - prices of natural gas in Russia never decreased in the past 10 years, they are still adjusting to European market prices, which are much higher.

As the investment analysis is made in constant prices the rate remains the same for the whole period what is the highly unlikely. According to all official forecasts (Conception of long-term development till 2020” and the document provided by AIE) the prices for natural gas will grow much higher than prices for coal. Prices for natural gas cannot be lower for the whole period of the financial analysis (what happened while applying sensitivity analysis for gas/coal price ratio). Thus, the implementation of the +-10% sensitivity analysis for the gas/coal price ratio in the investment analysis with prices fixed for the whole period of the investment analysis does not make sense, since such analysis applies unrealistic conditions.
	Conclusion on Response 1

CAR 10 is not closed due to the following:

(i) Electricity outputs as difference of rows 15-18 (gas) and 16-17 (coal) are not equal.  

(i) Raw 22 ‘Savings from internal power savings’ are determined as product of ‘internal power savings’ due to difference in own needs and electricity price 1000 RUB/MWh.   Please correct to direct definition of fuel consumption by values of reference fuel consumption in rows 9-12.  

(ii) Please correct the basic investment analysis based on the provided information on investment, electricity and heat  supply and own needs. 

(ii) Please provide primary sources of data on specific natural gas consumption per kWh and Gcal.

Conclusion on Response 2

Formulae in rows 23 & 24 of investment analysis are incorrect. Please remake the analysis.
Conclusion on Response 3

Conclusion on Response 2 is withdrawn. CAR 10 is closed  

Conclusion on Response 1

CAR 11 is not closed.

At the time of taking the investment decision the price of gas was not available (until now) whereas the price of coal was known (please provide in PDD). Hence, the uncertainty appears as to gas/coal price ratio since the gas price is assumed.  Please first justify the basic value of prices ratio 1 (one) and second analyse the sensitivity of IRR to the prices ratio uncertainty.  

Please take note that AIE did not challenge the investment analysis in constant prices.

For clarity please refer to 
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Conclusion on Response 2
CAR 11 is closed based on reasonable clarification on the issue raised in the AIE request. 

	OK

OK

	29 (c) 
	Is the additionality demonstrated appropriately as a result?
	With the unresolved CAR 10 and CAR 11 the additionality of the project activity is not demonstrated.    
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	30
	If the approach 28 (c) is chosen, are all explanations, descriptions and analyses made in accordance with the selected tool or method?
	Except the issues addressed in CAR 10, all explanations, descriptions and analyses are made in accordance with the used additionality tool.
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	Approved CDM methodology approach only_ Paragraphs  31(a) – 31(e)_Not applicable 

	Project boundary (applicable except for JI LULUCF projects

	JI specific approach only

	32 (a)
	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?
	The project boundary defined in the PDD encompasses all anthropogenic emissions by sources of GHGs that are (i) under the control of the project participants, (ii) reasonably attributable to the project, and (iii) significant.

These are:

· CO2 emissions from  coal fired boilers in baseline scenario;

· CO2 emissions from gas fired boilers  in project scenario;;

· Leakage due to fuel (coal and natural gas) extraction, processing and transportation. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	32 (b)
	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?
	Project boundary is defined on the basis of case-by-case assessment of different emission sources.


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	32 (c)
	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?
	CAR 12. Please include a figure or flow chart in PDD.
	Response 1 to CAR 12 dated 07.11.2010

Figure B.3-1 which delineates the project boundary was included in Section B.3 of the PDD. Please review.
	CAR is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.
	OK.

	32 (d)
	Are all gases and sources included explicitly stated, and the exclusions of any sources related to the baseline or the project are appropriately justified?
	All gases and sources included are explicitly stated; refer to 32 (a) above.

Exclusion of CH4 and N2O emission is appropriate as a conservative assumption.     
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Approved CDM methodology approach only_Paragraph 33_ Not applicable 

	Crediting period

	34 (a)
	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?
	The starting date is defined as 01/07/2009 which is the date of   the decision making meeting. Refer to footer 2 on page 3. 

