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	Name of person / organization responsible for completing and submitting this form
	Tobias Koch
Steinbeis Transfer Centre for Emissions Trading and Climate Protection

	Contact information (address, phone, e-mail …)
	Burgauer Str.44,86156 Augsburg, Germany

	Related F-CDM-NM document ID number
	AM0016 Ver 03

	Based on an assessment of the CDM-NMB and CDM-NMM and their application in sections A to E  of the draft CDM-PDD, evaluate the proposed new baseline and /or monitoring methodologies.  

	A.  Comment on the proposed new methodologies:

	I.  Comments on the proposed new baseline methodology: 

	Title of new baseline methodology:>>
Revision to the approved baseline methodology AM0016
“Greenhouse gas mitigation from improved Animal Waste Management Systems in confined

animal feeding operations”


	i. Conditions under which this methodology is applicable to other potential projects (e.g. project type, region, data availability):

>> Waste water treatment from manure.
Energy generation from manure including use of energy plants to improve methane production.
ii. Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:

>> 
Weakness:
1) The process of establishment of the baseline is extremely complex.

Many items to be monitored can not be measured and will cause difficulties for verification.

In case no additional biogenic materials would be added to the manure it would be suitable to establish the baseline according to  AM0013“Forced methane extraction from organic waste-water treatment plants for grid-connected electricity supply and/or heat production “ as the establishment of the baseline data and monitoring of this methodology is orienting only on chemical oxygen demand (COD)) in the wastewater.

2) Flare Efficiency:
The flare efficiency test is not feasible under field conditions and only possible under controlled laboratory conditions.
It has to be completely removed from the methodology to avoid misunderstandings.
The flare efficiency should be only included by standard discounting factors as 0,99 for enclosed flares and 0,5 for open flares. 

The methodology is mission the third category of possible flares “enclosed high temperature flares”, that have an efficiency of nearly 100%. For usage of “enclosed high temperature flares” 100% efficiency should be stipulated.
The conditions for “enclosed flares” should also allow the use of “half enclosed medium temperature flares” that are completely suitable to combust biogas at around 99% efficiency or better. “Half enclosed medium temperature flares” have the advantage of robust technology that is ideal for the usage in developing counties but can also provide high efficiency of methane combustion.
The methodology should state clearly that usage of “high temperature flares” is not mandatory as it is impossible in many countries to provide necessary technical service for this very expensive technology.

(see comment in §9)
Strengths:

It is possible by using AM0016 to establish the methane mitigation form manure also in the case additional energy plants or other biogenic components are in use to improve methane yield for energy generation from renewable sources. 

iii. Any changes needed to improve the methodology:

a. Minor changes:>>yes’
Concerning flare efficiency test, it should be removed at all as it is not feasible under the usual conditions of CDM projects.
The exact definition of “enclosed flare” is missing as the verifier will not be able to distinguish different types of “enclosed flares”.
(see comment in §9)
b. Major changes:>>yes
It should be allowed to use the COD value as an alternative for the extremely complex calculations in the baseline in case no additional biogenic material is added to the manure. 


	II.  Comments on the proposed new monitoring methodology:

	Title of new monitoring methodology: >>

	i. Conditions under which this methodology is applicable to other potential projects (e.g. project type, region, data availability):

>>
ii.
Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:

>>
iii.
Any changes needed to improve the methodology:

a. Minor changes:>>
b. Major changes:>>


	B.  Details of the comments on the proposed new methodology:

	I.  Proposed new baseline methodology (specify title here): >>

	(1) Short description of the methodology, including an assessment of which approach from paragraph 48 of the CDM modalities and procedures was used:

a) Describe the methodology:

>>
b) State the approach selected:  

>>
c) Indicate (in summary form) why the approach selected is the most appropriate.  Please provide your expert judgement on the appropriateness of the selected approach to the project category:    

>>

	(2) Basis for determining the baseline scenario:

a) State whether the documentation explains how the baseline scenario is to be chosen and identified:

>>
b) State the basic underlying rationale for algorithms/formulae used (e.g. marginal vs. average basis) (see also section 4 below):  

