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1 INTRODUCTION 
MGM International has commissioned Det Norske Veritas Certification Ltd. (DNV) to perform a 
validation of the “Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project” in Mexico 
(hereafter called “the project”). This report summarises the initial findings of the validation of 
the project, performed on the basis of UNFCCC for CDM projects, as well as criteria given to 
provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and reporting. 

The validation team consists of the following personnel: 
Mr Michael Lehmann DNV Oslo, Norway Team leader 
Mr Ramesh Ramachandran DNV Chennai, India GHG auditor 
Mr Alfonso Capuchino DNV, Mexico GHG auditor 
Mr Ivar Nestaas DNV Oslo, Norway Sectoral scope 11 expert 
Mr Einar Telnes DNV Oslo, Norway Technical reviewer 
 

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

1.2 Scope 
The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review of the project design 
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against Kyoto Protocol criteria for the CDM, the CDM 
rules and modalities as agreed in the Marrakech Accords, the modalities and procedures for 
CDM project activities and relevant decisions by the CDM Executive Board. The validation 
team has, based on the recommendations in the Validation and Verification Manual /3/, 
employed a risk-based approach, focusing on the identification of significant risks for project 
implementation and the generation of CERs. 
The validation is not meant to provide any consulting towards the project participant. However, 
stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective actions may provide input for improvement of 
the project design. 

1.3 Description of Proposed CDM Project 
The “HFC Recovery & Decomposition Project in Mexico” activity consists of the collection of 
HFC 23 generated as a by-product of HCFC 22 production at Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V.’s plant 
located in Monterrey, Mexico. The project intends to capture the HFC 23 waste gas from the 
waste gas stream. The captured HFC 23 will be destroyed by thermal decomposition through 
plasma technology at Quimobásicos S.A’s plant in Monterrey. 

The project is expected to reduce GHG emission by 2 155 363 tonnes of CO2-equivalents 
(tCO2e) per year. 
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The project participant originally planned to destroy HFC 23 outside the boundaries of the 
HCFC 22 production plant (at a waste incineration plant in the USA). A PDD describing this 
project set-up was presented for validation in the fall of 2005. Upon DNV’s request for guidance, 
the CDM Executive Board confirmed at its 22nd meeting that the baseline and monitoring 
methodology AM0001 which is applied by the project requires that the destruction of HFC 23 
has to occur at the same site as the HCFC production facility. Hence, the project participant 
revised the project design and decided to invest in on-site destruction of HFC 23 using plasma 
technology.  

Quimobásicos operates two production lines consisting of two swing plants. One has before 
September 2005 produced CFC. Since September 2005 both production lines produce HCFC 22 
in accordance with the phase out program for CFC for developing countries set by the Montreal 
Protocol. The project originally also claimed emission reductions from the destruction of the 
HFC 23 from the production line that before September 2005 produced CFC. However, a review 
was requests for the request for registration of the “Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and 
Decomposition Project”. The requests for review questioned that the selected baseline 
methodology AM0001 is applicable to the HFC 23 stream from the production line that before 
September 2005 produced CFC. At is 24th meeting the CDM Executive Board decided that the 
only eligible emission reductions are those arising from the existing HCFC 22 stream. As 
requested, the project participant thus submitted a revised PDD in which the production line that 
before September 2005 produced CFC is no longer included within the project boundary.  

This report refers to this project design described in the final version of the PDD (version 4). 
However, for the sake of transparency findings from the validation in the fall of 2005 are also 
incorporated into this validation report.  



DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 Report No: 2005-1191, rev. 02 

VALIDATION REPORT 

Page 3 
 

2 METHODOLOGY 
The validation consisted of the following three phases: 
I a desk review of the project design, baseline and monitoring plan (July 2005 to January 

2006) 
II follow-up interviews with project stakeholders (July 2005) 
III The resolution of outstanding issues and the issuance of the final validation report and 

opinion (September 2005 to May 2006). 
 

2.1 Review of Documents 
The PDD /1/ (Version 1 dated July 2005, Version 2 dated August 2005, Version 3 dated 19 
December 2005 and Version 4 dated 23 May 2006) for the “Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and 
Decomposition Project” was assessed as a part of the CDM validation. In addition, the 
accompanying spreadsheets documenting the emission reduction calculations and the 
spreadsheets for monitoring and reporting of emission reductions were assessed. 

In order to ensure transparency, a validation protocol was customised for the project, according 
to Validation and Verification Manual /3/. The protocol shows, in a transparent manner, criteria 
(requirements), means of verification and the results from validating the identified criteria. The 
validation protocol serves the following purposes: 
• It organises, details and clarifies the requirements a CDM project is expected to meet; 
• It ensures a transparent validation process where the validator will document how a particular 

requirement has been validated and the result of the validation. 
 

The validation protocol consists of three tables. The different columns in these tables are 
described in Figure 1. 

The completed validation protocol for the “Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition 
Project” is enclosed in Appendix A to this report. 
 

Findings established during the validation can either be seen as a non-fulfilment of validation 
criteria or where a risk to the fulfilment of project objectives is identified. Corrective Action 
Requests (CAR) are issued, where: 
i) mistakes have been made with a direct influence on project results; 
ii) CDM or host Party requirements have not been met; or 
iii) there is a risk that the project would not be accepted as a CDM project or that emission 

reductions will not be certified. 
 

Request for Clarification are used where additional information is needed to fully clarify an 
issue.  
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirements for CDM Project Activities 

Requirement Reference Conclusion Cross reference 
The requirements the 
project must meet. 

Gives reference to the 
legislation or 
agreement where the 
requirement is found. 

This is either acceptable 
based on evidence provided 
(OK), a Corrective Action 
Request (CAR) of risk or non-
compliance with stated 
requirements or a request for 
Clarification (CL) where 
further clarifications are 
needed. 

Used to refer to the relevant 
checklist questions in Table 
2 to show how the specific 
requirement is validated. 
This is to ensure a 
transparent Validation 
process. 

 

Validation Protocol Table 2: Requirement Checklist 

Checklist Question Reference Means of 
verification (MoV) 

Comment Draft and/or Final 
Conclusion 

The various 
requirements in Table 1 
are linked to checklist 
questions the project 
should meet. The 
checklist is organised in 
seven different sections. 
Each section is then 
further sub-divided. The 
lowest level constitutes a 
checklist question.  

Gives 
reference to 
documents 
where the 
answer to 
the checklist 
question or 
item is 
found. 

Explains how 
conformance with 
the checklist 
question is 
investigated. 
Examples of means 
of verification are 
document review 
(DR) or interview 
(I). N/A means not 
applicable. 

The section is 
used to elaborate 
and discuss the 
checklist question 
and/or the 
conformance to 
the question. It is 
further used to 
explain the 
conclusions 
reached. 

This is either acceptable 
based on evidence 
provided (OK), or a 
Corrective Action Request 
(CAR) due to non-
compliance with the 
checklist question (See 
below).A request for 
Clarification (CL) is used 
when the validation team 
has identified a need for 
further clarification. 

 

Validation Protocol Table 3: Resolution of Corrective Action Requests and Requests for Clarification 

Draft report corrective 
action requests and 
requests for clarifications 

Ref. to Table 2 Summary of project 
participants’ response 

Final conclusion 

If the conclusions from the 
draft Validation are either 
a Corrective Action 
Request or a Clarification 
Request, these should be 
listed in this section. 

Reference to the 
checklist question 
number in Table 2 
where the Corrective 
Action Request or 
Clarification Request is 
explained. 

The responses given by 
the project participants 
during the 
communications with the 
validation team should 
be summarised in this 
section. 

This section should summarise 
the validation team’s 
responses and final 
conclusions. The conclusions 
should also be included in 
Table 2, under “Final 
Conclusion”. 

 
Figure 1   Validation protocol tables 
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2.2 Follow-up Interviews 
During 27-29 July 2005, DNV conducted interviews with project stakeholders to confirm 
selected information and to resolve issues identified in the document review. The main topics of 
the interviews are summarised in Table 1 and the persons interviewed are listed in the 
“References” section of this report. Following EB-22 guidance on the methodology application 
were consultations also performed in December 2005 regarding selection of on-site technology.  

Table 1   Interview topics 
Interviewed organisation Interview topics 
Quimobásicos S.A.de C.V.  Cryogenic Condensation technology (Status with regard to 

selection of technology, technology supplier current status and 
planned schedule for project implementation) (Partly no longer 
relevant) 

 Training of staff 
 Environmental impacts 
 Consultations with local stakeholders 
 Regulations/Permits for transportation of waste from Mexico to 

USA (No longer relevant) 
 Agreements with US authorities (No longer relevant) 
 Production capacity (Plant’s production capacity in 2004, 

historic records for HCFC & HFC yield and purity) 
 Current possibilities to market HFC and market price of HFC 
 Measurement equipment (Equipment used for measuring 

effluent gas flow and HFC concentration in gaseous effluent, 
precision level and provisions for calibration) 

 Monitoring and reporting procedures  
 Authorities and responsibilities for monitoring and reporting 

and provisions for quality assurance / quality control of 
monitoring reports 

 Emission factors used for transport (No longer relevant) 
 Details of Transport Vehicles (trailers) (No longer relevant) 

Onyx Environmental 
Services LLC (Onyx) 

 Details of Incineration facility at Port Arthur (No longer 
relevant) 

SEMARNAT  EIA Requirements 
 Permits/Licences  
 Transportation of HFC Wastes to USA and relevance of the 

Basel Convention in this regard (No longer relevant) 
 Agreements with US EPA authorities (No longer relevant) 
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2.3 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective Action Requests 
The objective of this phase of the validation was the resolution of any outstanding issues which 
needed to be clarified for DNV's positive conclusion on the project design.  

The validation identified six Corrective Action Request and two requests for Clarification. These 
were presented to the project participant in a draft validation report (rev. 0) dated 25 September 
2005. 

The final PDD of December 2005 addressed these Corrective Action Requests and requests for 
Clarification to DNV’s satisfaction. 

To guarantee the transparency of the validation process, the concerns raised by DNV and the 
response provided by the project participant are documented in Table 3 of the Validation 
Protocol in Appendix A to this report.  
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3 VALIDATION FINDINGS 
The findings of the validation are stated in the following sections. The validation criteria 
(requirements), the means of verification and the results from validating the identified criteria are 
documented in more detail in the validation protocol in Appendix A.  

The final validation findings stated in this section relate to the project design as documented and 
described in the PDD of 23 May 2006. 

3.1 Participation Requirements 
The only project participant is Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V. and the host Party is Mexico. No 
participating Annex I Party has yet been identified*. Mexico meets all requirements to participate 
in the CDM. 

Approval of voluntary participation by the Designated National Authorities (DNA) of Mexico 
and confirmation that the project assists in achieving sustainable development has been obtained 
/2/. 

