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Input to determination and verification manual
Your information

	Name (first name - family name)
	Shigenari Yamamoto

	Affiliation
	Japan Quality Assurance Organization (JQA)

	Address
	2-5-2 Marunouchi, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo, Japan 100-8308

	Telephone
	+81-3-6212-9333

	Email
	yamamoto-shigenari@jqa.jp

	Experience in JI (brief summary, no more than three sentences)
	Chair of the DOE/AIE Coordination Forum on JI Issues


Please provide your input that is in line with the “Scope of determination and verification manual” agreed by the Joint Implementation Supervisory Committee (JISC) at its fifteenth meeting (annex 4 to JISC 15 report).

Input (1): General remarks (optional)

	<Please provide your comments of cross-cutting nature regarding the contents of a determination and verification manual (DVM), if any.> 

Structure of DVM

1. It is desirable that the each section of DVM consists of requirements, guidance (means of determination/verification and specific reporting requirements) and examples (whenever guidance and examples are necessary). The structure of GHG protocol may serve as a good reference. (http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/ghg_project_protocol.pdf) It will be useful if all the requirements written in several documents (such as JI guideline, and JISC Meeting reports) are organized in each section of the DVM, and guidance is shown for each requirement.
Please refer to the input below (i.e. section 5 (c)) for a specific example. For inputs on other sections, we did not list the requirements to spare time and space. Also, we did not have enough time to fill in the examples at this stage, but would like to give more inputs at the next timing.
Bundling the examples as an annex is another idea, since it may be easier by doing so to add or modify the examples according to the accumulated experiences and/or knowledge.

2. DVM shall serve as a common communication tool for both AIEs and PPs throughout the determination and verification process. In this sense, it is desirable that the DVM describes the overview flow of determination and verification in order to give hints to PPs what actions are needed to meet the particular requirements.
Also, it may become more useful for PPs if the section 5(c)~(i) is restructured in a manner to correspond to the structure of PDD, so that PPs will be able to understand how their PDD will be determined while developing it.

Structure of our input

In our input, we added the background of our opinion to help enhance your understanding. Background descriptions are written in italic.

We have referred to CDM scheme, GHG protocol and ISO14064-2 in developing our input. 


Input (2): Suggested texts of DVM (It is not necessary to fill out all sections.)

	Section
	Input (text)

	1. Background
	

	2. Objectives
	

	3. Definitions
	

	4. Principles of determination and verification
	

	5. Determination 
	

	Determination flow

(added to the original section)
	(Background) We believe that showing the flow will be useful to PPs)
1. PP submit the PDD developed according to JI guideline para 31 to AIE.
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2. AIE makes the PDD publicly available through the secretariat and receive comments for 30 days according to JI guideline para 32.


3. AIE determines the PDD according to JI guideline para 33.


4. AIE makes its determination publicly available through the secretariat together with an explanation of its reasons according to JI guideline para 34.


5. Determination regarding a PDD is be deemed final 45 days after the date on which the determination is made public, unless a Party involved in the project or three of the members of the JISC request a review.

	(a) Project approval by Parties involved
	

	(b) Project participants authorization by Parties involved
	

	(c) Project boundary


	[Requirements]

The project boundary shall encompass all anthropogenic emissions by sources and/or removals by sinks of greenhouse gases under the control of the project participants that are significant and reasonably attributable to the Article 6 project activity; [JI guidelines Appendix B para 4(c)]

In the case of a JI project aimed at reducing emissions, the project boundary shall: 

(a) Encompass all anthropogenic emissions by sources of GHGs which are: 

(i) Under the control of the project participants; 

(ii) Reasonably attributable to the project; and 

(iii) Significant, i.e., as a rule of thumb, would by each source account on average per year over the crediting period for more than 1 per cent of the annual average anthropogenic emissions by sources of GHGs, or exceed an amount of 2,000 tonnes of CO2 equivalent, whichever is lower; and 

(b) Be defined on the basis of a case-by-case assessment with regard to the criteria referred to in subparagraph (a) above. If an approved CDM baseline and monitoring methodology is used the project boundary shall be defined in line with the approved methodology. 

