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Sustainability of CDM projects 

- An experimental study using AHP 

Abstract 
Two CDM projects were compared in terms of their impacts on SD, using the popular AHP 

method. Two experimental groups of post-graduate students performed the assessment and 

both found that the HFC23 decomposition project studied was a bigger contributor to SD than 

the hydropower project, although the details differed. The outcome could have been different 

if the assessment had been performed by real stakeholders and decision-makers instead of 

students. Nevertheless, the study confirmed that AHP can be a useful method for decision-

making especially in a complex situation relating to SD. However, some weaknesses of the 

AHP method were identified. These, inter alia, included: (1) the final results depended 

heavily on the participants in the assessment; (2) only a limited number of alternatives can be 

considered; and (3) the final results are difficult to use elsewhere. 
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1. Introduction 
The clean development mechanism (CDM) has gained a huge amount of interest worldwide. 

China is the largest host country of CDM projects to date, counted either by number of 

projects or by certified emission reductions (CERs) delivered by these projects. By the end of 

2010, a total of 1148 China’s projects had been registered by the UNFCCC, accounting for 42% 

of total registered CDM projects worldwide, and these projects are estimated to annually 

deliver 261.4 million tonnes of CERs, representing 62% of the global sum (UNFCCC, 2011). 

Within China’s CDM projects, hydropower and HFC23 decomposition projects are the two 

largest categories, namely a total of 558 hydropower projects had been registered, 

representing 63,001,319 tonnes of annual CERs (24.10% of Chinese total CERs), while the 11 

HFC23 decomposition projects had been able to generate 65,650,749 tonnes of annual CERs, 

accounting for 25.11% of Chinese CERs (UNFCCC, 2011). 

However, there has long been a debate about CDM projects in terms of their dual aims, i.e. 

whether such projects are capable of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) cost-effectively while 

simultaneously promoting SD in developing countries (Dechezleprêtre et al., 2009; Olsen, 

2007). Many studies report the existence of trade-offs between the dual aims of CDM or, 

more specifically, CDM projects tending to favour cost-effectiveness of CERs over SD 

effects in developing countries when decisions are left to market forces (Huang and Barker, 

2008; Kolshus et al., 2001; Olsen, 2007; Olsen and Fenhann, 2008; Paulsson, 2009; Sutter 

and Parreño, 2007). Thus, verifying the impacts of CDM on SD is crucial if developing 

countries are to design climate policies and further participate in international climate 

collaborative actions, especially in the post-Kyoto Protocol period after 2012. 

An aspect of particular significance is that assessments of CDM in terms of SD involve a 

comprehensive scope of SD and working methods of assessment. A project design document 

(PDD) submitted to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) for registration demonstrates the project’s additionality, indicating that it would 

not occur in the absence of CDM, and this have to be done following relevant baseline and 

monitoring methodologies (UNFCCC, 2002). However, there is no single, authoritative and 

universally accepted methodology for SD assessment, and verification of CDM project 

activities’ impacts on SD is left to a developing country as its prerogative (Huang and Barker, 

2008; Hugé et al., 2009). In fact, there will probably never be an uncontroversial approach 

applicable to all CDM projects, regardless of project categories and locations, since context-

specific situations are of great significance (Disch, 2010). 

Multi-criteria analysis is one of the most popular methods (Diakoulaki and Karangelis, 2007; 

IPCC, 2007; Kolshus et al., 2001; Olsen, 2007; Sutter and Parreño, 2007). MCA has good 

flexibility in integrating both quantifiable and unquantifiable impacts into a comprehensive 

assessment and is gaining popularity in environmental decision-making concerning multiple 

dimensions of SD (Munda, 2005; Nussbaumer, 2009; Ramanathan, 1999). Under the MCA 

umbrella there are many techniques, such as weighted averages, analytic hierarchy process 

(AHP), priority setting, outranking, fuzzy integrals and their combinations, of which AHP is 

the most popular technique to assist in decision-making (Kiker et al., 2005; Pohekar and 