3.2 Project Design 
The project involves capture of HFC 23 from the waste stream of the HCFC 22 production. The 
waste gas stream will enter into a plasma torch (electric arch) using argon as plasma gas. The 
argon plasma is generated by a direct current discharge between a cathode and an anode. The 
torch is rated at 150 kW and has an electrical efficiency of roughly 50%. Argon is chosen as 
plasma gas since it has suitable thermodynamic properties, is monatomic, and for its inertness to 
the torch components.  

The waste gas enters into the torch at an injection manifold and instantly mixes with the plasma 
at a temperature of 3 000ºC. The waste is rapidly pyrolyzed in the injection zone and the hot 
gases pass down into a flight tube and undergo further pyrolysis. The hot plasma gases are 
cooled in the flight tube to approximately 1 000ºC. Steam is added at the injection manifold in 
order to assure that all carbon, produced during pyrolysis, is converted to carbon gases. The hot 
gas mixture at the bottom of the flight tube is composed by carbon gases, halide gases, argon, 
and water vapour, together with trace of amounts of carbon fines (less than 0.1% of the feed). 
These gases are rapidly quenched to approximately 50ºC by direct sprays of cool alkaline 
scrubber liquor to neutralize the acid halide gases. This rapid quenching prevents the formation 
of any undesired organic molecules such as dibenzodioxins or dibenzofurans. The gas mixture is 
then passed to a counter-current packed column where final traces of acid gases are removed.  

The process input, electricity, argon, steam, and sodium hydroxide, are significantly less than 
those required for a comparably sized high temperature incinerator. Consequently, the process 
effluents are also substantially less. The gaseous effluent consists of a mixture of argon, carbon 
gases, and water vapour. The liquid effluent is a low volume, alkaline, near saturated aqueous 
solution of sodium halide salt suitable for discharge to an industrial sewer. The solution also 
contains sodium carbonate and bicarbonate.  

                                                 
*  Honeywell Fluorine Products Europe B.V. listed as project participant and the Netherlands listed as participating Annex I 

Party in version 01 of the PDD have been removed from the list of project participant in version 02 and 03 of the PDD. 
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The selected HFC 23 destruction technology has successfully been applied to destroy HFC 23 in 
other countries and a destruction efficiency of more than 99.99999% is anticipated.  

The project is expected to be operating in the first quarter of 2006. A renewable crediting period 
of 7 years has been chosen starting on 1 April 2006. 

3.3 Baseline and Additionally  
The project applies the approved baseline methodology AM0001, version 3, titled “Incineration 
of HFC 23 Waste Streams” /4/. 

The baseline methodology adopted is applicable and justified as there are no regulations in 
Mexico which require destruction of HFC 23. It has been confirmed during the site visit by DNV 
that Quimobásicos has a more than three years operating history between the beginning of the 
year 2000 and the end of the year 2004. 

Upon DNV’s request for guidance, the CDM Executive Board confirmed at its 22nd meeting that 
AM0001 requires that the destruction of HFC 23 has to occur at the same site as the HCFC 
production facility, the project has been revised to address this requirement. AM0001 is thus 
applicable to the project design as described in the final PDD of December 2005.  

The baseline emissions are determined based on the quantity of waste HFC 23 captured from 
Quimobásicos HCFC production plant and eventually destroyed. All the specific requirements of 
the approved methodology AM0001 have been addressed as summarised below (details have 
been provided in the protocol): 

In Mexico, there are no regulations governing the destruction of HFC 23 waste and hence HFC 
23 waste generated is normally vented into the atmosphere. DNV was able to confirm that the 
baseline scenario is zero HFC 23 destruction.  

Quimobásicos operates two production lines consisting of two swing plants. One has before 
September 2005 produced CFC. Since September 2005 both production lines produce HCFC 22. 
However, as requested by the CDM Executive Board at its 24th meeting, the project participant 
excluded the production line that before September 2005 produced CFC from the project 
boundary and no emission reductions from destroying HFC 23 waste generated from this 
production line are claimed in this proposed CDM project activity.  

The historical annual production level of HCFC 22 at Quimobásicos during the last three years 
(2002, 2003 and 2004) has been verified at site. The production of 7 570 metric tonnes of HFCF 
22 in the year 2004 has been accepted as the maximum historical annual production level 
applicable to cap the baseline HFC 23 emissions.  

Quimobásicos has a system of estimating the waste generated based on direct measurements of 
HCFC 22 and HFC 23 at the outlet of the reactor. The waste gas generation coefficient (HFC 
23)/(HCFC 22) of 2.44% determined for the year 2002 and selected by Quimobásicos is the 
lowest value among the waste gas generation coefficients determined for the three years 2002-
2004. 

The installation of the HFC 23 capture and destruction facility will involve substantial initial 
investment and recurring expenses to Quimobásicos in the form of capital and operating costs 
without any economic benefits or returns other than the CER’s generated. Therefore, and since 
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destruction of HFC 23 is not mandated by law, it is justified that the proposed project activity 
itself is not a likely baseline scenario and that the HFC 23 destruction is additional. 

3.4 Monitoring Plan 
The project applies the approved monitoring methodology AM0001, version 3, titled 
“Incineration of HFC 23 waste streams” /5/. 

The monitoring methodology adopted is in line with the monitoring requirements of AM0001. 
The monitoring of the amount of HFC 23 waste destroyed is done by measuring the waste gas 
flow to the plasma decomposition facility. The quantity of HFC 23 supplied to the destruction 
process will be measured by two flow meters located before the gas enter into the plasma 
decomposition chamber.  

Upon DNV’s request, the CO2 emissions from HFC 23 plasma decomposition, the emissions of 
HFC 23 not destroyed in the plasma decomposition facility and the CO2 emissions associated 
with the electricity and steam as well as other fuel consumption of the plasma decomposition 
facility will be monitored. It is envisaged that the plasma decomposition of HFC 23 waste 
decomposes the HFC 23 to a high degree (99.99999%).  

The monitoring plan has been revised to include monitoring of HFC 23 in the gaseous effluent of 
the plasma decomposition facility, as well as the monitoring of the quantity of HCFC 22 
produced as reference data and quantity of HFC 23 sold. 

Calibration and maintenance of process instrumentation are also as per the approved monitoring 
methodology and will be governed by Quimobásicos’ established procedures contained in its 
Quality and Environment Management Systems. Documentation shall be reviewed and revised 
accordingly and also to cover issues such as internal audit, performance reviews and corrective 
actions.  

Authority and responsibility for the project management and also for measuring, monitoring, 
registration and reporting have been addressed. 

3.5 GHG Emission Accounting 
All aspects related to the direct and indirect GHG emissions as relevant to the project activity 
have been addressed and ex-ante calculations of emission reductions are presented in a 
transparent manner in line with AM0001. The amount of GHG emission reductions is 
determined from the amount of HFC 23 supplied to the plasma unit and the efficiency of the 
destruction process.  

The project, if implemented as planned, is expected to result in reductions to the extent of 2 155 
363 tCO2e per year. Appropriate assumptions have been used to forecast emission reductions. 

3.6 Environmental Impacts 
Local stakeholders from the communities, environmental groups, schools and relevant 
government bodies in the vicinity to the project site have been consulted. The local stakeholders 
support the project and no modifications to the project design were necessary.  

As the project in not expected to have considerable social and environmental impacts, the local 
stakeholder consultation process carried out for the project is deemed sufficient. 
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4 COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS 
According to the modalities for the validation of CDM projects, the validator shall make publicly 
available the PDD and receive, within 30 days, comments on the validation requirements from 
Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs) and 
make them publicly available. 

The PDD of July 2005 has been published on DNV’s Climate Change website*. Parties, 
stakeholders and NGOs were through the UNFCCC CDM website invited to provide comments 
on the validation requirement during a period of 30 days from 21 July to 19 August 2005.  

One comment was received on this call from Louise Calviou, INEOS Fluor on 18 August 2005. 
The comment received (in unedited form) and the project participant’s response (in unedited 
form) to the comment is included in Appendix B. However, it should be noted that this comment 
refers to the previously proposed design of the project where HFC 23 decomposition would take 
place outside the HFC 22 production facility and emission reductions were also claimed from 
destroying HFC 23 waste generated from the production line that before September 2005 
produced CFC.  

Following the CDM Executive Board guidance and subsequent revision of the project and the 
project proponent’s decision to invest in plasma technology for destruction on site, version 3 of 
the PDD of December 2005 was published on DNV’s Climate Change website. Parties, 
stakeholders and NGOs were once more through the UNFCCC CDM website invited to provide 
comments during in the period from 21 December 2005 to 20 January 2006. No comments were 
received on this call.  

                                                 
* http://www.dnv.com/certification/climatechange 
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5 VALIDATION OPINION 
Det Norske Veritas Certification Ltd. (DNV) has performed a validation of the “Quimobásicos 
HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project” in Mexico. The validation was performed on the 
basis of UNFCCC criteria as well as criteria given to provide for consistent project operations, 
monitoring and reporting. 

The review of the project design documentation (PDD) and the subsequent follow-up interviews 
have provided DNV with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfilment of stated criteria.  

The sole project participant is Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V., Mexico. The host Party Mexico meets 
the relevant participation requirements for the CDM and has approved its voluntary 
participation in the project. No annex I Party is yet identified.  

The DNA of Mexico has confirmed that the project activity assists in achieving sustainable 
development.  

Through the installation, operation and maintenance of HFC 23 collection and destruction 
facilities, to be located within the existing premises of Quimobásicos S.A in Monterey, Mexico, 
the project will result in reductions of GHG emissions that are real, measurable and give long-
term benefits to the mitigation of climate change. Given that the project is implemented as 
designed, the project is likely to achieve the estimated amount of emission reductions. 

The project correctly applies the approved baseline and monitoring methodology AM0001. In 
the absence of Mexican regulations governing the destruction of HFC 23 waste gas, the 
continued release of HFC 23 waste gas into the atmosphere is the most likely baseline scenario.  

It is justified that the proposed project activity itself is not a likely baseline scenario, as the 
destruction of HFC 23 is not mandated for Quimobásicos S.A. and installation of such a facility 
will involve substantial initial investment and recurring expenses to Quimobásicos S.A in the 
form of capital and operating costs without any economic benefits or return, other than the 
CER’s generated. 

A formal EIA is not required by Mexican law for this type of projects and the project’s 
environmental impacts have been sufficiently addressed. Local stakeholders’ comments were 
consulted and comments received were taken into account in the project design. 

Comments by Parties, stakeholders and NGOs have been invited via the UNFCCC CDM web-
site and have been taken into account.  