	
	
	

	34 (a)
	Is the starting date after the beginning of 2000?
	Yes.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	34 (b)
	Does the PDD state the expected operational lifetime of the project in years and months?
	Operational lifetime is defined as 15 years (180 months).


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	34 (c) 
	Does the PDD state the length of the crediting period in years and months?
	The length of crediting period is defined as 2 years (24 months).
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	Starting day is 01/01/2011 which is the date of the first emission reductions generated by the project following commissioning.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	The crediting period is defined as from 01/01/2011 till 31/12/2012.


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	N/A
	
	
	

	Monitoring plan

	35
	Does the PDD explicitly indicate which of the following approaches is used?

−  JI specific approach

−  Approved CDM methodology approach
	It is explicitly indicated that a JI specific approach is chosen. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	JI specific approach only

	36 (a)
	Does the monitoring plan describe:

− All relevant factors and key characteristics that will be monitored?

− The period in which they will be monitored?

− All decisive factors for the control and reporting of project performance?
	The monitoring plan describes:

· data to be monitored: natural gas consumption (D..1.1.1), natural gas NCV,  and heat generation (D.1.1.3);

· the period in which they will be monitored: continuously or monthly;

· all decisive factors for the control and reporting of project performance:   2tp statistics forms; quality control (QC) and quality assurance (QA) procedures; the operational and management structure that will be applied in implementing the monitoring plan. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b)
	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?
	The monitoring plan specifies the indicators, constants and variables used that are reliable, valid and provide transparent picture of the emission reductions to be monitored.

For data to be monitored, please refer to 36(a) above.  

For constants please refer to the next paragraph.    
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b)
	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?
	Constants used are the default values of the parameters as follows:

· CO2 emission factors for natural gas and coal (from 2006 IPCC, v.2, ch.2);

· Efficiency of gas fired boilers: a conservative value 90,5% is taken;

· Leakage factors for coal and natural gas (from IPCC v.2 ch.4).


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (i)
	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?
	N/A

	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (ii)
	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?
	The monitoring plan provides explicit description of the data sources for all parameters concerned (2006 IPCC, v2, Ch. 2 and 4).

The conservativeness of the boiler efficient value is justified.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (iii)
	For all data sources, does the monitoring plan specify the procedures to be followed if expected data are unavailable?
	All parameters included in the monitoring plan are to be either monitored under regular operational practice or taken as constants. Means of monitoring are indicated: gas meters and heat meters.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (iv)
	Are International System Units (SI units) used?
	International System Units (SI units) are used.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (v)
	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?
	The monitoring plan notes parameters, coefficients, variables, etc. that are used to calculate baseline emissions net removals based on monitored data of heat  generated by gas fired boilers.


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (b) (v)
	Is the use of parameters, coefficients, variables, etc. consistent between the baseline and monitoring plan?
	There is consistency between parameters, coefficients, variables, etc. used in baseline and monitoring plan.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (c)
	Does the monitoring plan draw on the list of standard variables contained in appendix B of “Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and monitoring”?
	The monitoring plan draws on the list of standard variables contained in appendix B of “Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and monitoring” such as such as heat production, fuel consumption, CO2 emission factor of fuels, NCV of natural gas, boiler thermal efficiency, leakage factors for coal and natural gas. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (d)
	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?
	Description of the monitoring plan in  Section D.1 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 regarding the PDD. Refer to natural gas and coal emission factors, leakage factors for coal and natural gas.

(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. Refer to gas boiler efficiency.
b) Data and parameters that are to be monitored throughout the crediting period. Refer to heat production, natural gas consumption, and NCV of natural gas.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (e)
	Does the monitoring plan describe the methods employed for data monitoring (including its frequency) and recording?
	Yes, the methods used (gas and heat meters,  certificate for natural gas) and data collection frequency (continuously or monthly) and recording (electronic/paper) are clearly defined in the monitoring plan
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f)
	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?
	These are Formulae (D.1.1.2-1) for project emissions, (D.1.1.4-1) for baseline emissions, and (D. 1.3.2-1) and (D.1.3.2-2) for leakage. 