[Guidance on Criteria for Baseline Setting and Monitoring para 11]

In the case of a JI LULUCF project, the project boundary shall: 

(a) Geographically delineate the JI LULUCF project under the control of the project participants. A JI LULUCF project may contain more than one discrete area of land. In this case: 

(i) Each discrete area of land should have a unique geographical identification; 

(ii) The boundary should be defined for each discrete area and should not include the areas in between these discrete areas of land; 

(b) Encompass all anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of GHGs which are: 

(i) Under the control of the project participants; 

(ii) Reasonably attributable to the project; and 

(iii) Significant; 

(c) Account for all changes in the following carbon pools: above-ground biomass, below-ground biomass, litter, dead wood, and soil organic carbon. Project participants may choose not to account for one or more carbon pools if they provide transparent and verifiable information that indicates that the pool is not a source; 

(d) Be defined on the basis of a case-by-case assessment with regard to the criteria referred to in subparagraph (b) above. If an approved CDM baseline and monitoring methodology is used the project boundary shall be defined in line with the approved methodology. 

[Guidance on Criteria for Baseline Setting and Monitoring para 12]

[Guidance]

AIE shall determine that all primary effects related to each project are identified, and all secondary effects related to each project activity are also be considered to assess the emissions reasonably attributable to the project. 

Secondary effects may include one-time effect, and upstream and/or downstream effects. One-time effects are changes in GHG emissions associated with the construction, installation, and establishment or the decommissioning and termination of the project activity, while upstream and downstream effects recur to changes in GHG emissions associated with inputs to the project activity (upstream) or products from the project activity (downstream), relative to baseline emissions.

Among the primary and secondary effects, sources and sinks which are under the control of the project participant and have significant emission/removals shall be included in the project boundary.
It shall also be determine that sources and sinks which are included in existing emission reduction projects are excluded from the project boundary, in order to avoid double counting. 

[Examples] 
Types 

Notes

Grid connected power projects

All grid connected power plants should be included in the project boundary, as well as the project generation facility

…

…

 

	(d) Leakage
	[Guidance]

Among the primary and secondary effects identified by section 5(c), sources and sinks which are not under the control of the project participant but have significant emission/removals shall be considered as leakage.

The project proponent is also accountable for changes in GHG emissions and removals by GHG sources and sinks affected by the project through activity shifting or market transformation, provided that they have significant impact.
AIE shall determine the leakage taking into consideration the market impact.

	(e) Baseline setting
	

	(e)-1 Project specific basis
	

	(e)-1-1 Projects establishing JI “new” methodologies/approaches
	

	(e)-1-1-1 Description of the “new” methodology
	(Background)

It is up to AIEs’ determination when using own methodologies. Therefore, criteria need to be stated for AIEs’ determination in order to bring consistency between each option.

[Guidance]
AIE shall determine that the project boundary is appropriately defined in accordance with the requirement at section 5(c), encompassing all emission sources necessary. Prevention of double counting and consideration of leakage are also important issues to be addressed. 

Regarding the baseline setting, AIE shall determine that all baseline candidates are identified. Baseline candidates are alternative technologies or practices, within a specified geographic area and temporal range, that could provide a product or service identical (or nearly identical) to that of the project activity.  To identify baseline candidates, it is therefore important that the product or service provided by the project activity is clearly defined.
[Examples]

When developing examples of baseline candidates for certain categories of  projects , approved CDM methodologies as well as other documents such as GHG protocol , California Climate Action Registry and VCS Programme would serve as a good reference.

	(e)-1-1-2 Application of the “new” methodology
	

	(e)-1-2 Projects using approved CDM methodologies
	

	(e)-1-2-1 Applicability of the methodology
	

	(e)-1-2-2 Compliance with the methodology
	

	(e)-1-2-3 Deviation from approved CDM methodologies
	[Guidance]
The AIE should assess the impact and consequence of the deviation and evaluate the deviation accordingly to section (e)-1-1-1.