Ramachandran, 2004). The AHP method was developed by Saaty (1977) in the 1970s and is a 

theory of measurement through pairwise comparisons, which rely on the judgement of 

stakeholders to represent how much one element dominates another with respect to a given 

impact (Saaty, 1980; 1990b; 2005; 2008). By arranging impacts in a hierarchic structure, the 
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AHP methods may be especially appropriate for comparing a limited number of projects with 

respect to dimensions of impacts on SD, mixing both qualitative and quantitative information 

(Ramanathan, 1999; 2001; Vaidya and Kumar, 2006). 

The main aim of this study was to compare a hydropower and a HFC23 decomposition 

project in terms of sustainability, using the AHP method. A further aim was to identify the 

pros and cons of the AHP method in terms of addressing the SD concerns about CDM 

projects. The paper begins by providing an introduction to the methodological framework of 

AHP, namely (1) the principle of the AHP method, (2) the criteria and sub-criteria for SD 

assessment, and (3) the experimental workshop for collecting participants’ judgments. The 

results of the comparisons between the two projects are then presented and analyzed. The 

discussion section addresses the debate on the sustainability of CDM projects and the pros 

and cons of applying the AHP method to SD assessment of CDM projects. Conclusions from 

the study are presented at the end. 

1.1 The principle of the AHP method 

A detailed description of the AHP method can be found, for example, in Saaty (1980; 1990b; 

2008), Ramanathan (1999; 2001) and Berrittella et al. (2008). In the present study, a simple 

AHP decision model was adopted (Figure 1). 

[Figure 1 should be inserted here] 

The first level of the model is the overall goal of the assessment, namely to compare the 

sustainability of two CDM projects. On the second level, there are four dimensions of criteria, 

against which the two alternative projects on the bottom level are assessed. In this study, 

various impacts on SD were collated into the four criteria, namely environmental, social, 

economic and other impacts (see Section 2.2). A hydropower project (ref. 2255) and a HFC23 

decomposition project (ref. 0304) were selected as the two alternatives for comparison (these 

two projects were the newest entries in their categories at the time of the experimental 

workshop being prepared). Their PDDs were the major sources of information for this study. 

In order to decide the weights on the four criteria and on the sub-criteria below them, a 

fundamental scale of numbers was adopted for making comparisons (Table 1). The scale of 

numbers indicates the relative importance of one element compared with another with respect 

to a certain property (Saaty, 1980; 1990b; 2008). 

[Table 1 should be inserted here] 

When a priority matrix of comparisons is derived, maintaining the consistency in the matrix at 

a tolerable level is of vital significance in an AHP. The consistency of a matrix is usually 

tested by an indicator called the consistency ratio (CR), defined as: 

   
  

  
 

where RI is the average consistency of randomly generated matrices (Table 2); CI refers to 

the consistency index of the matrix; and, for a matrix of order n, CI is defined as: 
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where      is the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix. When CR is not greater than 0.1, the 

consistency is considered tolerable. 

[Table 2 should be inserted here] 

1.2 The criteria for SD assessment 

Due to the complexity and debate on the working scope of SD (Hugé et al., 2009; Munda, 

2005), in this study we scrutinised peer-reviewed studies on CDM projects and attempted to 

collate major concerns about the sustainability of CDM projects and other CCM actions. 

Searches were made of a number of renowned scientific journals using keywords such as 

CDM, climate change and SD (Table 3). Generally speaking, these studies differ greatly 

regarding how SD is defined in different research situations and the various impacts used 

cover a wide range of environmental, social and economic impacts. Nevertheless, a synthesis 

of impacts serves as a useful starting point for defining the working scope of SD regarding 

CDM (Yang, 2010). Of the 21 concerns collated from the literature, the 18 concerns about SD 

were placed in the environmental, social or economic dimension. It was difficult to place the 

other three concerns into these three dimensions so they were grouped as ‘others’. The entire 

AHP structure is shown in Figure 2. 