CAR 13-1. Formula (D.1.1.4-1) presumes that the coal boiler would generate the amount of heat equal to that in the project. However, own needs of power plant in the baseline scenario (coal) are higher than in the project (gas). This implies that the coal boiler should generate more heat and accordingly burn more coal. Hence, the baseline emissions would be higher than per Formula (D.1.1.4-1). This is not described in PDD nor is the conservatism of this simplified Formula justified.      
	Response 1 to CAR 13-1 dated 18.11.2010

Heat output (steam) of the boilers will be the same in the baseline and in the project as consumption of steam by steam turbine does not depend on boilers but depends on power demand.

Two parameters will differ in the baseline and in the project scenario:

1) Amount of fossil fuel for generation of similar amount of steam (because of different efficiencies of coal and gas boilers);

2) Power consumption for internal needs by boilers.

The first difference is accounted in the Formula (D.1.1.4-1) in form of coal boiler efficiency.

The exclusion of second difference is justified in Section B.3 of the PDD.

Response 2 to CAR 13-1 dated 03.12.2010

It was indicated in the description to the formula (D.1.1.4-1) that “Electricity consumption in the baseline scenario is higher than in the project scenario. This implies that the coal boiler should generate more heat and accordingly burn more coal. However it is assumed that heat output (steam) of the boilers will be the same in the baseline and in the project to provide simplicity of calculations and due to conservative approach.”  

The description in the Section B.3 was reformulated. Please review.
	Conclusion on Response 1

Response is not accepted.

Heat output (steam) of the boilers will not be the same in the baseline and in the project as more electricity should be generated in baseline due to higher own needs. 

Considerations in Section B.3 do not respond to AIE request. Yet, the statement in B.3 “Hence, electricity consumption in the baseline scenario is higher than in the project scenario and the project also provides the decrease of emissions due to reduction of auxiliary electricity consumption” lacks logic as regards also.   
Conclusion on Response 2

CAR 13-1 is closed based on due amendments made to PDD.
	OK

	36 (f) (i)
	Is the underlying rationale for the algorithms/formulae explained?
	Additional explanation of Formula (D.1.1.4-1) is needed.  

Conclusion is pending a response to CAR 13-1.
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	36 (f) (ii)
	Are consistent variables, equation formats, subscripts etc. used?
	Consistent variables, equation formats, subscripts etc. are used.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (iii)
	Are all equations numbered?
	Yes.

	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (iv)
	Are all variables, with units indicated defined?
	Yes.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (v)
	Is the conservativeness of the algorithms/procedures justified?
	Conservative value of gas fired boiler efficiency is used. 

Conclusion is pending a response to CAR 13-1.
	N/A
	N/A
	Pending

	36 (f) (v)
	To the extent possible, are methods to quantitatively account for uncertainty in key parameters included?
	N/A
	
	
	

	36 (f) (vi)
	Is consistency between the elaboration of the baseline scenario and the procedure for calculating the emissions or net removals of the baseline ensured?
	There is consistency between the elaboration on the baseline scenario and calculating the baseline emission in the spreadsheet.


	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (vii)
	Are any parts of the algorithms or formulae that are not self-evident explained?
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (vii)
	Is it justified that the procedure is consistent with standard technical procedures in the relevant sector?
	Yes, the monitoring is in line with current operational routines.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (vii)
	Are references provided as necessary?
	References to 2006 IPCC V.2 Ch. 2 and 4 are provided.

	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (f) (vii)
	Are implicit and explicit key assumptions explained in a transparent manner?
	N/A

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	36 (f) (vii)
	Is it clearly stated which assumptions and procedures have significant uncertainty associated with them, and how such uncertainty is to be addressed?
	N/A
	
	
	

	36 (f) (vii)
	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?
	The meters are recording the heat energy produced by gas fired boilers and the consumption of the natural gas continuously. The issue of uncertainty range and confidence interval is irrelevant for such measurements. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	36 (g)
	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?
	CAR 13-2. Please provide the reference to national monitoring standards used for monitoring routines.
	Response 1 to CAR 13-2 dated 07.11.2010

There are no special national monitoring standards applicable to the project except federal law #102-FZ dated 11.06.2008 “about standardisation of measurements”. This law is applicable only for one parameter monitored – natural gas consumption as it is the only one parameter of trade (article 1, clause 3, point 7 of the law).