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the project, as described in the PDD of 23 May 2006, 
version 4, meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the CDM and correctly applies the 
approved baseline and monitoring methodology AM0001. Hence, DNV requests the registration 
of the “Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project” as a CDM project activity. 
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Persons interviewed during the validation, or persons who contributed with other information 
that are not included in the documents listed above: 

/7/ Mauricio Puente Oviedo - Supervisor Process Engineering (Quimobásicos) 

/8/ Armando Ortega - Supervisor Quality Assurance (Quimobásicos) 

/9/ Encarnación Ramírez - Process Engineer (Quimobásicos) 

/10/ Virgilio del Bosque - Manager of Logistics (Quimobásicos) 

/11/ Rene García Pérez - Supervisor of Supply (Quimobásicos) 

/12/ Alberto Valdez - Supervisor Environment and Safety (Quimobásicos) 

/13/ Jose Pilar Villareal Arizpe- Head of Public Relation Centre Quimobásicos) 

/14/ Vince Puhl - Thermal Product Line Manager (Onyx) 

/15/ Scott Hilton - Business Manager (Onyx) 

/16/ Rean Swanson - Technical Manager (Onyx) 

/17/ Daniel J. Duncan - Environmental Health and safety management (Onyx) 

/18/ Ron Constantine - Plant Operator (Onyx) 

/19/ Agustín Sánchez - Coordinator of Unit for the Protection of the Ozon Layer 
(SEMARNAT) 
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/20/ Ives Gomes - Director (SEMARNAT) 

/21/ Miguel Cervantes Sánchez - Coordinator of the Mexican Committee for Greenhouse 
Gases Emissions Reduction and Carbon Sequestration Projects (COMEGEI) (DNA of 
Mexico) 

 
- o0o - 



DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 
CDM Validation Protocol  -  Report No. 2005-1191, rev. 02 

APPENDIX A 
 

CDM VALIDATION PROTOCOL 

 

 



DET NORSKE VERITAS Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project in Mexico 

Page A-1 
CDM Validation Protocol  -  Report No. 2005-1191, rev. 02 

Table 1 Mandatory Requirement for Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) Project Activities 

Requirement Reference Conclusion Cross Reference / Comment 

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Annex I in 
achieving compliance with part of their emission reduction 
commitment under Art. 3 

Kyoto Protocol 
Art.12.2  

OK Table 2, Section E.4.1 

2. The project shall assist non-Annex I Parties in achieving 
sustainable development and shall have obtained 
confirmation by the host country thereof 

Kyoto Protocol Art. 
12.2, 
CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §40a 

OK Table 2, Section A.3 

3. The project shall assist non-Annex I Parties in contributing to 
the ultimate objective of the UNFCCC 

Kyoto Protocol 
Art.12.2. 

OK Table 2, Section E.4.1 

4. The project shall have the written approval of voluntary 
participation from the designated national authority of each 
party involved 

Kyoto Protocol 
Art. 12.5a, 
CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §40a 

OK Letter of Approval from DNA of 
Mexico has been obtained. 

5. The emission reductions shall be real, measurable and give 
long-term benefits related to the mitigation of climate change 

Kyoto Protocol Art. 
12.5b 

OK Table 2, Section E 

6. Reduction in GHG emissions shall be additional to any that 
would occur in absence of the project activity, i.e. a CDM 
project activity is additional if anthropogenic emissions of 
greenhouse gases by sources are reduced below those that 
would have occurred in the absence of the registered CDM 
project activity 

Kyoto Protocol Art. 
12.5c, 
CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §43 

OK Table 2, Section B.2 

7. In case public funding from Parties included in Annex I is 
used for the project activity, these Parties shall provide an 
affirmation that such funding does not result in a diversion of 
official development assistance and is separate from and is 
not counted towards the financial obligations of these Parties 

Decision 17/CP.7, 
CDM Modalities and 
Procedures 
Appendix B, § 2 

OK No public funding involved 

8. Parties participating in the CDM shall designate a national 
authority for the CDM 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §29 

OK Mexico has designated the 
Mexican Committee for 



DET NORSKE VERITAS Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project in Mexico 

Page A-2 
CDM Validation Protocol  -  Report No. 2005-1191, rev. 02 

Requirement Reference Conclusion Cross Reference / Comment 

Greenhouse Gases Emissions 
Reduction and Carbon 
Sequestration Projects as DNA. 

9. The host Party and the participating Annex I Party shall be a 
Party to the Kyoto Protocol 

CDM Modalities 
§30/31a 

OK Mexico has ratified the Kyoto 
protocol on 7 September 2000. 

10. The participating Annex I Party’s assigned amount shall have 
been calculated and recorded 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §31b 

N/A No Annex I Party has been 
identified. 

11. The participating Annex I Party shall have in place a national 
system for estimating GHG emissions and a national registry 
in accordance with Kyoto Protocol Article 5 and 7 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §31b 

N/A No Annex I Party has been 
identified.  

12. Comments by local stakeholders shall be invited, a summary 
of these provided and how due account was taken of any 
comments received 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §37b 

OK Table 2, Section G 

13. Documentation on the analysis of the environmental impacts 
of the project activity, including transboundary impacts, shall 
be submitted, and, if those impacts are considered significant 
by the project participants or the Host Party, an environmental 
impact assessment in accordance with procedures as 
required by the Host Party shall be carried out. 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §37c 

OK Table 2, Section F 

14. Baseline and monitoring methodology shall be previously 
approved by the CDM Executive Board 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §37e 

OK Table 2, Section B.1.1 and D.1.1 

15. Provisions for monitoring, verification and reporting shall be in 
accordance with the modalities described in the Marrakech 
Accords and relevant decisions of the COP/MOP 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §37f 

OK Table 2, Section D 

16. Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGOs shall 
have been invited to comment on the validation requirements 
for minimum 30 days, and the project design document and 
comments have been made publicly available 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §40 

OK The version 2 of the PDD was 
published on DNV’s Climate 
Change website. Parties, 
stakeholders and NGOs were 
through the UNFCCC CDM 
website invited to provide 
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Requirement Reference Conclusion Cross Reference / Comment 

comments on the validation 
requirement One comment was 
received on 18 August 2005 and 
made publicly available. Due to 
significant changes to the project 
design, the version 3 of the PDD 
was also published for comments 
in the period December 22 to 
January 20, 2006. No comments 
were received on this call.  

17. A baseline shall be established on a project-specific basis, in 
a transparent manner and taking into account relevant 
national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §45c,d 

OK Table 2, Section B.2 

18. The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn CERs for 
decreases in activity levels outside the project activity or due 
to force majeure. 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures §47 

OK Table 2, Section B.2 

19. The project design document shall be in conformance with the 
UNFCCC CDM-PDD format 

CDM Modalities and 
Procedures 
Appendix B, EB 
Decision 

OK  PDD conforms to the CDM-PDD 
version 02. 
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist 

Checklist Question Ref. MoV* Comments Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl  

A. General Description of Project Activity 
 The project design is assessed. 

     

A.1. Project Boundaries 
 Project Boundaries are the limits and borders 

defining the GHG emission reduction project. 

     

A.1.1. Are the project’s spatial (geographical) 
boundaries clearly defined? 

/1/ DR The project location consists of 
a) Collection of waste HFC gas in the  
Quimobásicos plant in Monterey, Mexico 
b) Destruction of the HFC 23 in a plasma 
facility at the site in Monterrey, Mexico.  

 OK 

A.1.2. Are the project’s system (components and 
facilities used to mitigate GHGs) boundaries 
clearly defined? 

/1/ DR The project involves collection of HFC 23 
generated as a by-product of HCFC 22 
production at the Quimobásicos plant. 
The captured HFC 23 will be destroyed 
using plasma (electric arch) technology 
at the site.  

 OK 

A.2. Technology to be employed 
 Validation of project technology focuses on the 

project engineering, choice of technology and 
competence/ maintenance needs. The validator 
should ensure that environmentally safe and 
sound technology and know-how is used. 

     

A.2.1. Does the project design engineering reflect 
current good practices? 

/1/ DR Yes, the plasma technology is state of 
the art for destruction of chemical agents 
by high temperatures and instant 
decomposition.  

 OK 
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Checklist Question Ref. MoV* Comments Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl  

A.2.2. Does the project use state of the art technology 
or would the technology result in a significantly 
better performance than any commonly used 
technologies in the host country? 

/1/ DR The plasma technology will be provided 
by an Australian supplier. This 
technology is new to the Mexican 
industry and the project thus represents 
transfer of environmental sound 
technology to Mexico. 

 OK 

A.2.3. Is the project technology likely to be substituted 
by other or more efficient technologies within 
the project period? 

/1/ DR It is unlikely that the proposed project 
technology would be replaced, at least 
within the first 7 years crediting period  

 OK 

A.2.4. Does the project require extensive initial training 
and maintenance efforts in order to work as 
presumed during the project period? 

/1/ DR/I As part of the supply contract, the 
operation and maintenance (O&M) know-
how will be transferred to Quimobásicos. 
The necessary provisions are being 
envisaged in the monitoring plan. 

 OK 

A.2.5. Does the project make provisions for meeting 
training and maintenance needs? 

/1/ DR/I The supply contract makes sufficient 
provisions for training and maintenance. 

 OK 

A.3. Contribution to Sustainable Development 
The project’s contribution to sustainable 
development is assessed. 

     

A.3.1. Is the project in line with relevant legislation and 
plans in the host country? 

/1/ DR/I The proposed project is a voluntary 
initiative by Quimobásicos. There are no 
regulatory requirements related to HFC 
23 emissions in Mexico. As per the 
Montreal protocol, the phase-out 
regulation for HCFC 22 in Mexico is set 
out for the year 2040 only. 
The project otherwise complies with all 
the rules and regulations of the host 
country. 

 OK 

A.3.2. Is the project in line with host-country specific 
CDM requirements? 

/1/ 
/2/ 

DR Yes. Host country approval has been 
obtained.  

 OK 
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Checklist Question Ref. MoV* Comments Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl  

A.3.3. Is the project in line with sustainable 
development policies of the host country? 

/1/ 
/2/ 

DR Yes The DNA of Mexico provided 
confirmation that the project assists in 
achieving sustainable development. 

 OK 

A.3.4. Will the project create other environmental or 
social benefits than GHG emission reductions? 

/1/ DR Yes. Apart from emission reductions, the 
project is expected to: 
- Generate direct and indirect 

employment to the local population 
- Widen the skill base of the local 

community through outsourced O&M 
work 

- Improvement in the health, hygiene 
and education levels of the 
community through voluntary 
initiatives by Quimobásicos S.A. de 
C.V.. 

 OK 

B. Project Baseline 
The validation of the project baseline establishes 
whether the selected baseline methodology is 
appropriate and whether the selected baseline 
represents a likely baseline scenario. 

     

B.1. Baseline Methodology 
It is assessed whether the project applies an 
appropriate baseline methodology. 

     

B.1.1. Is the baseline methodology previously 
approved by the CDM Executive Board? 

