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S
September 2, 2008
Subject: 
Response to call for public comments on draft proposal prepared by the Methodologies Panel on the enhanced barrier test for project activities that have a potentially high profitability without CER revenues 
Dear Mr. Sethi,

In response to the call for input launched by the Executive Broad at its forty-first meeting, Ecofys would like to take the opportunity to provide comments on the enhanced barrier test for specific project activities.

a) How to identify the category of project activities to which this concern might be potentially applicable?

We agree that the demonstration of additionality is difficult for CDM projects incorporated in the design of a Greenfield project activity. Usually these types of projects are considered by the PPs after the investment decision of the full project (e.g. construction of cement plant) is taken. 

If the proposed guidance is accepted it would be good to start with this category of project activities (Greenfield). If funding is available by UNFCCC a consultant who can work dedicated on this topic can give more insight in potentially affected project types. However the outcomes will not be exclusive for all projects (e.g. ‘blacklist’) this given the project specific circumstances (ithere can be projects with strong contributions to sustainable development, one of the CDM objectives). It might be possible to identify a category of projects based on type and region which require a stricter validation. Specific criteria could be developed which are ‘on top’ of the current additionality tool (e.g. for the cement industry the use of blending materials).  
(b) How to screen these project activities with a view to excluding non-additional project activities, which only use the barrier test.

The following response assumes that project activities which are included in the project types defined under a) are considered. PPs tend to use the barrier analysis for this type of projects since this reflects the problems encountered during the decision to construct the project activity. For the demonstration of additionality based on a barrier analysis the MethPanel suggest to ask for more (or detailed) evidence. However we think the suggested guidance is not innovative, or ‘on top’ of the current guidance on a proper barrier test. In its current form it is an emphasis to perform a proper analysis. This would not contribute to an ‘enhanced’ test but in a ‘test according to the rules’. 
It would be good to give more guidance on the barrier test; however this would be applicable to all project activities using a barrier test and not only to this category. As indicated above the need for an enhanced screening can be triggered by the combination of project type and region. 
(c) How to implement and present the results to PPs and DOEs.
If accepted it would be good to incorporate the text as Annex to the ‘Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality’.
We hope these comments contribute to strengthen the barrier test, and help to guarantee the additionality of (registered) CDM project activities. 
Yours sincerely,

On behalf of the CDM/JI team

Geert-Jan Eenhoorn 

Manager CDM/JI, Energy and Climate Strategy 
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