All legislation requirements regarding monitoring of this parameter are implemented. The heat meters are certified, calibration and checks will be implemented by accredited state organizations according to the technical specifications of meters, etc.

The same information was included in the Section D.1 of the PDD. Please review. 
	CAR is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.
	OK

	36 (h)
	Does the monitoring plan document statistical techniques, if used for monitoring, and that they are used in a conservative manner?
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	36 (i)
	Does the monitoring plan present the quality assurance and control procedures for the 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?
	QC/QA procedures are specified in PDD Section D.2. 

CAR 14. Please provide basic information on the calibration procedures for heat and gas meters.
	Response 1 to CAR 14 dated 07.11.2010

Only certified meters will be used. All certified meters have factory calibration. The chief metrologist is responsible for further calibration and checking of meters. Calibration and checking will be done on terms prescribed by meters passports by specialized accredited metrology organizations. A calibration schedule will also be established.

The same information was included in the Section D.2 of the PDD. Please review.
	CAR is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.
	OK

	36 (j)
	Does the monitoring plan clearly identify the responsibilities and the authority regarding the monitoring activities?
	The operational and management structure that the project participants(s) will implement in order to monitor emission reduction generated by the project is described in PDD Section D.4. 

CAR 15. Please indicate who is responsible for:

· data storage and archiving;

· monitoring report approval.
	Response 1 to CAR 15 dated 07.11.2010

It was indicated in Figure D.3-1 that Chief power engineer (OJSC «Sakhalinenergo») is responsible for data storage and archiving and “Mardo International” is responsible for approval of monitoring reports.

Please review the updated Figure D.3-1 in the Section D.3 of the PDD. 

	CAR is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.
	OK

	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?
	Monitoring techniques are in line with current operation routines.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	Tables D.1.1.1 and D.1.1.3 provide compilation of all data needed to monitor project and baseline emissions.

CAR 16. Please include in Table D.1.3.1 leakage factors for coal and natural gas.  
	Response 1 to CAR 16 dated 07.11.2010

Leakage factors for coal and natural gas were included in Table D.1.3.1.
	CAR is closed based on due amendment made to PDD.
	OK

	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?
	Yes, it indicates in Section D.1.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Approved CDM methodology approach only_Paragraphs 38(a) – 38(d)_Not applicable

	Applicable to both JI specific approach and approved CDM methodology approach_Paragraph 39_Not applicable 

	Leakage

	JI specific approach only

	40 (a)
	Does the PDD appropriately describe an assessment of the potential leakage of the project and appropriately explain which sources of leakage are to be calculated and which can be neglected?
	PDD describes the assessment leakage from fugitive emissions of natural gas and methane during stages of production/extraction, processing, transportation and distribution. Refer to PDD Sections B.1 and D.1.3.2
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	40 (b)
	Does the PDD provide a procedure for an ex ante estimate of leakage?
	Leakages are calculated by Formulae (D.1.3.2-1) and (D.1.3.2-2).
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Approved CDM methodology approach only

	41
	Are the leakage and the procedure for its estimation defined in accordance with the approved CDM methodology?
	N/A
	
	
	

	Estimation of emission reductions or enhancements of net removals

	42
	Does the PDD indicate which of the following approaches it chooses?

(a) Assessment of emissions or net removals in the baseline scenario and in the project scenario

(b) Direct assessment of emission reductions
	Assessment of emissions in the baseline scenario and in the project scenario is chosen.

	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	43
	If the approach (a) in 42 is chosen, does the PDD provide ex ante estimates of:

(a) Emissions or net removals for the project scenario (within the project boundary)?

(b) Leakage, as applicable?

(c) Emissions or net removals for the baseline scenario (within the project boundary)?

(d) Emission reductions or enhancements of net removals adjusted by leakage?
	PDD provides ex ante estimates of:

(a) Emissions for the project scenario (Section E.1);

(b) Leakage (Section E.2);

(c) Emissions for the baseline scenario (Section E.4);

(d) Emission reductions adjusted by leakage (Section E.6).