/1/ 
/4/ 

DR Yes. Approved methodology, AM0001 / 
version 03, titled “Incineration of HFC 23 
waste streams” has been applied to this 
project. 

 OK 

B.1.2. Is the baseline methodology the one deemed 
most applicable for this project and is the 

/1/ 
/4/ 

DR The host country, Mexico, does not 
regulate / warrant destruction of the total 

CL 1 OK 
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Checklist Question Ref. MoV* Comments Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl  

appropriateness justified? amount of HFC 23 waste, thereby 
meeting one of the applicability 
conditions of the methodology AM0001. 
Quimobásicos operates two swing 
plants. One currently produces CFC and 
the other HCFC 22. In 2006 
Quimobásicos will no longer produce 
CFC in accordance with the phase out 
program for developing countries set by 
the Montreal Protocol. The swing plant 
currently producing CFC will then also 
produce HFCF 22. However it is not clear 
whether the existing CFC plant does 
meet the applicability conditions of an 
existing facility as per AM0001. 
The historical annual production level of 
HCFC 22 and CFC at Quimobásicos 
during the last three years (2002, 2003 
and 2004) has been verified at site. The 
production of 7570 metric tonnes of 
HFCF 22 and CFC, which is 
appropriately adjusted to HCFC 22 
production equivalents, in the year 2004 
has been accepted as the maximum 
historical annual production level 
applicable to cap the baseline HFC 23 
emissions. 
Historical data between the periods 
2002, 2003 and 2004 were verified. The 
waste gas generation coefficient (HFC 
236)/(HCFC 22) of 2.44% determined for 
the year 2002 and selected by 
Quimobásicos is the lowest value among 
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Checklist Question Ref. MoV* Comments Draft 
Concl 

Final 
Concl  

the waste gas generation coefficients 
determined for the three years 2002-
2004. 

B.2. Baseline Determination 
The choice of baseline will be validated with 
focus on whether the baseline is a likely 
scenario, whether the project itself is not a likely 
baseline scenario, and whether the baseline is 
complete and transparent. 

     

B.2.1. Is the application of the methodology and the 
discussion and determination of the chosen 
baseline transparent?  

/1/ DR Yes. Baseline emissions will be 
determined based on the quantity of 
waste HFC 23 destroyed during the year, 
as per the approved methodology 
AM0001. 

 OK 

B.2.2. Has the baseline been determined using 
conservative assumptions where possible? 

/1/ DR Yes. The baseline has been determined 
using conservative assumptions where 
applicable, such as in the case of the 
historical waste generation rate. 

 OK 

B.2.3. Has the baseline been established on a project-
specific basis? 

/1/ DR 
I 

Yes. The baseline has been established 
on a project specific basis. Compliance 
with requirements of AM0001 has been 
demonstrated as follows, as applicable to 
the project: 
- “The baseline quantity of HFC 23 

destroyed is the quantity of the HFC 
23 waste stream required to be 
destroyed by the applicable 
regulation. If the entire waste stream 
is destroyed, Q_HFC23y is the total 
amount of HFC 23 wastes generated 
and the quantity required to be 

 OK 
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Concl  

destroyed by the applicable 
regulations is: B_HFC23y = 
Q_HFC23y * ry s”. Mexico being an 
non- Annex I country, there is no 
such regulations by the 
centre/state/local governments 
requiring any amount of destruction 
of HFC23 waste. Therefore, as ry =0, 
B_HFC23y is also considered as 
zero.  

- “To exclude the possibility of 
manipulating the production process 
to increase the quantity of waste, the 
quantity of HFC 23 wastes 
(Q_HFC23y) is limited to a fraction 
(w) of the actual HCFC production 
during the year at the originating 
plant (Q_HCFCy).” The maximum 
historical annual production of HCFC 
22 at Quimobásicos  S.A. de C.V. 
during the last three years (2002, 
2003, and 2004) has been stated to 
be 7570 metric tonnes. This has 
been verified at site. 

- “The coefficient w is the waste 
generation rate (HFC 23)/(HCFC 22) 
for the originating plant. The quantity 
of HFC 23 used to calculate this 
coefficient is the sum of HFC 23 
recovered for sale plus the waste 
HFC 23. The historical waste 
generation shall be estimated for the 
three (3) most recent years of 
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operation up to 2004. Direct 
measurement of HFC23 release is to 
be used where data are available, 
otherwise mass balance or other 
methods based on actual data are to 
be used. Uncertainty in emission rate 
estimates shall be quantified and 
conservative emission rate estimates 
shall be used when calculating 
expected emission reductions.” 
Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V. has 
estimated the historical waste 
generation rate based on direct 
measurements of HFC 23 released 
for the three most recent years. 
Historical data has been verified. 

- “The value of w is set at the lowest of 
the three historical annual values 
estimated as specified above and is 
not to exceed 3% (0.03 tonnes of 
HFC 23 produced per tonne of HCFC 
22 manufactured). If insufficient data 
is available for the calculation of 
HFC23 release for all three (3) most 
recent years of operation up to 2004, 
then the default value for w to be 
used is 1.5%”. The lowest of the 
three historical annual values 
estimated at 2.44%, occurring in the 
year 2004, has been adopted as 
required by the methodology. 

B.2.4. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take into 
account relevant national and/or sectoral 

/1/ DR Destruction of HFC23 waste streams are 
not regulated in Mexico and as per 

 OK 
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policies, macro-economic trends and political 
aspirations? 

Montreal protocol, the phase-out of 
HCFC 22 production in Mexico is set out 
for the year 2040. 

B.2.5. Is the baseline determination compatible with 
the available data? 

/1/ DR 
I 

Data available for the years 2002, 2003 
and 2004 has been verified at site and 
found to be compatible for the 
determination of the baseline. 

 OK 

B.2.6. Does the selected baseline represent the most 
likely scenario among other possible and/or 
discussed scenarios? 

/1/ DR In the absence of any regulation in 
Mexico or any incentive for 
Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V. through the 
adoption of any indigenously available 
technology for the destruction of the HFC 
23 generated, the only likely scenario is 
the selected baseline scenario, i.e., 
continued release of HFC 23 waste into 
the atmosphere. 

 OK 

B.2.7. Is it demonstrated/justified that the project 
activity itself is not a likely baseline scenario? 

/1/ DR In the absence of any regulation in 
Mexico for limiting the emission of HFC 
23, installation of a thermal oxidation 
system involves substantial initial 
investment and recurring expense to 
Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V. in the form of 
capital and operating costs without any 
economic benefits or returns. Hence, it is 
concluded that the proposed project 
activity itself is not a likely baseline 
scenario and HFC destruction is 
additional. 

 OK 

B.2.8. Have the major risks to the baseline been 
identified? 

/1/ DR The methodology considers the 
possibility of regulation on the emissions 
of HFC 23. Besides this, no other 
baseline risks are foreseen by the 

 OK 
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project. 
B.2.9. Is all literature and sources clearly 

referenced? 
/1/ DR Yes.  OK 

C. Duration of the Project/ Crediting Period 
It is assessed whether the temporary boundaries of the 
project are clearly defined. 

     

C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and operational 
lifetime clearly defined and reasonable? 

/1/ DR The project is expected to start operation 
in March 2006. The operational lifetime 
of the project is estimated to be 35 years. 

 OK 

C.1.2. Is the assumed crediting time clearly defined 
(renewable crediting period of seven years with 
two possible renewals or fixed crediting period 
of 10 years with no renewal)? 

/1/ DR A renewable crediting period of seven 
years has been chosen, with the starting 
date of the crediting period to be 1 
January 2006. This must be adjusted to 
reflect a date after project registration. 

CL 2 OK 

D. Monitoring Plan 
The monitoring plan review aims to establish whether 
all relevant project aspects deemed necessary to 
monitor and report reliable emission reductions are 
properly addressed ((Blue text contains requirements 
to be assessed for optional review of monitoring 
methodology prior to submission and approval by CDM 
EB). 

     

D.1. Monitoring Methodology 
It is assessed whether the project applies an 
appropriate baseline methodology. 

     

D.1.1. Is the monitoring methodology previously 
approved by the CDM Executive Board? 

/1/ 
/5/ 

DR The project applies the approved 
monitoring methodology AM0001/version 
3, titled “Incineration of HFC waste 

 OK 
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streams”. 
D.1.2. Is the monitoring methodology applicable for 

this project and is the appropriateness justified? 
/1/ 
/5/ 

DR The monitoring methodology is 
applicable to HFC 23 (CHF3) waste 
streams from an existing HCFC 22 
production facility with at least three 
years of operating history between 
beginning of the year 2000 and the end 
of the year 2004 where the project 
activity occurs and where no regulation 
requires the destruction of the total 
amount of HFC23 waste. The present 
project activity satisfies these applicable 
conditions. 

 OK 

D.1.3. Does the monitoring methodology reflect good 
monitoring and reporting practices? 

/1/ DR/I As called-for in the approved monitoring 
methodology, the monitoring plan does 
not address how long the data will be 
archived. 

CAR 1 OK 

D.1.4. Is the discussion and selection of the monitoring 
methodology transparent? 

/1/ DR Yes.   

D.2. Monitoring of Project Emissions 
It is established whether the monitoring plan 
provides for reliable and complete project 
emission data over time. 

     

D.2.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 
collection and archiving of all relevant data 
necessary for estimation or measuring the 
greenhouse gas emissions within the project 
boundary during the crediting period? 

/1/ DR/I The PDD states that “All GHG emissions 
from HFC 23 incineration process are not 
considered in this project since they 
occur in an Annex I country (United 
States of America). These emissions are 
consequence of the current practice as a 
part of routine operation of the 
incineration plant, which are controlled by 

CAR 2 
CAR 3 
CAR 4 
CAR 5 

OK 
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the corresponding regulation authorities 
of US . Such emissions are already 
accounted in the US GHG emission 
inventory.” However, the USA has not 
ratified the Kyoto Protocol and has thus 
no binding emission target. In DNV’s 
opinion, emissions in the US must be 
considered like emissions in any other 
non-Annex I country which also has a 
national emission inventory, but which 
does not have a formal commitment to 
reduce emissions. Hence, all GHG 
emissions from HFC 23 incineration 
process shall be considered and 
accounted in accordance with AM001. 
In the first year of operation, Onyx will 
perform a specific trial burn to determine 
the specific Destruction and Removal 
Efficiency of the plant for HFC 23. The 
quantity of HFC 23 not destroyed is then 
calculated based on the Destruction and 
Removal Efficiency of HFC 23 
determined by Onyx in the first year of 
the crediting period. However, AM0001 
requires the measurement and monthly 
recording of the HFC 23 in the gaseous 
effluent of the incineration plant. The 
monitoring plan should be revised to 
include monitoring of HFC 23 in the 
gaseous effluent of the incineration plant 
or alternatively it must be justified that 
the calculation of the quantity of HFC 23 
not destroyed based on the Destruction 
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and Removal Efficiency determined in 
the first year of operation results in 
conservative project HFC 23 emission 
estimates. 
It is envisaged that the incineration of 
HFC 23 waste from will not require any 
incremental fuel as the heat content in 
the existing additional waste incinerated 
at the incineration facility is enough to 
maintain the required high temperatures 
in the kiln. Nonetheless, the monitoring 
plan should make provisions for 
monitoring of fuel and steam used by 
incineration facility in case additional 
waste incinerated at the incineration 
facility is not enough to maintain the 
required high temperatures in the kiln. 
Moreover, as per AM0001 the following 
monitoring parameters have not been 
included in the monitoring plan : 
- Quantity of HCFC 22 produced as 

reference data  
- Quantity of HFC 23 sold 

D.2.2. Are the choices of project GHG indicators 
reasonable? 

