For project activities up to 5 megawatts that employ renewable energy as their primary technology and for energy efficiency project activities that aim to achieve energy savings at a scale of no more than 20 gigawatt hours per year, the PDD development fee and validation cost will account for 40%-100% of the first CER sales revenue, the monitoring report fee and verification cost will account for more than 30% of CER sales revenue.  High cost of development and verification make the CDM close the door to most of small scale projects with the annual CERs less than 10,000t in China, although plenty of those projects contribute to sustainable development and with good additionality. So, from my point of view, EB should consider how to lower the cost of development and verification, not only to simplify modalities for demonstrating additionality.
The first thing for simplifying modalities for demonstrating additionality is to understand the investment behavior in real world, I concludes many RIT members don’t understand the investment behavior in real world from cases of request for review. Such as the tariff of hydropower will be different in dry season and wet season, also peak load duration and valley load duration. The investment decision from a rational investor will base on the Pessimism. Even though the IRR cross the benchmark, a rational investor will not implement a project whose sensitivity analysis makes the IRR of the project lower than benchmark, i.e. a small hydropower with 10.1% of project IRR maybe no attractive to investors due to higher risk that the actual IRR lower than the benchmark of 10%. 
The second thing for simplifying modalities for demonstrating additionality is to understand the circumstance of policy and business in economy transition countries. Such as tariff policy, is much unstable and non-transparent for small hydropower projects, those hydropower projects invested by investors with tight relations with local grid can enjoy a higher tariff but others often obtain lower tariff, which made huge of complaints in China, but now RIT members ask why other projects enjoy higher tariff but you not, I think no investor fool enough to discard higher tariff to make a project additional, thinking that the CER revenue is so unstable and time delay.  CER revenue does less help to mitigate cash flow shortage but the higher tariff will. The cash flow is the key for survival of a project in real world.  
The third thing for simplifying modalities for demonstrating additionality is to understand the project risks. Often, the owner of small scale projects, with insufficient capacity to offset or defend project risks, higher IRR was asked for the investment from the owner of small scale projects.

The fourth thing for simplifying modalities for demonstrating additionality is to understand the prevailing practice. Most of investors favor mature technology, so, those projects with first person to try tomato, I think, should be additional. 

So, I think the sensitivity analysis is not necessary for Simplified modalities for demonstrating additionality of the kind of small projects, and appropriateness of some parameters, such as tariff, will be checked ex post based on PPAs or receipts, the comparison with other projects is not necessary. As for those projects with IRR higher than that of baseline, the prevailing practice is enough for additionality demonstration, other barrier analyses are not necessary.    
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