Comments on 

(1) DRAFT PROCEDURES FOR REQUESTS FOR REGISTRATION OF A PROPOSED CDM PROJECT ACTIVITY (Version 01)

→ The procedure for processing for registration, in the section C, points 8 -12, may specify a reasonable timeline like 2 weeks.
(2) DRAFT PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW FOR REQUESTS FOR REGISTRATION (Version 01)
The draft is designed to comply with “The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol also decided at its fifth session to revoke annexes III and IV to decision 4/CMP.1 containing the existing procedures for review and request the Executive Board to ensure that the revised procedures for review: 

(a) Provide designated operational entities and project participants with adequate opportunity to address issues raised in reviews; 

(b) Include an independent technical assessment of the analysis conducted by the secretariat; 

(c) Include a process for the Executive Board to consider objections raised by members of the Executive Board to outcomes of assessments; 

(d) Ensure efficient and timely consideration of registration and issuance requests”

1. To “provide project participants with adequate opportunity to address issues raised in the reviews”, the draft does the following:

· cuts down two stage process viz., a) request for review b)review  to one stage, which in fact runs counter to (a) above but satisfies  (d) above.

· provides a conference call opportunity to project participant’s nominee during the EB, while considering the project under review. This is not adequate. A provision for (1) project participant’s nominee, interacting with the secretariat, by phone and/or in person, while the clarification on issues raised in request for review are being considered by the secretariat (2) Project participant’s nominee representing on phone or in person at the EB to provide clarifications to the EB/or a review team nominated by the EB, while it is discussing the project under review.
2. Para. 12 of document and Para 10 of document (2) – The review comments made by one EB member may not be visible or available to the other EB members during the period, when they can raise objections leading to Request for Review, as it is generally seen and many times articulated by the stakeholders that all the three review comments are invariably verbatim repetitions. The process can be as followed in the global stakeholder comments.
3. Para 15 of the document (2) –‘An expert selected from the Registration and Issuance Team (RIT)’ chosen by the secretariat, is not a good process to obtain an independent opinion on the technical assessment performed by the secretariat. Here, the independent opinion can be drawn by a roster maintained by a body representing the industry and accredited with UNFCCC e.g., International Emission Traders Association.
4. Para 24 of document (2) – The effective date of registration in case of ‘registration with corrections’ should be day after the end of the original period for requesting a review unless the corrections are related with the monitoring plan/ requirements.
5. Para 27 of document (2) – Damages due to failed Review process
Review process causes the following damages, while safeguarding the credibility of Emission Reductions:

· Delays the project registration and delays the revenue realisation by the proponents of the project activity

· Wasted Efforts of Project Proponent, Designated Operating Entity, EB members, RIT team and Secretariat
The recovery of cost of review  from DOE/ PP  in cases where they 1) do not withdraw the project and 2) fail to clarify/satisfy the issues raised in Request for Review, is  penalising the DOE/PP  and is not justifiable. 
However, to encourage caution by all those who are involved in review process, a performance score card for DOEs, RIT members , EB members , Secretariat and Project proponents  have to be maintained clearly showing failures in sustaining their positions in the review process. 
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