Based on my experience with DOEs  I submit  the following suggestions for the kind consideration of the EB.

· I wish to observe that the current manpower strength available with DOE , in terms of quality and quantity is not logically sufficient to complete the validating process of the CDM projects , by fully adhering to the process. Especially when they are billing for a variety  of operations  like CDM , VCS , monitoring
· If  X man-days – are minimum required to do a  a quality validation job – is that X man-days spent by DOE? Suppose if a DOE validates n   projects in a period , X(i) being the man-days required for each  project  ,
· The total man-day requirement is MDR=  ∑ N* X

· Was that MDR available with the DOE during the corresponding period?

· This is especially significant as many projects are rushed during specific periods owing to  different types of  “deadlines “

· To ensure this control  , EB may consider a transparent process wherein the DOEs upload the contract summary – giving the details of  every project they take up  , giving the chronology details  like  date started , and man-day logging by project ,on site and off site visit details , with the existing technology  this may not be difficulty .
· Conflict of interest : What kind of guidelines , declarations are  required when an ex employee of a DOE is  joins a carbon firm , becomes the PDD developer and that PDD is validated by same DOE .?
· Interpretation of Critical factors: ( Example : Bench Mark ROI) :  Interpretation of critical factors – especially in additinalilty area – there is a gap between the requirement  of the EB and the understanding of the DOE , and communication of the same to the project developer . There are cases when the DOE insists on certain approach, the project developer is unsure but agrees to do  it all the same , and finally the approach in not accepted by EB.  Is this a correct process ? in this case what kind of recalibration is needed for the DOE? How this can be avoided?  Can EB publish monthly references – country wise?
· When a project activity is under review, and subsequently the DOEs validation is not accepted, and the project activity is not registered – it is a clear case of an inspection tool found out calibration .  In this case it is logical that we have a mechanism to revalidate all the project activities by that particular DOE  in that particular period .
· Since the DOE collects money from the project developer for validation and monitoring, and they have business goals to meet , it is natural that some DOEs are  more focused on results than on the right process. So auditing of the processes followed by the DOEs , has to be more rigorous. Alternatively, EB can make the process LEANER  by empowering the  project developer  submit the project  directly  the RI team. If required the RIT strength may be increased. This process has a good scope for re-engineering by questioning the Value addition at each stage. EB may consider collecting the validation fee by itself, and the DOE may get the validation fee from EB.  We may go even one step further , for a given project activity the DOE can be assigned by EB or RIT .! After all if the process is standardized , the project owner has no need to “ Select “ DOE.
· For all the aforesaid process-corrections I will be more than willing to contribute in terms process redesign and tools for internalization.
