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1. General position

The attempt to more specifically outline the validation and verification procedures that Designated Operational Entities (DOEs) are asked to adhere to is to be welcomed. This step may significantly improve the homogeneous application of the Approved Methodologies and increase the overall consistency of the process.

However project developers should be in a position where they are enabled to clearly anticipate the requirements applicable to their work. Thus, it is important to ensure clarity with regard to validation and verification procedures and, especially, to the project specific application of Approved Methodologies. To the degree, questions of project-specific applicability of Approved Methodologies are transferred onto DOEs, the predictability and homogeneity of the Methodology’s application in the project-specific context may decrease.

Therefore, it is suggested to leave the core competency in dealing with potential insufficiencies Approved Methodologies where it is: with the CDM EB. A consistent and homogeneous application of the Approved Methodologies can be ensured with a higher likelihood if the available procedures of clarification and revision are employed. It is not foreseeable how a homogeneous interpretation of the existent Methodologies can be ensured if the competence of such interpretation is decentralised.
In fact, the approach taken in the manual draft is very much in line with this suggestion. However, in a few parts of the manual’s text there is scope for further improving the clarity of the validation and verification requirements.    
These points and some other minor issues are highlighted, in order to contribute to this laudable process.
2. Specific points
- Paragraph 5 specifies that the Manual as such will be updated in regular intervals in order to account for the evolutionary nature of the CDM. Will a public commenting period be granted for any such revision?
- Paragraphs 10 f. are not specific about what measures DOEs should take in order to ensure their impartiality. Specific rules could be created in order to prevent serious influence on economic dependence. For example, the maximum turnover share a DOEs can make in under the mandate of any project developer could be limited to a specified pro-rata maximum share.

- Paragraphs 40 ff. contain an inconsistency in their numbering. Paragraph 40 actually exists twice.
- Paragraphs 90 and 98 should be clarified to ensure that the validating DOE bases its assessment on the requirements of the Methodology employed by the project proponents.

- Paragraph 122 only specifies insufficiently on what standards apply depending on Approved Methodology used. If the requirements contained in an Approved Methodology are considered to be inappropriate this should be dealt with be means of a clarification / revision in accordance with available CDM practices.
- Paragraph 134 (c) should allow an amendment of the benchmark previously used if there are reasons for such change (e.g. change in the likelihood of certain risks materialising).

- Paragraph 137 gives cause to the question on whether differentiation between technical barriers and investment related considerations is possible. Any risk of technical failure usually entails negative effects in financial performance (e.g. the project activity may negatively affect the quality of plant product / amount of output). Project developers should have a reasonable degree of discretion when employing these steps contained in the tools for the assessment of additionality.
- Paragraphs 139 ff. should, for the avoidance of doubt, expressly exclude other CDM activities implemented in the local area where the project activity in question is to be implemented.

- Paragraphs 172 ff. should contain a clarification to what degree a verifying DOE is bound by the judgements previously made by the validating DOE. This is important for project developers, because any review of such judgement by the verifying DOE would entail a high degree of regulatory and investment uncertainty. Such revision should be prohibited, unless there is evidence that the validating DOE has been intentionally misled by the project participants.

- Paragraph 194 should be clarified so that it specifies that if evidence for reported emission reductions is partially unavailable, the denial of verification and certification of emission reductions will extend only to the part of emission reductions in question.
- Paragraph 205 contains a grammar mistake that makes the sentence in question a little unclear.

