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SenterNovem views on monitoring for JI SC

As the correct monitoring of emission reductions is essential in creating verified emission reductions and subsequently ERUs, Carboncredits.nl (SenterNovem) is actively supporting the implementation of good monitoring practices in its contracted projects. Since many monitoring plans were submitted for determination before requirements for monitoring, such as the CDM rules, were known and when many projects were still in their design phase, strengthening monitoring practices in these projects frequently requires additional improvements of and therefore some inevitable changes to the original monitoring plan that was submitted for determination.

We believe that verifiable emission reductions must be based on sound monitoring practices and that the regular and repetitive monitoring process itself has to be used for improving the quality of its results, the verified monitoring reports. In order to facilitate these continuous improvements in our projects’ monitoring practices we seek clarification from the JI SC on the following questions and would be pleased to offer our insights obtained from our ongoing activities of monitoring emission reductions in our own portfolio.

1. How to improve monitoring practices in a JI project without re-determination of the monitoring plan? 

Revisions to the monitoring plan: modifications versus improvements:

Paragraph 5 in Appendix B to the guidelines for the implementation of Article 6 stipulates that revisions to the monitoring plan to improve its accuracy and/or completeness of information must be submitted for determination. However, for many projects that are in the design stage at the time of determination, it is difficult to give a detailed account beforehand of monitoring procedures even if approved CDM methodology exists. Furthermore, many early projects were submitted for determination when there was no clarity yet on requirements for emission reductions monitoring (e.g. the CDM methodologies), leading to uncertainty for both project participants and independent entities in developing the monitoring plan.

Interpreting the above Paragraph 5 very strictly would lead to the situation in which virtually all present and future JI projects would need a re-determination before their first verification. In the process from design to implementation of the project there will inevitably be some changes to the original monitoring plan resulting from small changes in project design, new technical possibilities for monitoring, development of data management and QA/QC procedures etc. With a strict interpretation of Paragraph 5 this would lead to unnecessary additional administrative processes and costs for project participants for a re-determination of their monitoring plan.

In our opinion, not all revisions to a monitoring plan would necessitate a re-determination. A distinction could be made between modifications to the monitoring methodology and improvements to the monitoring plan. Modifications to the monitoring methodology, such as the measurement of different parameters or the use of new calculation formulas, would have to go again through the determination procedure by an independent entity. Changes however that are clear improvements to the monitoring plan, such as the measurement of emission parameters that are clearly more accurate or a further elaboration of data management or QA/QC procedures, would not necessitate a re-determination of the monitoring plan. From the JI SC, guidance would be needed in determining which revisions to the monitoring plan would require a re-determination. 

Procedure for accepting revisions to the monitoring plan: 

Detailed monitoring procedures need to be in place at the latest prior to the beginning of the project’s crediting period. This will ensure that all data, which is necessary for verifying the emission reductions, will be collected. As argued above, it is often not possible to describe the monitoring methodology and procedures in a sufficient level of detail at the time of determination. Carboncredits.nl would recommend that project participants that have in the meantime further elaborated or made changes to their monitoring plan, will ask the accredited entity that made the determination of their original monitoring plan, for a statement on whether these changes require determination. With the aid of the JI SC guidance on revisions to the monitoring plan, the accredited entity could then, if the changes are improvements of the monitoring plan, deliver a statement that re-determination is not necessary or would, if the changes are modifications of the methodology, carry out a new determination process. 

The above procedure would also give clarity to the verifier on what monitoring plan to use as a basis for verification as Paragraphs 33, 36, 37 of the Article 6 guidelines and paragraph 6 of Annex B refer to the implementation of the monitoring plan as a condition for verification. This will avoid the situation of verifiers having to base their verification process only on the implementation of the original, often not fully developed monitoring plan.

2. How to define and then disseminate best practice?

The possible downside of the procedure of improving monitoring plans described above is that it may encourage incomplete or even poor quality monitoring plans to be submitted at the time of the initial determination. To avoid such behaviour the JI SC could ensure in collaboration with the accredited entities that monitoring plan templates are made available via its website. Whilst the PDDs contain a large amount of confidential information, the monitoring plans are neutral by definition and their dissemination does not face such barriers as those of PDDs. Thus, monitoring plans with their determination could be made available at the UNFCCC website to put in place a system with gradually increasing standards for monitoring. 

In defining best monitoring practices use could be made, where possible, of the CDM approved methodologies. It must be noted however, that out of the 15 sectors identified by the EB, only eight have been covered by approved methodologies. Of the latter sectors, electricity production and handling of waste and disposal are well covered with 12 and 11 methodologies, respectively. The other seven sectors are only minimally covered by approved methodologies. It is likely that in a few sectors, most notably district heating and industrial technology built housing energy related projects would only occur in JI and not in CDM.

Instead of obligatory methodologies such as in CDM we would prefer improving JI monitoring practices by the development of best practice manuals based on JI/CDM experiences. 

3. Verifiers accreditation –allowing verification by the same entity that validated the project at the first place?

Whilst accrediting validators-verifiers it is evident that the CDM route of separating the validation and verifier functions should be followed based on the same argumentation. 
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