/1/ DR/I Refer points above   OK 

D.2.3. Will it be possible to monitor / measure the 
specified project GHG indicators? 

/1/ DR Yes. It will be possible to monitor the 
specified project GHG indicators. 

 OK 

D.2.4. Will the indicators give opportunity for real 
measurements of achieved emission 
reductions? 

/1/ DR Yes  OK 

D.2.5. Will the indicators enable comparison of project 
data and performance over time?  

/1/ DR Yes  OK 
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D.3. Monitoring of Leakage 
It is assessed whether the monitoring plan 
provides for reliable and complete leakage data 
over time. 

     

D.3.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 
collection and archiving of all relevant data 
necessary for determining leakage? 

/1/ DR 
I 

HFC 23 leakages at the condensation 
facility alone have been considered. In 
addition electricity usage at the N2 
production capacity and the incineration 
facility has been considered. The 
monitoring plan does not provide for the 
monitoring of data necessary for 
determining leakage effects due to use of 
electricity at the condensation facility. 

CAR 6 OK 

D.3.2. Have relevant indicators for GHG leakage been 
included? 

/1/ DR/I Yes  OK 

D.3.3. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 
collection and archiving of all relevant data 
necessary for determining leakage? 

/1/ DR Yes   OK 

D.3.4. Will it be possible to monitor the specified GHG 
leakage indicators? 

/1/ DR Yes   OK 

D.4. Monitoring of Baseline Emissions 
It is established whether the monitoring plan 
provides for reliable and complete project 
emission data over time. 

     

D.4.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the 
collection and archiving of all relevant data 
necessary for determining baseline emissions 
during the crediting period? 

/1/ DR Baseline quantity of HFC 23 destroyed is 
the quantity of the HFC 23 waste stream 
required to be destroyed by the 
applicable regulations. In the absence of 
regulations on HFC 23 emissions, the 
HFC 23 waste is typically released to the 

 OK 
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atmosphere. DNV was able to confirm 
that the baseline is zero destruction.  

D.5. Monitoring of Sustainable Development 
Indicators/ Environmental Impacts 

It is checked that choices of indicators are 
reasonable and complete to monitor sustainable 
performance over time. 

     

D.5.1. Does the monitoring plan provide the collection 
and archiving of relevant data concerning 
environmental, social and economic impacts? 

/1/ DR Neither the DNA of Mexico nor AM0001 
do require monitoring of sustainable 
development indicators. 

 OK 

D.6. Project Management Planning 
It is checked that project implementation is 
properly prepared for and that critical 
arrangements are addressed. 

     

D.6.1. Is the authority and responsibility of project 
management clearly described? 

/1/ DR The authority and responsibility of project 
management is sufficiently addressed.  

 OK 

D.6.2. Is the authority and responsibility for 
registration, monitoring, measurement and 
reporting clearly described? 

/1/ DR 
I 

Refer comments above   OK 

D.6.3. Are procedures identified for training of 
monitoring personnel? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures.. 

  OK 

D.6.4. Are procedures identified for emergency 
preparedness for cases where emergencies can 
cause unintended emissions? 

/1/ DR/I Emergency preparedness procedures 
have been defined. At the plant during 
transportation and at the incineration 
facility  

 OK 

D.6.5. Are procedures identified for calibration of 
monitoring equipment? 

/1/ DR/I Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 

 OK 
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9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

D.6.6. Are procedures identified for maintenance of 
monitoring equipment and installations? 

/1/ DR/I Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.7. Are procedures identified for monitoring, 
measurements and reporting? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.8. Are procedures identified for day-to-day records 
handling (including what records to keep, 
storage area of records and how to process 
performance documentation) 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.9. Are procedures identified for dealing with 
possible monitoring data adjustments and 
uncertainties? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.10. Are procedures identified for review of reported 
results/data? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.11. Are procedures identified for internal audits of 
GHG project compliance with operational 
requirements where applicable? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.12. Are procedures identified for project 
performance reviews before data is submitted 
for verification, internally or externally? 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 
9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures. 

 OK 

D.6.13. Are procedures identified for corrective actions 
in order to provide for more accurate future 

/1/ DR Procedures have been envisaged and 
are proposed to be linked to ISO 

 OK 
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monitoring and reporting? 9000/ISO 14000 management system 
procedures.  

E. Calculation of GHG Emissions by Source 
It is assessed whether all material GHG emission 
sources are addressed and how sensitivities and data 
uncertainties have been addressed to arrive at 
conservative estimates of projected emission 
reductions. 

     

E.1. Predicted Project GHG Emissions 
 The validation of predicted project GHG emissions 

focuses on transparency and completeness of 
calculations. 

     

E.1.1. Are all aspects related to direct and indirect 
GHG emissions captured in the project design? 

/1/ DR All relevant direct and indirect GHG 
emissions have been captured in the 
project design and through the 
application of the methodology. However, 
all GHG emissions from HFC 23 
incineration process shall be considered 
and accounted in accordance with 
AM0001 (see D.2.1). 

CAR 2 OK 

E.1.2. Are the GHG calculations documented in a 
complete and transparent manner? 

/1/ DR/I Yes  OK 

E.1.3. Have conservative assumptions been used to 
calculate project GHG emissions? 

/1/ DR/I Yes  OK 

E.1.4. Are uncertainties in the GHG emissions 
estimates properly addressed in the 
documentation? 

/1/ DR Yes. Uncertainties in emission rate 
estimates have been quantified and 
justified appropriately. 

 OK 

E.1.5. Have all relevant greenhouse gases and source 
categories listed in Kyoto Protocol Annex A 

/1/ DR Yes. CO2 and HFC 23.  OK 
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been evaluated? 

E.2. Leakage 
It is assessed whether there leakage effects, i.e. 
change of emissions which occurs outside the 
project boundary and which are measurable and 
attributable to the project, have been properly 
assessed. 

     

E.2.1. Are potential leakage effects beyond the chosen 
project boundaries properly identified? 

/1/ DR/I Refer to comments in D.3.1 CAR 6 OK 

E.2.2. Have these leakage effects been properly 
accounted for in calculations? 

/1/ DR Refer to D.3.1 CAR 6 OK 

E.2.3. Does the methodology for calculating leakage 
comply with existing good practice? 

/1/ DR Methodology is in line with the approved 
methodology AM0001/version 3 

 OK 

E.2.4. Are the calculations documented in a complete 
and transparent manner?  

/1/ DR Yes. Calculations are as per approved 
methodology AM0001/version 3 

 OK 

E.2.5. Have conservative assumptions been used 
when calculating leakage? 

/1/ DR Yes.  OK 

E.2.6. Are uncertainties in the leakage estimates 
properly addressed? 

/1/ DR Yes.  OK 

E.3. Baseline Emissions 
The validation of predicted baseline GHG 
emissions focuses on transparency and 
completeness of calculations. 

     

E.3.1. Have the most relevant and likely operational 
characteristics and baseline indicators been 
chosen as reference for baseline emissions?  

/1/ DR The quantity of HFC 23 waste streams 
required to be destroyed by regulations 
in Mexico, constitute the baseline 
emissions. Currently, this is zero as there 
are no regulations in Mexico. 

 OK 
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E.3.2. Are the baseline boundaries clearly defined and 
do they sufficiently cover sources and sinks for 
baseline emissions? 

/1/ DR Yes and as per approved methodology 
AM0001/version 3 

 OK 

E.3.3. Are the GHG calculations documented in a 
complete and transparent manner?  

/1/ DR Yes.  OK 

E.3.4. Have conservative assumptions been used 
when calculating baseline emissions? 

/1/ DR Refer to  E.3.1  OK 

E.3.5. Are uncertainties in the GHG emission 
estimates properly addressed in the 
documentation? 

/1/ DR Refer to E.3.1  OK 

E.3.6. Have the project baseline(s) and the project 
emissions been determined using the same 
appropriate methodology and conservative 
assumptions? 

/1/ DR Yes. As per AM0001/version 3  OK 

E.4. Emission Reductions 
Validation of baseline GHG emissions will focus on 
methodology transparency and completeness in 
emission estimations. 

     

E.4.1. Will the project result in fewer GHG emissions 
than the baseline scenario? 

/1/ DR Yes, upon implementation, the project is 
expected to result in reductions to the 
extent of 3 747 645 tons of CO2 
equivalent per year. 

 OK 

F. Environmental Impacts 
Documentation on the analysis of the environmental 
impacts will be assessed, and if deemed significant, 
an EIA should be provided to the validator. 

     

F.1.1. Has an analysis of the environmental impacts of 
the project activity been sufficiently described? 

/1/  The relevant environmental impacts have 
been addressed.  

 OK 

F.1.2. Are there any Host Party requirements for an /1/ DR A formal EIA is not required by Mexican  OK 
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Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and if 
yes, is an EIA approved? 

law for these types of projects. 

F.1.3. Will the project create any adverse 
environmental effects? 

/1/ DR Refer to F.1.3    

F.1.4. Are transboundary environmental impacts 
considered in the analysis? 

/1/ DR Transboundary effects due to 
transportation have been considered and 
emergency preparedness procedures are 
in place. 

 OK 

F.1.5. Have identified environmental impacts been 
addressed in the project design? 

/1/ DR Yes.    OK 

F.1.6. Does the project comply with environmental 
legislation in the host country? 

/1/ DR Yes the project is in compliance with 
Mexican law. 

 OK 

G. Stakeholder Comments 
The validator should ensure that a stakeholder 
comments have been invited and that due account 
has been taken of any comments received. 

     

G.1.1. Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? /1/ DR/I Quimobásicos S.A. de C.V. has identified 
local communities, shareholders and  
employees. 

 OK 

G.1.2. Have appropriate media been used to invite 
comments by local stakeholders? 

/1/ DR Questionnaires and meetings have been 
used to invite comments from 
stakeholders’ about environmental and 
socio-economic impacts of the project. 

