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more reasonable threshold; key performance indicators). Market 
transformation is certainly not achieved by a single demonstration 
project – and the concept of “first-of-a-kind” is almost impossible to 
apply to anything but single technologies (not to systems, which would 
lend themselves to key performance indicator benchmarking). 

In general, the draft gives too little guidance to both project developers and 
DOEs on what evidence is acceptable to demonstrate the validity of barriers, 
so it will be extremely difficult to apply in practice. More guidance should 
therefore be provided before approving such a proposal. 

Most importantly, we recommend that the CDM Executive Board develop with 
expert input a dedicated tool to demonstrate the additionality of greenfield 
end-use efficiency projects/programs using barrier analysis for integration 
into large-scale methodologies, and exclude end-use efficiency projects from 
any requirement to apply a generic enhanced barrier test. Fewer than 20 
Sectoral Scope 3 (“energy demand”) projects (only 10 of which are large-
scale) have been registered to date, despite their huge cost-effective 
potential – and one of the major barriers has been the difficulty of 
demonstrating to the satisfaction of the CDM authorities that such projects 
are additional. Instead of making it even more difficult for end-use efficiency 
projects to be registered, the Board should provide specific guidance on 
demonstration of additionality tailored to the on-the-ground practicalities of 
such projects.  

Such a tool would have to adopt the basic premise that barriers to end-use 
efficiency exist, which is well documented and evidenced by the fact that 
investments in end-use efficiency are not being made, despite their short 
payback periods1. Such a tool might include the following elements:  

• A Checklist of relevant, generic barriers to end-use energy efficiency. 
The Checklist should include a description/justification of each barrier, 
drawing on the extensive documentation available in the published 
literature. This would mean that common barriers would be well-
documented/justified once from the top down and that each project 
would then only need to provide evidence that a barrier selected from 
the Checklist applies in the specific project context (without having to 
justify each time that the barrier is real, which is a large source of 
inefficiency and inconsistency in the current framework). 

• Top-down pre-determination of additionality, based on barrier analysis 
for important large-scale project types (e.g., utility DSM programs, 
ESCO or leasing schemes, energy efficiency financing facilities, 
government procurement and municipal infrastructure investment 

 
1 New results from government-funded audits in hundreds of US industrial 
installations have uncovered large energy-saving potential, with the vast majority 
having payback periods < 2 years – and this is a common story worldwide 
(www.eere.energy.gov/industry/saveenergynow/partners/results.cfm) 
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programs, rebate/financial incentive programs, incentives under 
voluntary agreements…) – or specific guidance on how to demonstrate 
barriers for such programs. Some initial considerations regarding 
demonstration of additionality of utility DSM programs have already 
been elaborated (Arquit Niederberger & Fry, 2007), see Annex. 

• Specific documentation requirements for barrier analysis of other 
project types that can be met without new analysis (e.g., 
documentation on use of government or GEF funds to provide 
incentives for such types of projects/programs would indicate 
additionality; market research that demonstrates that the project 
technology has a higher up-front capital cost than the baseline 
technology; official documents that show that the technology to be 
used in the project activity is more efficient than a mandatory 
standard, voluntary label or other widely used benchmark level would 
demonstrate additionality). 

Given that the Executive Board continues to explore approaches to create a 
more enabling environment for implementing energy efficiency project 
activities under the CDM and has requested the secretariat to initiate work on 
ways of facilitating registration of energy efficiency activities under the CDM 
modalities and procedures, it is important to give special consideration to the 
demonstration of additionality of end-use energy efficiency projects/pro-
grams, which has been one of the main barriers to methodology approval 
and CDM registration of such projects.  

Energy efficiency is one of the few project types that has potential in 
countries worldwide, including the poorest, so development of a dedicated 
additionality tool for end-use efficiency projects could improve the chances of 
Least Developed Countries, Small Island Developing States and sub-Saharan 
African countries to leverage carbon finance in the context of their 
development strategies. Ironically it is often in the poorest countries and 
regions within countries that the highest prices are paid for energy services, 
when they are available at all, so efficient use of energy can go hand-in-hand 
with economic development and contribute to poverty alleviation.  
 
 

Sincerely 
 

 
Anne Arquit Niederberger 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annex: Arquit Niederberger, A., and T. Fry, An Eye on Demand, 
Environmental Finance, Special Supplement, S52, November 2007. 
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