>>
c) State whether the documentation explains how, through the use of the methodology, it can be demonstrated that a project activity is additional and therefore not the baseline scenario.  If so, what are the tools provided by the project participants?
>>
d) State whether the basis for determining the baseline scenario and for assessing additionality is appropriate and adequate:

>>

	(3) Assessment of the description of the proposed methodology and its applicability

a) State whether the methodology has been described in an adequate manner:

>>
b) State whether the proposed methodology is appropriate for the referred proposed project activity and the referred project context (described in Sections A - E of the draft CDM-PDD and submitted along with CDM-NMB): 

>>
c) State whether the application of the methodology could result in a baseline scenario that reasonably represents the anthropogenic emissions by sources of greenhouse gases that would occur in the absence of the proposed project activity.  
>>
Please explain:

>>

	(4) Assessment of algorithms/formulae and type of data needed:

a) State whether the description of the methodology includes algorithms and generic formulae that can be applied to other potential project activities (if not, the proposed new methodology will be considered as a project-specific methodology):

>>The methodology is only feasible for very large confined animal breeding enterprices as smaller farms would have problems to comply with the complex monitoring of the feeding practise. It should be allowed to use sampling of COD as an alternative
b) Explain the spatial scope of data used to determine the baseline and whether the scope is appropriate:

>>
c) Explain the vintage of data used (in relation to the duration of the project crediting period) and whether the vintage of data is appropriate, indicating the period covered by the data:

>>The collection of data on feeding practise is not feasible for smaller farms in developing countires.

	(5) Definition of the project boundary related to the baseline methodology:

a) State how the project boundary is defined in terms of:



i) Gases and sources


>>

ii) Physical delineation

>>
b) Indicate whether this project boundary is appropriate:

>>

	(6) Key assumptions/parameters (including emission factors and activity levels) and data sources:

a) List the implicit and explicit key assumptions.  Identify those, if any, which are problematic and explain:

>>
b) State whether the key assumptions are arrived at in a transparent manner:

>>
c) Give your expert judgement on whether the assumptions/parameters are adequate:

>>
d) Indicate which data sources are used and how the data are obtained (e.g. official statistics, expert judgement):

>>

e) Give your expert judgement on whether the data used are adequate, consistent, accurate and reliable: 

>>Much of the data for baseline monitoring can not measured exactly and has to be monitored by the farmer.
It will be difficult to prove the correct monitoring of this data.
The approach used by AM0013 is superior.

f) State possible data gaps:

>> Monitoring feeding practise for the establishment of volatile organic substances in the manure is not feasible in the usual conditions of agriculture in developing countries.

Difficulties of  controlling the quality of the monitoring will be a barrier for successful verification.

	(7) 
Assessment of uncertainties:

a) State whether the methodology includes an assessment of uncertainties regarding:


i) The basis for determining the baseline scenario:


>>

ii) Algorithms/formulae:


>>

iii) Key assumptions:


>>
     iv) Data:


>>
b) State whether the uncertainties presented are reasonable:

     >>

	(8)
Leakage:

a) State how the baseline methodology addresses any potential leakage due to the project activity:

>>
b) Indicate whether the treatment for leakage is appropriate and adequate:
>>

	(9)
Transparency and “conservativeness”:

a) Indicate whether the baseline methodology was developed in a transparent way:

>>
b) State whether the baseline methodology is conservative:
>>

	(10) Potential strengths and weaknesses of the proposed baseline methodology (please explain): 
>>

	(11) Other considerations, such as a description of how national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances have been taken into account (please explain):  

>>

	(12) Applicability of the proposed methodology across project types and regions (please indicate):
>>

	(13) Any other comments:

a) State whether any other source of information (i.e. other than documentation on this proposed methodology available on the UNFCCC CDM web site) has been used by you in evaluating this methodology.  If so, please provide specific references:

>>
b) Indicate any further comments:

>>

	II.  Proposed new monitoring methodology (specify title here): >>

	In respect of the proposed new monitoring methodology, evaluate each section of CDM-NMM to the draft CDM PDD.  Please provide your comments section by section:

	(1) Brief description of new methodology:

Describe new methodology:

>>

	(2) Key assumptions/parameters:

a) List the implicit and explicit key assumptions.  Identify those, if any, which are problematic and explain:

>>
b) State whether the key assumptions are arrived at in a transparent manner:

>>
c) Give your expert judgement on whether the assumptions/parameters are adequate:

>>

	(3) Data sources and data quality:

a) Indicate which data sources are used and how the data are obtained (e.g. official statistics, expert judgement):

>>
b) Give your expert judgement on whether the data used are adequate, consistent, accurate and reliable: 

>>
c) State possible data gaps:

>>

	(4) Assessment of the description of the proposed methodology and its applicability:

a) State whether the proposed methodology has been described in an adequate manner:

>>
b) State whether the proposed methodology is appropriate for the referred proposed project activity and the referred project context (described in Sections A - E of the draft CDM-PDD and submitted along with CDM-NMM):

>>
c) State whether this proposed monitoring methodology is compatible with the proposed baseline methodology described in CDM-NMB:

>>

	(5) Leakage (please elaborate, if appropriate):
>>

	(6) Quality assurance and control procedures (please explain):
>>

	(7) Potential strengths and weaknesses of the proposed monitoring methodology (please explain):
>>

	(8)  Applicability of the proposed methodology across project types and regions (please indicate):
>>

	(9) Any other comments:

a) State whether any other source of information (i.e. other than documentation on this proposed methodology available on the UNFCCC CDM web site) has been used by you in evaluating this methodology.  If so, please provide specific references:

>>
b) Indicate any further comments:

>>concerning “Flare efficiency test”
It has to be welcomed that the Meth-Panel finally takes numerous public comment and queries of DOE into consideration, that the “flare efficiency test” is not obligatory any more.

I would like to go so far to call the flare efficiency test  the “single biggest technical blunder within the established methodologies”.

The Meth-Panel would be good advised to investigate how the term “flare efficiency test” has been inserted into methodologies for the first time and how it subsequently has been copied without technical verification to many other methodologies.

The uncritical usage of “flare efficiency test” in numerous PDD is also an example that many project developers are either not able to critically asses technical difficulties in methodologies or do not dare to bring critical issues forward in public, probably out of fear that their projects could be postponed.

It is a pity that it took so long for the first move of the Meth-Panel to retreat on the issue of “flare efficiency” after this problems are known already for many months.

A very bad example for blind consolidation of methodologies is the “flare efficiency test” within AM0025Ver3, that has been issued in January 2006, while the Meth-Panel has been informed by DOE already long time before that flare efficiency tests in the form as demeaned in ACM0001 is not feasible.

It has to be stated that already within the public comment phase of ACM0001 several comments did inform the Meth-Panel, that a flare efficiency test is not feasible.

The Meth Panel would be well advised to proceed concerning “flare efficiency” in following way:

- screen already existing public comment  and communication with DOE

- study literature on the issue

- contact experts of known flare manufactures for advice

- elaborate a standard procedure to asses efficiency of flares by conservative multiplication factors like:

a) 0,5 for open flares

b) 0,99 for enclosed flares

c) 1 (100%) for “enclosed high temperature flares”

- remove the term “flare efficiency test” form all methodologies where it has been inserted including ACM0001 and AM0025ver3 and replace it by a standard formulation for conservative assessment of the flare efficiency

To avoid similar technical blunders in future the Meth Panel should take public comment and communication with DOE thorough into consideration as well as frequently ask for public comment on controversial issues.
The Meth-Panel should abstain from revising methodologies without possibility for public comment as it happened e.g. with AM0025ver3. to avoid the accumulation of technical blunder.

The communication between the interested public, independent experts, project developers and the CDM-Meth-Panel has to be improved as it took far too long time for this somehow simple issue to get arranged.

The result of the existing imperfect communication is that the numerous revisions concerning “flare efficiency” have now to be removed form the other methodologies that use this term, too.

This additional work load for the Meth-Panel could have been avoided when public comment would have been taken into consideration already during establishment of ACM0001.
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