 OK 

G.1.3. If a stakeholder consultation process is required 
by regulations/laws in the host country, has the 
stakeholder consultation process been carried 
out in accordance with such regulations/laws? 

/1/ DR A formal stakeholder process is not 
required for this project by Mexican law.  

 OK 

G.1.4. Is a summary of the stakeholder comments 
received provided? 

/1/ DR A summary of the comments received 
has been provided. 

 OK 
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G.1.5. Has due account been taken of any stakeholder 
comments received? 

/1/ DR/I Mainly positive comments were received.  OK 
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CAR 1: 
As called-for in the approved monitoring 
methodology, the monitoring plan does not 
address how long the data will be archived. 

D.1.3 Data will be archived until two years after finishing 
the crediting period. This is now included in the 
PDD. 

Inclusion OK.  

CAR 2: 
The PDD states that “All GHG emissions 
from HFC 23 incineration process are not 
considered in this project since they occur in 
an Annex I country (United States of 
America). These emissions are consequence 
of the current practice as a part of routine 
operation of the incineration plant, which are 
controlled by the corresponding regulation 
authorities of US . Such emissions are 
already accounted in the US GHG emission 
inventory.” However, the USA has not ratified 
the Kyoto Protocol and has thus no binding 
emission target. In DNV’s opinion, emissions 
in the US must be considered like emissions 
in any other non-Annex I country which also 
has a national emission inventory, but which 
does not have a formal commitment to 
reduce emissions. Hence, all GHG emissions 
from HFC 23 incineration process shall be 
considered and accounted in accordance 
with AM001. 

D.2.1 
E.1.1 

All GHG emissions from HFC 23 incineration 
process occur in an Annex I country (United 
States of America). These emissions are a 
consequence of the current practice as a part of 
routine operation of the incineration plant, which 
are controlled by the corresponding regulation 
authorities of US. Such emissions are already 
accounted in the US GHG emission inventory. 
However, as a conservative assumption, 
emissions of HFC 23 not destroyed by the 
incineration facility and emissions associated to 
the destruction process in the incineration plant 
are also counted as emission of this project 
activity and the PDD has been revised 
accordingly.  
As mentioned above, the destruction operation of 
the HFC 23 from Quimobásicos will not require 
any incremental fuel. Normally, heat from 
energetic wastes suffices the energy 
requirements to maintain temperatures both in the 
rotary kiln and the Secondary Combustion 
Chamber. The permanent minimal fuel (natural 
gas) feed to kiln and SCC serves safety purposes 
(to avoid a flame-out in case of an operation 
disruption, such as a major power outage) and is 
independent of the type or amount of fluorine 

OK. The revision to the PDD 
ensures that all relevant and 
significant project emissions, 
i.e. the CO2 emissions from 
HFC 23 incineration, the 
emissions of HFC 23 not 
destroyed in the incineration 
facility and the CO2 
emissions associated with 
the electricity consumption of 
the incineration facility are 
monitored, will be monitored 
and accounted in accordance 
with AM0001. 
 
Upon DNV’s request for 
guidance, the CDM Executive 
Board confirmed at its 22nd 
meeting that the baseline and 
monitoring methodology 
AM0001 which is applied by 
the project requires the 
destruction of HFC 23 has to 
occur at the same site as the 
HCFC production facility. 
Hence, the project 
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and requests for clarifications 

Ref. to 
Table 2 

Summary of project participants’ response Final conclusion 

containing waste being destroyed. In 
consequence, emissions coming from fuel 
consumption during HFC 23 incineration process 
are not counted as emission of this project 
activity.  
The quantity of HFC 23 not destroyed is 
calculated based on the Destruction and Removal 
Efficiency of HFC 23 determined by Onyx in the 
first year of the project. Emissions of HFC 23 not 
destroyed by the incineration facility are 
calculated by multiplying the quantity of HFC 23 
not destroyed by the GWP of HFC 23. These 
emissions will be considerably small, taking into 
account that the expected destruction efficiency 
for the HFC 23 waste is higher than 99.999%. 
The thermal destruction process converts the 
carbon of HFC 23 into CO2, which is released to 
the atmosphere. Emissions of the destruction 
process in the incineration plant are calculated by 
multiplying the quantity of HFC 23 destroyed by 
the correspondent emission factor. 
Leakage corresponds to emissions of GHG due to 
the project activity that occur outside the project 
boundary. The sources of leakage due to the 
recovery-to-decomposition process are GHG 
emissions associated to the production of 
electricity purchased to the suppliers. Leakage 
corresponding to the Annex I country is also 
considered, as a conservative assumption. 

participants changed the 
design of the project to 
include HFC 23 destruction at 
the HCFC 22 production 
facility. As a result, this CAR 
is no longer relevant.  

CAR 3: 
AM0001 requires the measurement and 
monthly recording of the HFC 23 in the 

D.2.1 The HFC 23 content of the gaseous effluent is 
now included in the monitoring plan. 

Inclusion OK. 
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gaseous effluent of the incineration plant. The 
monitoring plan should be revised to include 
monitoring of HFC 23 in the gaseous effluent 
of the incineration plant or alternatively it 
must be justified that the calculation of the 
quantity of HFC 23 not destroyed based on 
the Destruction and Removal Efficiency 
determined in the first year of operation 
results in conservative project HFC 23 
emission estimates. 
CAR 4: 
It is envisaged that the incineration of HFC 23 
waste from will not require any incremental 
fuel as the heat content in the existing 
additional waste incinerated at the 
incineration facility is enough to maintain the 
required high temperatures in the kiln. 
Nonetheless, the monitoring plan should 
make provisions for monitoring of fuel and 
steam used by incineration facility in case 
additional waste incinerated at the 
incineration facility is not enough to maintain 
the required high temperatures in the kiln. 

D.2.1 Off-site kiln technology will no longer be used. 
Plasma technology destruction will be applied on-
site for decomposition of the HFC 23.  

The revised technology will 
no longer require monitoring 
of this issue. CAR closed.  

CAR 5: 
As per AM0001 the following monitoring 
parameters have not been included: in the 
monitoring plan : 
- Quantity of HCFC 22 produced as 

reference data  
- Quantity of HFC 23 sold 

D.2.1 These monitoring factors are now included in the 
PDD 

Inclusions OK.  

CAR 6: 
The monitoring plan does not provide for the 

D.3.1 No longer relevant, as the destruction will take 
place on-site.  

OK 
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monitoring of data necessary for determining 
leakage effects due to use of electricity at the 
condensation facility. 
CL 1: 
Quimobásicos operates two swing plants. 
One currently produces CFC and the other 
HCFC 22. In 2006 Quimobásicos will no 
longer produce CFC in accordance with the 
phase out program for developing countries 
set by the Montreal Protocol. The swing plant 
currently producing CFC will then also 
produce HFCF 22. However it is not clear 
whether the existing CFC plant does meet 
the applicability conditions of an existing 
facility as per AM0001. 

B.1.2 Note that AM0001 version 03 applicability 
includes so-called “swing facilities” that can 
produce a variety of HFCs and CFCs, such as the 
Quimobasicos plant. What matters is the historical 
production of HCFC 22, which can be determined 
for Quimobasicos as for any other production 
facility. 
It is clearly stated that AM0001 applies for 
existing CFC plants with swing capability. 
Quimobásicos Unit 2, which has been producing 
CFCs since 1995 was built on 1983 for the 
production of HCFC 22; it operated on HCFC 22 
production for many years, before it was decided 
to switch products with Unit 1 (Unit 1 was built to 
produce CFCs on 1963, and is also a swing 
plant), since at that time, Unit 2 was more reliable 
(less unplanned outages) and CFCs had better 
profitability. Since then has Quimobásicos 
changed maintenance philosophy, so now both 
Units have a high reliability (in relation to 
international standards). 
Then we pass applicability of AM0001 by much (it 
request 3 years of operating history, we can 
demonstrate 22 years). 
Bottom of page 3 and beginning of page 4 of 
AM0001 version 03 deals with swing plants. It 
states that CFC production of last 3 years can be 
included for "historical production" of HCFC 22 
(Q_HCFCy) as long as adjustments are 

As requested by the CDM 
Executive Board at its 24th 
meeting, the project 
participant eventually 
excluded the production line 
that before September 2005 
produced CFC from the 
project boundary and no 
emission reductions from 
destroying HFC 23 waste 
generated from this 
production line are claimed in 
this proposed CDM project 
activity.  
The historical annual 
production level of HCFC 22 
at Quimobásicos during the 
last three years (2002, 2003 
and 2004) has been verified 
at site. The production of 
7570 metric tonnes of HFCF 
22 in the year 2004, has 
been accepted as the 
maximum historical annual 
production level applicable to 
cap the baseline HFC 23 
emissions. 
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considered. 
CL 2.  
The PDD states that the crediting period 
starts 1.1. 2006. This must be adjusted to 
reflect a date after project registration.  

C 1.2.  The last version of the PDD (December 19) states 
that the first crediting period will start on March 
2006, instead of January 2006 as shown in the 
validation report, but considering that the project 
may be submitted for registration at the end of 
January, the registration will probably take place 
in April. Thus, the new PDD states that the 
crediting period starts 1.4.2006. However, if the 
registration of the project takes place before April 
2006, then Quimobasicos would claim CERs 
since the actual date of registration. 

OK. Correction accepted. 
This is the only correction to 
the PDD published in 
December 2005.  

 

- o0o -
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COMMENTS BY PARTIES, STAKEHOLDERS AND NGOS 

(These comments refer to version 1 and 2 of the PDD. No comments were received during the 
stakeholder comment period for version 3 of the PDD.) 
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Comment by: Louise Calviou, INEOS Fluor 
Inserted on: 2005-08-18 
Subject: Comments on the Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project 
Comment: 

INEOS Fluor supports the wider implementation of HFC 23 destruction projects through the 
CDM projects as a means to reduce GHG emissions, and welcomes the early implementation of 
such projects.  

AM0001 was originally developed for destruction of HFC 23 by installation of destruction 
technology at the location of the HCFC 22 facility. The application of AM0001 version 03 to the 
Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project would be straightforward if the 
destruction technology was installed at the Quimobásicos site. However the PDD indicates that 
destruction of the HFC 23 will occur in an Annex 1 Country. 

This raises a number of issues that may need exploring further in order to help ensure that the 
Quimobásicos Project is successful.  

Applicability of Methodology AM0001 version 03 

Methodology AM0001 version 3 was originally developed for HFC 23 destruction projects 
where the destruction of the HFC 23 occurs at the same location as the HCFC 22 production 
plant using a thermal oxidiser. 

Indeed for the development of AM0001 for the Ulsan project, NM0007 was modified in the 
Meth Panel Recommendation to the Executive Board (21-23 May 2003) to exclude destruction 
of HFC streams from other plants not at the location of the destruction facility. 

