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General comment
The document is in need of a very thorough edit before it can be properly assessed for content and usefulness.  Due to time constraints and the very vague and confusing text, I was only able to review the first 11 pages of the draft VVM, and have found them very difficult to decipher.   I have written specific comments on paragraphs 1-49 below – however most of them deal with a lack of clarity in the text as well as a need for a very thorough edit by someone who knows the subject matter but is also a proficient editor.  

In my view, a manual cannot be useful if the writing is ambiguous and the meaning, in many instances, not clear.   More effort needs to be made to use consistent terms and writing styles in each section and paragraph, and to be very specific as to what point is being made in each paragraph.   Also it would be helpful if redundancies were removed or at least reduce.  

Unfortunately, at this point it is difficult to provide further input on the content of the VVM until an improved, edited draft is available. 
Specific Comments on VVM paragraphs 1-49.  
Para. 17.  This is not clear.  Which procedures and systems are being referred to here?  Needs adjectives to specify which procedures and which systems, otherwise the paragraph is too vague to be meaningful. 

Para 18.  The term ¨bias¨¨ should be defined here, as it has more than one meaning.  I believe the technical definition of bias is implied here, but it is not clear.  Individuals, including DOE´s and project participants, can also have bias.

Para 19.  The word ¨the¨ is superfluous and should be deleted. 

Para 20.   Same as above.  Also, the word ¨resulted¨ is not used correctly here.  (It is not correct to say ¨resulted by¨.    ¨Caused by¨ would be preferable, and clearer.   Otherwise, this could be changed to ¨affected by or resulting from¨ as is done in para. 21.
Para 21.  Needs the word ¨the¨ in front of corresponding. 

Para 26.  The first sentence is not clear.  Which ¨comparable key indicators¨ are being referred to?   The rest of this paragraph needs to be made clearer – it is vague.  Points A, B, C and D should be written in a consistent/parallel manner. 
Para. 28.   is not clear.  It needs to be made clear what this specifically relates to? 
Para 30  The second sentence is very clear and to the point, but the first sentence is rather vague, and should be modified (or left out).  For example it could be changed to .. ¨Transparency refers to the disclosure of sufficient information to allow the DOE, as well as other readers, to make decisions with reasonable confidence. 
Para 31.  It is not clear what is meant by ¨Internal Reviewers¨ and ¨External intended users¨. 

Para 32. This paragraph is very clear and to the point. 

Para 36.  The word ¨generated¨ should be replaced by ¨provided¨ or ¨reviewed¨ or ¨available¨, as evidence should not be generated during the validation or verification.

Para 37.  Should be revised, for example as follows:  

 Independence does not imply that the DOE operates  independently of the system

and rules defined by CDM Executive Board. All activities carried out by the DOE as part of the  validation and verification processes shall be carried out within the system and rules defined by the CDM Executive Board and COP/MOP.

Para 39.  This paragraph is also not clearly-written.  What is this meant to imply?   Perhaps the following would be better, if that is what was intended:  
DOE´s shall accurately and truthfully document and describe the details, findings and conclusions of their verification and verification activities, in their reports.
Para 40.   The term competence should be replaced by qualifications  or expertise  to be correct and clear.  Also the phrase needed by personnel carrying out validation and verification activities, should be included to make it clearer. 
Para 41.  Needs to be edited.  As it stands it sounds like CDM EB guidance requires that confidential information should be disclosed inappropriately.
Para 40.  (note this is the second paragraph 40 – thus numbering needs to be revised).  The term ¨identified¨¨ should be removed, since ¨applicable¨ is sufficient.  All applicable criteria need to be met (not only those identified.)  Also, ¨which¨¨ should  be changed to ¨that¨ , and ¨by a DOE¨ is not really necessary.  The word ¨the¨ preceding ¨confidential information¨ should be removed. 

Para 42.  Very clear and comprehensive.

Para 43.  Should not start with ¨These criteria¨, as it is not clear which criteria are being referred to.  If it refers to criteria mentioned in para. 40, then this should immediately  follow, or be part of para 40. 
Para 44.  This is okay, but should be relevant to only those project activities validated or by a specific DOE, not ¨any project activity submitted for registration.¨¨
Para 47.  Something is missing here… ¨relevant UNFCCC…..¨ what?  Also, it sounds like this paragraph is restating previous statements.  

Para 48.  It is not clear what this is saying. 

Para 49.  The initial statement is also confusing and should be rewritten. 

