
Green Rating: 

What we do 

and why?

Centre for Science and Environment



Centre for Science and Environment

CSEõs Green Rating Project -what and why?

VGRP is  a public tool to leverage change

VIt benchmarks the present. And points to the way 
ahead 

VIt sets difficult goal-posts: Pushes towards 
desirable not what is easily achievable 
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Our Belief

VPublic disclosure must for credible action

VWe rate everyone ðwho agree or those who 

do not. Environment is public good

VIndustry will grow, but growth has to be 

business-unusual
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ôWorkingõ industry: rating and re-rating

VPulp and Paper 1999

VPulp and Paper revisited 2004, 2013
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Differences made

V Difference was willingness of the companies to participate and engage 

V Difference was significant improvement in environment management 

systems

Reductionin specific water consumption Reductionin elemental chlorine consumption
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Differences made
Sustainable Sourcing: Increase in wood sourced from farms
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Automobile Rating 2001
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Chlor-Alkali 2002
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Cement 2005

VRecognition that Indian cement industry is 

matching global best standards for energy use 

and GHG emissions. Changed the perception of 

industry and pointed to challenges of mining



Centre for Science and Environment

Steel 2012
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Rationale for rating coal-based 

thermal power sector

VCore industrial sector - set to expand 

VResource intensive ðwater, coal and land

VHigh pollution potential

VResponsible for more than half the countryõs GHG 

emissions
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Coal thermal power

VDifficult issue for environmentalist

VWould like it to go. Huge costs of extraction; fossil 

use in climate change; pollution impacts on local 

communities

VBut recognize that it will stay for countries like India. 

No country has disengaged as yet. So even as we 

push for renewables the question is how to clean 

coal thermal power

VIs it possible? What do we do? How? 
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Study coverage

February 21, 2015 13

VSample size: 47 plants, 54 GW

VOver half the sector's capacity when study began early 2012

VJust under half participated;non-participating also rated based on survey of             

plant location and stakeholders, secondary information

VGood participation by state-owned; Only 2 of 10 central ones agreed
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Weightages

Segments Weightage(%)

Resource Efficiency 19

Land 3

Water 16

Energy and GHG 29

Pollution 42

Water Pollution 8

Solid Waste 15

Air Pollution 19

Policy, compliance and 

stakeholder 's survey
10

February 21, 2015 14



THE 

TOP THREE
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TrombayPower:  3RDBEST PLANT 
SCORE - 48 %

VTwo coal- fired units (250MW and 500 MW)

VOne of the highest plant availability; 94%

VDry Fly ash handling; 100 % Fly ash use 

VCoastal plant; low fresh water need;0.5 

m3/MWh

VAverage efficiency; 34 %

VAbove average pollution control; FGD for SO2

emission control

Centre for Science and Environment



VAbove average efficiency: 38%

V91 % availability: 94 % PLF

VOne of the lowest CO2 emitter: 0.93 kg/kWh

VOne of the most water-efficient ; 2m3/MWh

VZero liquid discharge: RO for effluent treatment 

VAverage ash use; Gainful use only 51%

VFGD for SO2 control; not available

JSW ToranagalluPower  2ND BEST PLANT 
SCORE - 49 %
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CESC Ltd

Budge-Budge Power  BEST SCORE -52 %

VCommendable efforts for water conservation; 2.2 

m3/MWh, Zero liquid discharge 

VCommendable efforts for ash handling & use:         

ÊComplete dry fly ash handling

ÊBottom ash dewatering system

Ê100 % Fly ash use; 76 % gainful use

ÊHSCD system, pneumatic ash transport & store 

VOne of the highest plant availability: 93 %

VEfficiency better than average: 35.7 %

VMeets stricter PM norms of 50-75 mg/Nm3 

VNo FGD for SO2 control
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