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Comments: I understand that the purpose of the activity of CDM-AP to revise “Accreditation Standard” is to enhance the capabilities in terms of both quality and quantity of works of DOEs under situations of increasing number of requests for registration/verification of CDM projects, large number of which review by EB are requested.
However, referring to my previous experiences as DOE for several years, I believe that such ultimate objects may not be achieved only by simply adding requirements of the “rules” to DOE due to the following reasons.
Apart from the fact that the CDM is a “rule” based mechanism, 
1) application of rules may not be consistent but arbitrarily applied by CDM-EB in the registration stage of the projects;

2) rules as “General guidance by CDM-EB” that are not available at the time of request for registration but implemented after the request for registration is to be applied in the review process. 
3) some rules as “General guidance by CDM-EB” that are seemed to be impossible are requested to DOE.
Typical example of the item 1) above, “General guidance” provided at the paragraph 74 of the meeting report of CDM-EB at the 29th meeting is never implemented in the practice of registration regardless obviously lower efficiency level than that commercially available is applied.
Since it takes long (more than four or five months) time from the date of upload documents for registration request till the end of review period, not a few “General guidance” are provided after request for registration by DOE. DOE cannot do anything with rules to be implemented in “future”.

Recent example is the “General guidance” provided item (c), paragraph 54 of the report of the 38th CDM-EB meeting. The independent assessment of the project specific parameters included in the feasibility study must require the similar amount of work as the author of the feasibility study report. It is impossible for DOE to follow during validation activity. Similarly, recent comment in the “Review Request” that clarification of application of the “fixed electricity tariff” over the period of benchmark analysis may also be impossible and seems to be irrelevant for the validation activity by DOE. 
Under such circumstances DOEs almost give up to finish validation reports in the complete manner for smooth registration without requests for review but tend to wait for comments provided in the review process. 
It must be important to avoid such a “vicious circle” stated above to improve capabilities of DOEs. 

--- reference --

EB29 paragraph 74

74. The Board agreed that in cases where project participants are required to calculate a build margin and the specific efficiency data required by an approved methodology is not available they can use the most conservative factor, or the default factors1, which may be reviewed over time by the Board, whichever is the most conservative. In such cases the project participant must provide, in the PDD, full justification of why the chosen factor is the most conservative. The DOE should confirm the nonavailability of the local data and the conservativeness of the factors used in their validation report.
EB38 paragraph 54:

54. The Board clarified that in cases where project participants rely on values from Feasibility Study Reports (FSR) that are approved by national authorities for proposed project activities, DOEs are required to ensure that:

(a) The FSR has been the basis of the decision to proceed with the investment in the project, i.e. that the period of time between the finalization of the FSR and the investment decision is sufficiently short for the DOE to confirm that it is unlikely in the context of the underlying project activity that the input values would have materially changed.

(b) The values used in the PDD and associated annexes are fully consistent with the FSR, and where inconsistencies occur the DOE should validate the appropriateness of the values.

(c) On the basis of its specific local and sectoral expertise, confirmation is provided, by cross-checking or other appropriate manner, that the input values from the FSR are valid and applicable at the time of the investment decision.