AM0001 version 03 is “Incineration of HFC 23 waste streams”, and the project activity is  

“Production of HCFC 22 generates the HFC 23. Some of the HFC 23 may be captured and sold, 
but the HFC 23 may also be released to the atmosphere. The project activity captures and 
decomposes the HFC 23 that would otherwise be released to the atmosphere (and any HCFC 22 
present in this waste stream” 

and the applicability is  

“to HFC 23 (CHF3) waste streams from an existing HCFC22 production facility with at least 
three (3) years of operating history between beginning of the year 2000 and the end of the year 
2004 where the project activity occurs and where no regulation requires the destruction of the 
total amount of HFC23 waste.” 

Therefore it appears AM0001 version 03 may only apply to destruction of HFC 23 at the 
location of the HCFC 22 plant, and that decomposition of the HFC 23 is an integral part of the 
project activity.  

The process of HFC 23 capture and storage is not sufficient for verifiable emission reductions to 
have occurred.  

It is not clear that the Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project meets the 
requirements of the methodology as the PDD states (page 2):  
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“The waste gas will be captured and condensed using liquid nitrogen as cooling media. Finally, it 
will be re-gasified and transported to an EPA regulated incineration facility located in the United 
States of America, in which the gas will be decomposed by thermal oxidation” 

See also page 18 of PDD for the diagram setting out the project boundary, which shows part of 
the project occurring in the USA. 

Host Party Definition 

As the project activity in AM0001 version 03 includes HFC 23 destruction, then it would appear 
that the project may not meet the requirements of the host party definition. 

The Glossary of terms within the GUIDELINES FOR COMPLETING CDM-PDD, CDM-NMB 
and CDM-NMM CDM – Executive Board Version 04, provides the following definition for a 
host party (page 9). 

The Host Party:  

A Party not included in Annex I to the Convention on whose territory the CDM project activity 
is physically located.  

A project activity located in several countries has several host Parties. At the time of registration, 
a Host Party shall meet the requirements for participation as defined in paragraphs 28 to 30 of 
the CDM modalities and procedures. 

Therefore it appears that a critical part of the project activity (destruction of HFC 23) takes place 
in an Annex 1 country (that is not a signatory to Kyoto Protocol), which could indicate that the 
project activity may not meet with the requirements of the host party definition. 

Definition of existing HCFC 22 capacity 

The AM0001 version 03 methodology states that the applicability is as follows:  

''This methodology is applicable to HFC 23 (CHF3) waste streams from an existing HCFC22 
production facility with at least three (3) years of operating history between beginning of the 
year 2000 and the end of the year 2004 where the project activity occurs and where no regulation 
requires the destruction of the total amount of HFC23 waste.'' 

The Quimobásicos PDD states that there are two separate production facilities, one that produces 
HCFC 22, and one that produces only CFCs (see page 55 of the PDD)  

''The annual HCFC 22 production of Quimobásicos plant is 13,156 tonnes/year, the maximum 
annual production, obtained during the 2002 - 2004 period, of the existing HCFC 22 production 
facility plus the CFC production of the second unit, appropriately adjusted to HCFC 22 
production equivalent.'' 

The footnote to page 56 of PDD states that  

''According to information from Quimobásicos plant, while the CFC plant produce 36 tonnes of 
CFC per day, the HCFC 22 plant produce 25 tonnes of HCFC 22. It is expected that the CFC 
plant produce 25 tonnes of HCFC 22 per day when it start producing HCFC 22, since the current 
HCFC 22 plant and the current CFC plant have the same design. Thus, in calculation of HCFC 
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22 maximum annual production capacity, it is considered that 36 tonnes of CFC is equivalent to 
25 tonnes of HCFC 22.'' 

Additionally the PDD states on page 12 

“Quimobásicos will have a second plant available for HCFC 22 production, since it will stop 
CFC production during 2005 (considering the agreement with the Montreal Protocol Multilateral 
Fund, decision UNEP/OzL.Pro/Excom/40/50 Annex V) and such facility has “swing” capability 
(can produce either CFC 11/12 or HCFC 22). Both plants at the site have more than 20 years 
operation history.” 

The assessment of applicability conditions on page 14 of PDD does not appear to address 
whether the second unit (the CFC plant) meets the definition of an existing HCFC 22 production 
facility under this applicability condition and only considers whether there has been 
manufacturing of HCFC22 at the Quimobásicos production site in Monterrey during the relevant 
period. 

When considering the HFC generation rate, AM0001 version 03 methodology states that:  

“The coefficient w is the waste generation rate (HFC23)/(HCFC 22) for the originating plant” 

It is not made clear in the PDD how the second unit (the CFC plant) is treated for the historical 
data, given that it appears the historical data is from the existing HCFC 22 production facility 
(see page 56). 

Applicability of AM0001 version 03 to this particular project due to the transport of HFC 23 
waste gas to another site requiring different monitoring methods 

The monitoring methodology as presented in Quimobásicos PDD contains several differences 
from the monitoring methodology in AM0001 version 03, resulting from the transportation of 
the HFC 23 waste gas to another site.  

For example 

In AM0001 version 03 it states that 

“This monitoring methodology provides for direct and continuous measurement of the amount of 
HFC 23 waste destroyed” 

and  

“The emission reductions are dominated by the quantity of HFC 23 destroyed. To measure this 
quantity accurately two flow meters, each of which is recalibrated weekly, are used” 

In the Quimobásicos PDD the quantity of HFC 23 supplied to the condensation plant will be 
“measured by two flow meters located before entering into the condensation facility.” 

The Quantity of compressed HFC 23 loaded into the tube trailer will then be calculated 

“The weight of the tube trailer will be measured during the loading of HFC 23 by using certified 
(calibrated) load cells.” 



DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 
Appendix B  -  Report No. 2005-1191, rev 02 

and then the quantity of HFC 23 supplied to the incineration plant will be calculated as follows 
“The weight of the tube trailer will be measured upon reception and during the un-loading of 
HFC 23 by using certified (calibrated) load cells.” 

The Quimobásicos PDD monitoring methodology also contains a consideration of the emissions 
resulting from the transportation step from Mexico to USA and the leakage due to N2 production 
required for the cryogenic storage of R23 that are not contained in AM0001 ver3. Monitoring 
methodology. 

In addition there appears to be a range of approaches used for emissions occurring within the 
USA.  

The PDD indicates that emissions associated with the project occurring in the Annex 1 country 
do not need to be considered (see PDD pages 18 and 26), even though some of these emissions 
directly result from the project activity (e.g. transportation within the USA). However any losses 
of HFC 23 due to incomplete combustion (see PDD page 27) or due to transportation (see PDD 
page 26) appear to be taken into account even though these emissions may occur in the USA. On 
this basis the net emission reductions to be verified result from project activity occurring in a non 
Annex 1 Country and an Annex 1 Country.  

 

Louise Calviou 

INEOS Fluor 

18th August 2005 
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Quimobasicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project 

MGM International response to comments by Louise Calviou, INEOS Fluor, 2005-08-18 

 

30 August 2005 

 

Ms Calviou makes four main observations, which we respond below. 

1. Applicability of Methodology AM0001 version 03 

Ineos: Methodology AM0001 version 3 was originally developed for HFC 23 destruction 
projects where the destruction of the HFC 23 occurs at the same location as the HCFC 22 
production plant using a thermal oxidiser. 

Indeed for the development of AM0001 for the Ulsan project, NM0007 was modified in the Meth 
Panel Recommendation to the Executive Board (21-23 May 2003) to exclude destruction of HFC 
streams from other plants not at the location of the destruction facility. 

MGM: However, the paragraphs from AM0001 quoted by Ms. Calviou to make this point make 
no mention that the destruction has to be at the same site. 

Meth Panel recommendations are not reflected in the final edition of AM0001 version 03 and are 
only anecdotal facts of the approval history. 

 

Ineos: AM0001 version 03 is “Incineration of HFC 23 waste streams”, and the project activity 
is “Production of HCFC 22 generates the HFC 23. Some of the HFC 23 may be captured and 
sold, but the HFC 23 may also be released to the atmosphere. The project activity captures and 
decomposes the HFC 23 that would otherwise be released to the atmosphere (and any HCFC 22 
present in this waste stream” and the applicability is “to HFC 23 (CHF3) waste streams from an 
existing HCFC22 production facility with at least three (3) years of operating history between 
beginning of the year 2000 and the end of the year 2004 where the project activity occurs and 
where no regulation requires the destruction of the total amount of HFC23 waste.” Therefore it 
appears AM0001 version 03 may only apply to destruction of HFC 23 at the location of the 
HCFC 22 plant, and that decomposition of the HFC 23 is an integral part of the project activity.  

MGM: We cannot find anything on the 2 paragraphs quoted from AM0001, to be able to reach 
the same conclusion as Ms. Calviou. Where on those paragraphs says the destruction has to be 
on the same site? It is difficult to argue this statement because it does not follow logic (the 
premises and the conclusion are unrelated). 

 

Ineos: The process of HFC 23 capture and storage is not sufficient for verifiable emission 
reductions to have occurred.  

It is not clear that the Quimobásicos HFC Recovery and Decomposition Project meets the 
requirements of the methodology as the PDD states (page 2):  
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“The waste gas will be captured and condensed using liquid nitrogen as cooling media. Finally, 
it will be re-gasified and transported to an EPA regulated incineration facility located in the 
United States of America, in which the gas will be decomposed by thermal oxidation.” 

See also page 18 of PDD for the diagram setting out the project boundary, which shows part of 
the project occurring in the USA. 

MGM: Bare in mind Ulsan condensed and stored 23 for at least one year, prior to the beginning 
of destruction of the product. The basic activities of the project, a) capturing emissions, b) 
storing, and c) destroying, are identical on both projects. The fact that the destruction is done on 
the same or different physical place is circumstantial. The product was first captured and stored, 
transported (whether a few meters or some km) to the injection point to the incinerator, and then 
injected (gasified) to be fed into the incinerator. 

If the capture and storage is not sufficient to verify emission reductions for Quimobásicos, why it 
is valid for Ulsan?   

In conclusion, AM0001 is applicable to the Quimobásicos project. This approved methodology 
makes no mention that the destruction has to be at the location of the HCFC 22 plant. 

2. Host Party Definition 

Ineos: As the project activity in AM0001 version 03 includes HFC 23 destruction, then it would 
appear that the project may not meet the requirements of the host party definition. 

The Glossary of terms within the GUIDELINES FOR COMPLETING CDM-PDD, CDM-NMB 
and CDM-NMM CDM – Executive Board Version 04, provides the following definition for a host 
party (page 9). 

The Host Party: 

A Party not included in Annex I to the Convention on whose territory the CDM project activity is 
physically located. A project activity located in several countries has several host Parties.  