CAR 17. Please justify the values of the parameters used in the ERU calculation on the spreadsheet as follows:

· power and heat outputs from boilers;

· specific fuel consumption per MWh and Gcal;

· coefficient of fuel consumption correlation between natural gas and coal fired boilers (=1,03807261). 


	Response 1 to CAR 17 dated 07.11.2010

Power and heat outputs and specific fuel consumption per MWh and Gcal from boilers were taken from the financial analysis provided by the PO. Please review this document (the name of the folder with document is “7. Financial analysis.pdf”).

“Coefficient of fuel consumption correlation between natural gas and coal fired boilers” is calculated basing on “Specific reference fuel consumptions” taken from financial analysis. This parameter is used only for ex-ante emission reduction calculation and is not used in the monitoring. This parameter is added to the ex-ante calculations to account the difference between baseline coal boilers efficiency and natural gas boilers efficiency.

Response 2 to CAR 17 dated 18.11.2010

(i) Data on power and heat supplied and own needs used for investment analysis was taken from the feasibility study based on which  the decision to implement this JI project was taken. Data from the explanatory note did not exist at the time of decision making, so it could not be used for the investment analysis.

Besides, the explanatory note is prepared for switch of 1 boiler. Numbers pertain to the situation with 1 gas and 4 coal boilers at the plant so they cannot be used.

Moreover, the power outputs in the feasibility study and in the explanatory note differ less than 2% and heat outputs less than 1%. Both sources are forecasts and there are no evidences that one of the sources is more reliable.

(ii) Consistency between input data on investments and those in the provided file ‘14 Cost Breakdown’ was provided. Please review the updated investment analysis.

(iii) Specific fuel consumptions for the baseline were taken from official statistic form “6-TP”.   Please review p.2 of the enclosed document “16. Specific fuel consumption, 6-TP.tif”. Specific fuel consumptions for the project were taken from the feasibility study and represent expected specific fuel consumptions after switch to natural gas. Please review the file “7. Financial analysis.pdf”. Please also review the excel spreadsheet with calculations of specific fuel consumptions  “22. Calculation of specific fuel consumption coefficients after switch on natural gas.xls”.
	Conclusion on Response 1

CAR is not closed.

Please provide consistency of the used input data on power and heat supplied and own needs with those in Explanatory Note.

Please provide consistency between input data on investments and those in the provided file ‘14 Cost Breakdown’.

Please provide the primary source of data on specific fuel consumption per MWh and Gcal for coal and gas.
Conclusion on Response 2

CAR 17 is closed based on due amendments made to PDD and reasonable clarification on issue (i). 
	OK

	44
	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?
	N/A
	
	
	

	45
	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?

(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?
	· Estimates in 43 are given on the periodic basis, from the beginning until the end of the crediting period, in tones of CO2 equivalent. 

· The formulae used in PDD are consistent.

· Key factors influencing the baseline emissions and the activity level of the project and the emissions are taken into account, as appropriate.
· Data sources used for calculating the estimates are clearly identified, reliable and transparent.
· Default values of natural gas and coal emission factor and leakage factors are taken from 2006 IPCC V. 2 Ch. 2 and 4.

· Estimation in 43 is based on conservative assumptions and the most plausible scenario in a transparent manner.
· Estimates in 43 are consistent throughout the PDD.
· The annual average of estimated emission reductions calculated by dividing the total estimated emission reductions over the crediting period by the total months of the crediting period and multiplying by twelve.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	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?
	Illustrative ex-ante estimation of baseline emissions are made on the spreadsheet. Refer to section E.4
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Approved CDM methodology approach only_Paragraphs 47(a) – 47(b)_Not applicable 

	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?
	PDD Section E.1 provides results of the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project, in accordance with procedures as determined by the host Party.  

