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Francesco N. Tubiello

Comment to:

“Proposal for an enhanced barrier test for project activities that have a potentially high profitability without CER revenues.”

I welcome the proposed changes to assessing additionality of a potentially profitable project activity. I think that, in particular, the three options offered to PPs under section 2 of the proposed text are very appropriate (yet see more text below).

My preferences would be to have a stronger process than currently proposed. I will outline my views briefly, even if already known to the EB through presentations I have made in the past.

I think that all project activities should be asked, when using the Additionality Tool, to go through STEP 2 (financial analysis) first. How can they otherwise be identified objectively as being “high-return” projects?

If STEP 2—as per current or future guidance in the tool—shows that the returns of the project are lower than an appropriate benchmark, STEP 3 can be skipped and PPs can go directly to STEP 4.

If STEP 2 shows higher returns than an appropriate benchmark, then PPs MUST go to STEP 3 in order to show additionality of their project activities. Given that STEP 2 showed a high return, PPs should be asked to also demonstrate additionality via one of the three options offered in the current proposal, under point 2.

Asking all projects to go through STEP 2 may seem like a lot of additional work, but I would submit that it is not, given that most projects are bona-fide business activities, and that most PPs “do their math” beforehand. Therefore, filling in a few more PDD pages with numbers they very likely already have, should not be a big burden. It does increase the burden of the DOE, but demonstrating additionality—among other things—is what they signed up for.

Alternatively, in cases where CDM project activities cannot be “quantified” economically for whatever reason—due to the nature of either the PPs or of the project activity itself, including likely many PoAs—the DOE should be asked to validate such impossibility and “allow” PPs to go to STEP 3 directly.

Having said that, if the wish of the EB is to start gradually, with a subset of project activity types, then the one proposed—greenfield industrial activities—are well chosen. I still suggest that, rather than merely going to STEP3, they should also be asked to go through STEP 2, i.e., to follow the procedures suggested above. In this way there would be no unnecessary procedural differences among these selected project types (some doing the financial analysis, some not) , and the EB and the secretariat could gather a valuable database of information –currently missing—on high-profitability projects by project type and region.

FINALLY:

1. I think it is better to ask for a modified procedure of all project types, in order to avoid arbitrary distinctions and unnecessary negative reactions by the selected project types;

2. I fully agree that the three points in section 2 are necessary to show additionality under the sub-case discussed. However, I would make option 3 mandatory, as this seems to be the crux that makes or breaks the argument of additionality. The otion should only be between the current options 1 and 2;

3. I would suggest incorporating the proposed text in to the main body of the Additionality Tool, therefore option (a) in section 3. However, what happens for those methodologies that do not require usage of the “tool”?

Bratislava, Sep 3 2008

Best Regards,

Francesco Tubiello

