Comments on CDM Validation and Verification Manual (Draft)
General Comments:

This guidance is mandatory and the DOEs in carrying out their validation and verification functions are expected to fully adhere to this mandatory guidance. However, in many parts of the manual, subjective words such as fully, thorough, serious, etc. have used. This will create difficulties for DOE to undertake their work.
Specific comments:
	No.
	Paragraph or section
	Original Sentence
	Comments/Suggestions

	1
	5
	The CDM Executive Board requested the secretariat to ensure and maintain the applicability of this guidance by updating/revising it as and when required
	It may be more appropriate for the EB rather than the secretariat to update/revise the guidance.

	2
	14
	DOEs shall also be able to demonstrate that the competence of the team was adequate and the same is being maintained by the DOE throughout the period of validation/verification.
	The meaning of “the same” is not clear. Does it mean the validation team should remain the same or the competence should remain the same? The former is not realistic.

	3
	“A. General principles for the CDM” of “IV. Principles of CDM”
	
	Some principles listed in this section sometimes may contradict each other, for example accuracy and conservativeness. If conservativeness could be demonstrated, accuracy should no longer be a requirement. One sentence could be added in an appropriated place of this section: “The principle of conservativeness may override the principle of accuracy in the estimation of GHG emission reductions or removal enhancements.”

	4
	22
	Where particular individual GHG sinks, sources and reservoirs have not been identified in the applicable methodology, the procedures for clarification or deviation shall be followed 
	The meaning is not clear. DOE is expected to validate a project according to the requirements of a utilized methodology. Are they also expected to assess the approved methodology?

	5
	26(d)
	Ensuring the equivalent application of principles used for expert judgement, internally and externally, over time and among projects
	How could the DOE ensure that experts giving the expert judgement apply the equivalent principles, especially over time and among projects? How to defined “projects” here?

	6
	27
	The principle of consistency shall not prevent the use of more accurate procedures or methods as they become available.
	If conservativeness could be justified, accuracy should not be a mandatory requirement. The DOE should be given the flexibility to make their own judgement on the appropriate application of conservativeness and accuracy principles.

	7
	32(d)
	Clearly identifying all changes in documentation.
	This requirement is neither necessary nor practicable. Only major changes that may affect the decisions making should be identified, minor revision, such as correction of typos should not be included.

	8
	42(b)
	Ensure that the approved methodology which is being applied is applicable to the underlying project activity and that it is being correctly and conservatively applied
	As long as a methodology is correctly applied, conservativeness should not be a mandatory requirement. Include “in case of need” before “conservatively applied”.

	9
	42(c)
	Ensure that the monitoring plan has been developed in accordance with the requirements of the approved methodology and that it can be adequately implemented within the context of the underlying project activity;
	For many projects, at the stage of validation, the operation has not started yet. In such a case, it may not possible for the DOE to ensure that the monitoring plan could be adequately implemented. The DOE can only ensure that the monitoring plan is suitable for the project stage and comply with the underlying methodological requirements.

	10
	47
	During the validation, the DOE shall … meets the relevant UNFCCC.
	Sentence not completed.

	11
	50(b)i
	Interviews shall include relevant stakeholders in the host country, personnel responsible for project design and implementation, and other stakeholders as applicable.
	In realistic, it may not be possible to interview the personnel responsible for the project design for various reasons, for example: leaving of the post, unwillingness, etc. Therefore, suggest add several words at the end of the whole sentence “, when possible”.

	12
	50(c)
	Comparison with projects or technology that have similar or comparable characteristics.
	How to define “similar or comparable characteristics”? If those projects or technologies are out of the control of the project developer, it may not be possible to get relevant information needed for the comparison.

	13
	50(e)
	Comparisons of similar projects in the host country
	What’s the difference between this requirement and that listed in 50(c)? Again, how to define “similar projects”? Is the host country defined as the boundary for analysis? How to deal with the case that relevant information is not available?

	14
	133(d)
	Assess the sensitivity analysis of the computations to determine under what conditions significant variations in the result would occur and provide an opinion regarding whether or not such conditions could be considered likely.
	Not consistent with “Guidance on the Assessment of Investment Analysis”. No such requirement in the guidance.

	15
	134(c)
	Determine whether it is reasonable to assume that no investment would be made by the

company at a rate of return lower than the benchmark by, for example, assessing previous investment decisions by the entity involved and determining whether the same benchmark has been applied.
	The example may not be relevant in some cases. For example, if a new benchmark rate is given by the national authority, the project maybe the first one that applies the new benchmark rate in the company. Suggest to add after “for example” “where appropriate”.

	16
	137(b)
	The DOE shall ensure that the barriers listed in the PDD are supported by independent sources of data such as relevant national legislation, surveys of local conditions, national or international statistics etc.
	“Independent sources” requirement is not clearly defined and therefore sometimes may not be appropriate. For example, in case of funding difficulty, it maybe necessary to request for certificate from relevant banks which may have business relationship with the project owner. In such a case, the bank could be interpreted as no independent.

	17
	143(a)ii
	Identify additional parameters requiring monitoring, i.e. based on the requirements of the Environmental Impacts Assessment;
	Environmental impact assessment and monitoring is the prerogative of the host country government. If there’s already procedures in the host country for environmental impact monitoring, this requirement is not necessary.