The following environment permits and approvals are listed in PDD:

· Expert examination of industrial safety #77-PD-05379-2010 dated 04.08.2010; 

· Permission on emissions into the atmosphere #01-307/640011023801 issued 23.09.2009 by Federal Service for Ecological, Technological and Atomic Supervision;

· Sanitary-and-epidemiologic resolution of FSR #296 dated 01.09.2009.
CAR 18. Please provide exact reference to the EIA, the project design, and the source of data in Table F.1-1. Please attach the documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts of the project including transboundary effects.  
	Response 1 to CAR 18 dated 07.11.2010

The exact references to the EIA and the project design were provided in Section F.1 of the PDD. Please also review this documents (the names of the files “8. EIA.pdf” and “3. explanatory note.pdf”).

The source of data in Table F.1-1 was also added in form of a footnote.

Please also review the letter from Sakhalinenergo and  Glavgosexpertiza confirming that the project is not subject for state expertise (the name of the file is “11. Glavgosexpertiza comment.pdf”).
	CAR is closed based on due amendments made to PDD. Files 3, 8, and 11 were reviewed and positively determined.  
	OK

	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?
	The negative impact on the environmental as a result of the project implementation will be significantly reduced as illustrated by Table F.1-1. 
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Stakeholder consultation

	49
	If stakeholder consultation was undertaken in accordance with the procedure as required  by the host Party, does the PDD provide:

(a)  A list of stakeholders from whom comments on the projects have been received, if any?

(b)  The nature of the comments?

(c)  A description on whether and how the comments have been addressed?
	Stakeholder consultation is not required by the Russian legislation. Despite this, public hearings were organized by OJSC “Sakhalinenergo” in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk town on 06 February 2010. No negative responses were received.
	N/A
	N/A
	OK

	Determination regarding small-scale projects (additional elements for assessment)_Paragraphs 50 -  57_Not applicable

	Determination regarding land use, land-use change and forestry projects _Paragraphs 58 – 64(d)_Not applicable

	Determination regarding programmes of activities_Paragraphs 66 – 73_Not applicable
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Вернуться к Оглавлению

В основе прогноза цен на топливо-энергетические ресурсы лежит предпосылка, что в регионах Восточной Сибири и Дальнего Востока сформируется: свободный внутренний рынок газа; оптимальное соотношение цен на природный газ, энергетический уголь и другие энергоносители с учетом их потребительских свойств, обеспечивающее формирование межтопливной конкуренции.При построении прогноза конкурентоспособных цен на топливо по регионам Восточной Сибири и Дальнего Востока использованы следующие предположения:


- формирование условий для развития и дальнейшего функционирования конкуренции между основными энергоресурсами к моменту начала поставок газа в регионы;


- прогноз стабильного роста основных показателей социально-экономического развития регионов в среднем на 5-6% в год;


- сохранение доминирующего положения угля в региональных топливно-энергетических балансах при снижении его доли в балансе КПТ до 55%;


- ежегодный прирост потребления мазута не превышающий 2-3% в год;


- увеличение доли газа в топливном балансе КПТ к 2020 г. до 35%;


- опережающий рост цен на природный газ по сравнению с углем и мазутом, а также достижение следующего эффективного соотношения цен на данные виды топлива, предусмотренного Энергетической стратегией России на период до 2020 года, - 1 (уголь) / 1,6 (газ) / 1,8 (мазут).

В настоящее время цены на разные виды топлива (особенно на природный газ) не в полной мере отражают их потребительскую ценность и реальные затраты. В перспективе соотношение цен на уголь, природный газ и мазут должно существенно измениться, приблизившись к соотношению, сложившемуся в развитых странах, как это показано в таблице 7.1.


Для построения прогноза цен на основные топливно-энергетические ресурсы была проведена предварительная оценка потенциала развития регионов, рассмотрены основные показатели социально-экономического и промышленного развития регионов Восточной Сибири и Дальнего Востока.


Расчёт прогнозных цен на газ по регионам ВС и ДВ проведён через соотношение цен на основной энергоресурс региона - уголь. Цена на природный газ формировалась на базе прогнозного уровня цен на уголь с учётом их эффективного соотношения (1,6). При таком соотношении достигаются намеченные в Энергетической стратегии Российской Федерации ориентиры для  формирования эффективной межтопливной конкуренции.