	(e)-2 Projects using multi-project emission factor
	

	(f) Monitoring
	

	(f)-1 Projects establishing JI “new” methodologies/approaches
	

	(f)-1-1 Description of the “new” methodology
	

	(f)-1-2 Application of the “new” methodology
	

	(f)-2 Other cases
	

	(f)-2-1 Identification of indicators, constants and variables
	

	(f)-3 Collection and archiving of data
	(Background)

It will be useful for PPs to understand what level of monitoring will be expected, in order to avoid trouble/confusion during the verification stage. If the spec of monitoring equipments and monitoring/calibration methods are not defined clearly at the determination stage, there might be occasions where AIEs find not satisfactory at the level of monitoring during verification.
Also, in order to avoid excess burden of the PP, it might be helpful to define a certain level of required accuracy, QA/QC procedure for certain stages of emission. For low emission sources, monitoring shall be allowed to be simple, while for large sources, a certain level shall be required.
[Guidance]

Whenever possible, collection and archiving of data is recommended to follow the international/national standards regarding the equipment (accuracy, ) and QA/QC procedures (calibration method, frequency, etc.)

AIE shall determine whether the proposed monitoring methodology is consistent with the international/national standards, and when not, determine the adequateness of the reason.

[Examples]

Measured item

Standard

Electricity
IEC62053-21, 22:
“Electricity metering equipment (a.c.)- Static meters for active energy”
Fuel flow 

ISO4185:

“Measurement of liquid flow in closed conduis-Weighing method”
………..
…………………….


	(f)-4 Quality assurance and control procedures
	

	(f)-5 Responsibilities and authorities of monitoring activities
	

	(g) Additionality
	

	(g)-1 Projects using approved CDM methodologies
	

	(g)-2 Application of the most recent version of the CDM “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality”
	

	(g)-3 Application of any other method approved by the CDM Executive Board
	

	(g)-4 Application of any other method
	

	(g)-4-1 Provision of information demonstrating additionality
	(Background)

Additionality Tool of CDM describes possible barriers, but does not show at what criteria the barrier can be regarded as actual prevention of implementation. Thus, view on additionality of a certain project may differ between PPs, AIEs and JISC. It is desirable that a certain approvable examples of criteria are shown.
[Guidance]

AIE shall determine whether any of the identified possible barriers would discourage a decision to implement the project activity or baseline candidates. Situation of each host country shall be taken into account, and weighted evaluation of the barriers may also be considered.

[Examples]

Examples of major categories of possible barriers and determination criteria are shown as Table at the end of this file (not exhaustive).

	(g)-4-2 Provision of information of positive determination of a comparable project
	

	(h) Environmental impact
	

	(i) Stakeholder consultation
	

	(j) Determination regarding small-scale projects (highlighting only the areas different from regular projects)
	

	(k) Determination regarding LULUCF projects (highlighting only the areas different from regular projects)
	

	(l) Determination regarding projects under programme of activities
	

	(m) Determination report (incl. elements to be included, suggested structure)
	Table of contents

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objective

1.2 Scope

1.3 Project Overview

1.4 Determination Team

2 DETERMINARION PROCESS 

2.1 Schedule

2.2 Desk Review of Documents

2.3 Background Investigations

2.4 Resolution of Clarifications and Corrective Action Requests

2.5 Internal Quality Control

3 DETERMINARION FINDINGS 

3.1 Letter of Approval by Parties Involved

3.2 Participation

3.3 Project Design Document

3.4 Project Description

3.5 Baseline and Monitoring methodology

3.6 Additionality of the Project

3.7 Monitoirng Plan

3.8 Environmental Impacts

3.9 Local Stakeholder Consultation

3.9.1 Stakeholders Consultation by Project Participants

3.9.2 Interview with Stakeholders by Determination team

4 GLOBAL STAKEHOLDER PROCESS 

5 DETERMINATION OPINION

6 CONCLUSION 

7 REFERENCES

8 LIST OF INTERVIEWED PERSONS

Appendix A: JI Determination Checklist

Appendix B: Grant of sectoral scope and Certificates of the Determination team members

	6. Verification steps
	

	Verification flow
(added to the original section)
	(Background) We believe that showing the flow will be useful to PPs)

1. PP submits to AIE a report in accordance with the determined monitoring plan.

     

2. AIE makes the determination in accordance with JI guideline Annex B provided that provided that monitoring and calculation is in accordance with JI guideline para 33.