At the time of registration, a Host Party shall meet the requirements for participation as defined 
in paragraphs 28 to 30 of the CDM modalities and procedures. 

Therefore it appears that a critical part of the project activity (destruction of HFC 23) takes 
place in an Annex 1 country (that is not a signatory to Kyoto Protocol), which could indicate 
that the project activity may not meet with the requirements of the host party definition. 

MGM: This is an interesting point. However, note that the emissions reductions take place in 
Mexico, which is a non-Annex 1 country that has ratified the Kyoto Protocol. Note that 
paragraph 44 of Marrakesh reads: 

“The baseline for a CDM project activity is the scenario that reasonably represents the 
anthropogenic emissions by sources of greenhouse gases that would occur in the absence of the 
proposed project activity. A baseline shall cover emissions from all gases, sectors and source 
categories listed in Annex A within the project boundary. A baseline shall be deemed to 
reasonably represent the anthropogenic emissions by sources that would occur in the absence of 
the proposed project activity if it is derived using a baseline methodology referred to in 
paragraphs 37 and 38 above.” 
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In the absence of the project activity, the HFC23 would be emitted in Mexico. It is true that as a 
consequence of the project activity, some emissions would take place in the USA. However, the 
proposed PDD takes the conservative position of counting these emissions as project emissions 
even though they take place in an Annex 1 country. In no way, are the emissions reductions 
different than if the HFC destruction were to take place at a site within Mexico at a similar 
distance between the production facility and the HFC23 destruction facility? 

We must take into account that a) the HFC 23 is vented at Quimobásicos in México, b) the 
project is preventing the HFC 23 from being vented at Quimobásicos, then the mitigation activity 
happens in México, c) the project follows the same activities as per AM0001, d) the physical 
location of some equipment to implement the activities is circumstantial. 

Also, as stated on the PDD, the destruction of the HFC 23 will be more complete and generate 
less environmental pollution due to the use of better technology (higher temperatures, residence 
time, much better cleaning of the off gases, etc.) compared to small scale on-site incinerators. 
Onyx will not profit beyond the regular commercial operation of destroying fluorocarbons. By 
preventing this scheme to be implemented the use of more rational from the economic (why 
install new capacity if existing incineration capacity is available?), technological and 
environmental standpoint is being discouraged. 

According to the baseline definition, HFC 23 emissions would take place in Mexico, which  is a 
non-Annex 1 country that has ratified the Kyoto Protocol and Quimobásicos will be responsible 
for all stages in the project activity. 

3. Definition of existing HCFC 22 capacity 

Ineos: The AM0001 version 03 methodology states that the applicability is as follows:  

“This methodology is applicable to HFC 23 (CHF3) waste streams from an existing HCFC22 
production facility with at least three (3) years of operating history between beginning of the 
year 2000 and the end of the year 2004 where the project activity occurs and where no 
regulation requires the destruction of the total amount of HFC23 waste.” 

The Quimobásicos PDD states that there are two separate production facilities, one that 
produces HCFC 22, and one that produces only CFCs (see page 55 of the PDD)  

“The annual HCFC 22 production of Quimobásicos plant is 13,156 tonnes/year, the maximum 
annual production, obtained during the 2002 - 2004 period, of the existing HCFC 22 production 
facility plus the CFC production of the second unit, appropriately adjusted to HCFC 22 
production equivalent.” 

The footnote to page 56 of PDD states that  

“According to information from Quimobásicos plant, while the CFC plant produce 36 tonnes of 
CFC per day, the HCFC 22 plant produce 25 tonnes of HCFC 22. It is expected that the CFC 
plant produce 25 tonnes of HCFC 22 per day when it start producing HCFC 22, since the 
current HCFC 22 plant and the current CFC plant have the same design. Thus, in calculation of 
HCFC 22 maximum annual production capacity, it is considered that 36 tonnes of CFC is 
equivalent to 25 tonnes of HCFC 22.” 

Additionally the PDD states on page 12 
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“Quimobásicos will have a second plant available for HCFC 22 production, since it will stop 
CFC production during 2005 (considering the agreement with the Montreal Protocol 
Multilateral Fund, decision UNEP/OzL.Pro/Excom/40/50 Annex V) and such facility has 
“swing” capability (can produce either CFC 11/12 or HCFC 22). Both plants at the site have 
more than 20 years operation history.” 

The assessment of applicability conditions on page 14 of PDD does not appear to address 
whether the second unit (the CFC plant) meets the definition of an existing HCFC 22 production 
facility under this applicability condition and only considers whether there has been 
manufacturing of HCFC 22 at the Quimobásicos production site in Monterrey during the 
relevant period. 

MGM: Note, however, that AM0001 version 03 applicability includes so-called “swing 
facilities” that can produce a variety of HFCs and CFCs, such as the Quimobasicos plant. What 
matters is the historical production of HCFC 22, which can be determined for Quimobasicos as 
for any other production facility. 

On this, we don’t find the argument either. It is clearly stated that AM0001 applies for existing 
CFC plants with swing capability. Our calculations of historical production follows the rules 
stated on version 03 of AM0001. Quimobásicos will only verify emissions related to such 
historical production; in case actual production surpassed such amount (actual capacity will 
surpass historical production by roughly 25%), then the extra HFC 23 will be destroyed, but it 
will not be eligible to receive CERs. 

Quimobásicos Unit 2, which has been producing CFCs since 1995 was built on 1983 for the 
production of HCFC 22; it operated on HCFC 22 production for many years, before it was 
decided to switch products with Unit 1 (Unit 1 was built to produce CFCs on 1963, and is also a 
swing plant), since at that time, Unit 2 was more reliable (less unplanned outages) and CFCs had 
better profitability. Since then Quimobásicos has changed maintenance philosophy, so now both 
Units have a high reliability (in relation to international standards). 

Then we pass applicability of AM0001 by much (it request 3 years of operating history, we can 
demonstrate 22 years). 

Bottom of page 3 and beginning of page 4 of AM0001 version 03 deals with swing plants. It 
states that CFC production of last 3 years can be included for "historical production" of HCFC 
22 (Q_HCFCy) as long as adjustments are considered.  

 

Ineos: When considering the HFC generation rate, AM0001 version 03 methodology states that:  

“The coefficient w is the waste generation rate (HFC 23)/(HCFC 22) for the originating plant.” 

It is not made clear in the PDD how the second unit (the CFC plant) is treated for the historical 
data, given that it appears the historical data is from the existing HCFC 22 production facility 
(see page 56). 

MGM: Quimobásicos can demonstrate that both Units have identical design and, logically, will 
be operated under same conditions (to the best of Quimobásicos recent knowledge/experience 
with Unit 1). Considering this, it is a reasonable and conservative assumption to say the cut off 
condition (w) for Unit 2 will be the same as to Unit 1 (Units 1 and 2 are within the same site and 
operated by the same crew). 
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4. Applicability of AM0001 version 03 to this particular project due to the transport of 
HFC 23 waste gas to another site requiring different monitoring methods 

Ineos: The monitoring methodology as presented in Quimobásicos PDD contains several 
differences from the monitoring methodology in AM0001 version 03, resulting from the 
transportation of the HFC 23 waste gas to another site.  

For example 

In AM0001 version 03 it states that  

“This monitoring methodology provides for direct and continuous measurement of the amount of 
HFC 23 waste destroyed” 

and  

“The emission reductions are dominated by the quantity of HFC 23 destroyed. To measure this 
quantity accurately two flow meters, each of which is recalibrated weekly, are used” 

In the Quimobásicos PDD the quantity of HFC 23 supplied to the condensation plant will be 
“measured by two flow meters located before entering into the condensation facility.” 

The Quantity of compressed HFC 23 loaded into the tube trailer will then be calculated 

“The weight of the tube trailer will be measured during the loading of HFC 23 by using certified 
(calibrated) load cells.” 

and then the quantity of HFC 23 supplied to the incineration plant will be calculated as follows 

“The weight of the tube trailer will be measured upon reception and during the un-loading of 
HFC 23 by using certified (calibrated) load cells.” 

The Quimobásicos PDD monitoring methodology also contains a consideration of the emissions 
resulting from the transportation step from Mexico to USA and the leakage due to N2 production 
required for the cryogenic storage of R23 that are not contained in AM0001 ver3, Monitoring 
methodology. 

MGM: Here, again, we note that the Quimobasicos project is entirely consistent with the 
monitoring requirements of AM0001. Indeed, it takes into account additional leakage from 
transportation and liquid nitrogen production that take place in the proposed project since a 
greater transportation of HFC23 is required. AM0001 also includes transportation of waste to a 
landfill, which is similar, in essence, to our proposal. 

Excluding the applicability of AM0001 to the Quimobasicos project would be based on splitting 
hairs, and not in the essence of the methodology. Are the emissions reductions qualitatively 
different because the incineration site is not local? Is the baseline different? Do the additionality 
conditions change? Would a local incineration requirement for HFC 23 improve the 
environmental integrity of the project? The answer to all these questions is “no”. 

Excluding the option of centralizing HFC destruction would eliminate the opportunities for 
reducing the costs of HFC destruction, especially for countries that have several productions 
facilities, such as China and India.   

Should a new methodology be prepared for the Quimobasicos case? We believe that AM0001 
has been developed and amended following a great deal of discussion, so that it is preferable to 
apply this methodology, making small adjustments consistent with the small differences between 
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the proposed project activity and previous applications of AM0001. Submitting an entirely new 
methodology that would only be slightly different from AM0001, and may ultimately be 
applicable to this one project, would add undue burden on the Methodology Panel, desk 
reviewers and the CDM Executive Board, without producing any environmental or other 
benefits. We strongly feel that the small differences can be resolved in a more efficient manner 
through this exchange of comments among potential project proponents and stakeholders. 

 

Ineos: In addition there appears to be a range of approaches used for emissions occurring 
within the USA.  

The PDD indicates that emissions associated with the project occurring in the Annex 1 country 
do not need to be considered (see PDD pages 18 and 26), even though some of these emissions 
directly result from the project activity (e.g. transportation within the USA). However any losses 
of HFC 23 due to incomplete combustion (see PDD page 27) or due to transportation (see PDD 
page 26) appear to be taken into account even though these emissions may occur in the USA. On 
this basis the net emission reductions to be verified result from project activity occurring in a 
non Annex 1 Country and an Annex 1 Country. 

MGM: Regarding differences on monitoring, there obviously are. Nevertheless Quimobásicos 
approach, based on weight scales is much more reliable (accurate) than the flow meters of 
original AM0001. Quimobásicos project is using better technology to implement monitoring, 
giving raise to more reliable and conservative data.  

In the new version of the PDD (Version 2) emissions occurring in USA were included as 
requested by DNV. 

- o0o - 