В настоящее время природный газ получают потребители Республики Саха (Якутия), в Хабаровском и Красноярском краях, на территории Сахалинской и Камчатской областей. Газ промышленным потребителям реализуется по государственно регулируемым ценам, установленным Приказом ФСТ России. Уровень оптовых цен на природный газ, реализуемый промышленным потребителем, представлен в таблице


Расчёт цен на топливные ресурсы проведён в реальных ценах на 01.01.2006, принятых в качестве базовых. Уровень и динамика цен на уголь в регионах различны и во многом зависят от затрат на доставку топливно-энергетических ресурсов потребителю. Поэтому для целей прогнозирования принят рост цен на уголь в размере 2 % в год (без учета инфляции). Прогноз конкурентоспособных цен на природный газ построен относительно цен на уголь в предположении, что эффективность использования газа в сравнении с углем будет на 60 % выше. Прогноз цен на газ представлен в таблице  7.3.


Таблица 7.1 - Соотношение цен на уголь-газ-мазут в России и за рубежом


		Страна, регион

		2000 г.

		2006 г.

		2020 г.

		Источник



		США

		1:1:1,1

		 

		1:1,8:1,4

		МЭА


(прогноз развития мировой энергетики)



		Великобритания

		 

		1:2,5:3,7

		 

		



		Западная Европа

		1:1,7:1,7

		 

		1:2,2:1,4

		



		Япония

		1:2,2:1,1

		 

		1:3,0:1,4

		



		Россия

		1:0,7:1,4-2,6

		 

		1:1,3-1,6:1,3-1,2

		Действующие установки

		Минпромэнерго



		

		 

		 

		1:1,6:1,3

		Новые установки

		



		

		1:0,8:1,3

		1:0,88:1,88

		1:1,6:1,7

		Минэкономразвития РФ



		

		 

		 

		1:1,6:1,8

		Энергетическая


стратегии РФ





Таблица 7.2 - Оптовые цены на природный газ, реализуемый промышленным потребителям в регионах Восточной Сибири и Дальнего Востока на 01.01.2006 г.


		Субъекты РФ

		руб./тыс. м3

		Отклонение от средней цены, %



		Красноярский край(ОАО «Норильскгазпром»)

		890

		-21



		Республика Саха (Якутия)

		1103

		-2,5



		Хабаровский край

		772

		-31,8



		Камчатская область

		8655

		+665



		Сахалинская область

		658,5

		-41,8



		Средняя оптовая цена  на природный газ, реализуемый  промышленным потребителям РФ

		1132,1

		 





Таблица 7.3 - Прогнозный уровень конкурентоспособных цен на газ по регионамВС и ДВ


руб./тыс. м3

		Регионы

		2006

		2010

		2015

		2020

		2025

		2030



		Восточная Сибирь

		1131,4

		1263,9

		1596,1

		1704,1

		1891,7

		2050,1



		Республика Бурятия

		 

		 

		2259,8

		2495,0

		2754,7

		2994,0



		Красноярский край

		1131,4

		754,7

		833,3

		920

		1015,8

		1104,0



		Иркутская область

		 

		2049,8

		2263,1

		2498,7

		2758,8

		2998,4



		Читинская область

		 

		 

		894,7

		987,8

		1090,6

		1185,4



		Дальний Восток

		1149,2

		2154,9

		2354,0

		2476,7

		2646,9

		2788,0



		Республика Саха (Якутия)

		1408,4

		1769,9

		1954,1

		2157,5

		2382,1

		2589



		Приморский край

		 

		2711,2

		3030,3

		3030,3

		3030,3

		3030,3



		Хабаровский край

		985,8

		1230,1

		1358,1

		1499,4

		1655,5

		1799,3



		Еврейская АО

		 

		 

		1266,5

		1398,3

		1543,9

		1678,0



		Амурская область

		 

		1310,3

		1446,6

		1597,2

		1763,4

		1916,6



		Камчатская область

		11002,7

		7270,7

		8027,5

		8863,0

		9785,4

		10635,6



		Сахалинская область

		844,5

		2506,4

		2791,2

		2791,2

		2791,2

		2791,2