3. AIE makes its determination under paragraph 37 above publicly available through the secretariat, together with an explanation of its reasons.


4. AIE makes its determination publicly available through the secretariat together with an explanation of its reasons according to JI guideline para 34.


5. Determination regarding reported reduction/removal is be deemed final 15 days after the date on which it is made public, unless a Party involved in the project or three of the members of the JISC request a review.

	(a) Project in accordance with the final determination
	

	(b) Compliance with monitoring plan
	

	(c) Revision of monitoring plan
	

	(d) Data management
	

	(e) Verification report (incl. elements to be included, suggested structure)
	1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objective

1.2 Scope

1.3 Description of the Project Activity

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1 Review of Documentation

2.2 Site Visits

2.3 Assessment

2.4 Reporting of Findings

3. VERIFICATION FINDINGS

3.1 Remaining Issues, CARs, FARs from Previous Validation or Verification

3.2 Project Implementation

3.3 Completeness of Monitoring

3.4 Accuracy of Emission Reduction Calculations

3.5 Quality of Evidence to Determine Emission Reductions

3.6 Management System and Quality Assurance

4. PROJECT SCORECARD（Error/Discounted Uncertainty）
-Completeness

-Accuracy

-Consistency

5. VERIFICATION STATEMENT

6. REFERENCES

	Appendix: Determination and verification checklist
	<Please attach to this form if already developed.>


	Please submit the form through the call web page.


Table: Barrier types and examples of approval conditions
	Barrier types
	Examples of approval conditions

	Financial barriers
	High costs
	-Similar activities have only been implemented with grants or other non-commercial finance terms.

	
	Limited or no access to capital
	

	
	High perceived risks, resulting in high borrowing costs or lack of access to credit or capital.
	-Country risk score is above XX.
-The technology failure risk in the local circumstances is significantly greater than other available technologies that provide comparable services or outputs

	Technological barriers
	Lack of technological skill
	-The technology is the first technology for PP and special education and training is necessary to operate and maintain the technology.

-Skilled and/or properly trained labour to operate and maintain the technology is not easily available in the relevant country/region.

-The particular technology is not available in the relevant region and equipment is fully imported from abroad.

-Periodical maintenance and accidental repair of the technology is commissioned to a foreign company.

	
	First of it’s kind
	-The project activity is the “first of its kind” in the country/region

	Infrastructure
	Inadequate supply or transport infrastructure for inputs, spare parts, fuels, etc.
	-Infrastructure for material and/or energy inevitable to implement the project/baseline candidates is available with geographical/temporal limitation. Alternative measures to transport it are unavailable. 

-PP has to invest to develop infrastructure for material and/or energy inevitable to implement the project/baseline options.

	
	Lack of infrastructure required to integrate and maintain new technologies/practices
	

	Market Structure
	Market barriers or uncorrected market “failures” impede the adoption of the technology or practice in question
	

	Institutional / Social /

Cultural / Political
	Institutional or political opposition to the implementation of the technology or practice in question 
	

	
	Limited or no institutional capacity required to facilitate the technology or practice in question
	

	
	Low social acceptance of the technology or practice in question
	

	
	Aversion to high upfront costs or lack of awareness of benefits results in limited uptake of a product or service (e.g., energy-efficient appliances)
	

	
	Lack of consensus on future management decisions (e.g., with respect to land-use)
	

	Resource Availability
	Irregular or uncertain supply of resources required to implement or operate a technology or practice
	


Ref) Barrier types listed referring to GHG protocol for Project Accounting. Some examples of approvable conditions are listed to show our image to JISC.
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