[Table 3 should be inserted here] 

[Figure 2 should be inserted here] 

1.3 The design of the experimental workshop 

To derive weights on various criteria and assess the two projects, an experimental workshop 

was organized in October 2009 in the course Ecological Economics (course number MJ2694), 

which is mandatory in the international Master’s Program in Sustainable Technology (ST) at 

the Royal Institute of Technology, Sweden. ST is a 2-year study program, consisting of six 

periods of courses (1.5 years) and then two periods of thesis writing (0.5 year). Ecological 

Economics is one of the advanced courses given in the sixth period of the program (Industrial 

Ecology, 2009). This means that all the students participating in the workshop had been well 

trained in terms of a deep and holistic understanding about SD and environmental science. 

Due to the engineering orientation of the Master’s program, many students had the experience 

in analyzing various types of CCM activities, including CDM projects, when they participated 

in the course. In addition, all students had acquainted themselves with the PDDs and other 

related materials on the two projects before taking part in the workshop. 

The workshop was attended by 45 students from more than 10 countries, including 

industrialized and developing countries, and these students were randomly allocated into two 

groups. It should be noted that there was a large difference in age between the students, and 

some of them had many years of practical experience. Generally speaking, the students 

represented a variety of interests, which is important for AHP application (Vaidya and Kumar, 

2006). Both groups (referred to as group A and B) submitted their assignment after the 

workshop on the basis of group discussion. The consistency of all matrices was tested using 

MATLAB and the consistency met the AHP requirement (section 2.1). 
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2. Results 

2.1 Results from Group A 

[Tables 4-7 should be inserted here] 

Tables 4-7 show the prioritisations made by Group A with respect to environmental, social, 

economic and other sub-criteria, respectively. Environmental criteria were highly prioritised, 

i.e. a weight of 0.5660 on the D1 dimension, while the economic dimension was ranked 

lowest, with a weight of only 0.0399. Within the environmental sub-criteria, water resource 

and air quality were the two greatest concerns (Table 4). Public health gained most attention 

in the social dimension (Table 5). In the economic dimension, Group A thought that CDM 

should not only benefit local project owners and international CER buyers, but also stimulate 

the regional economy (Table 6). Surprisingly, the HFC23 decomposition project obtained a 

higher score than the hydropower project in terms of energy costs/benefits, although it does 

not supply any power to the grid (Table 6). Ramanathan (2001) proposed that there is a 

necessity to communicate with participants when an unusual judgement is made, and timely 

correction or explanation in this regard can be made to avoid misconceptions. Unfortunately, 

due to lack of time, there was no subsequent communication with those students. The 

stringency of their results would have been strengthened, if an explanation had been obtained. 

For other impacts, Group A considered political impacts least important for CDM projects, 

while technology transfer and energy transition & promotion were equally important (Table 

7). Combining these judgements on the two projects, the final verdict of Group A is shown in 

Table 8. 

 [Table 8 should be inserted here] 

Generally speaking, Group A concluded that the HFC23 decomposition project performed 

slightly better than the hydropower project. The reason was that the HFC23 decomposition 

project gained a much higher score on the environmental criterion than the hydropower 

project, although its scores in the other three criteria were lower. 

2.2 Results from Group B 

[Tables 9-13 should be inserted here] 

The priorities of Group B are shown in Tables 9-12 and their final verdict in Table 13. It is 

highly interesting that Group B reached a similar overall verdict to Group A, namely that the 

HFC23 decomposition project contributes more to SD than the hydropower project, although 

their weights and prioritisations of the criteria and sub-criteria for the two project were quite 

different. Within the environmental sub-criteria, Group B considered air quality less 

important than water and biodiversity issues. The hydropower project received a very low 

score on water availability and quality (Table 9), although no significant impacts on the local 

water system are mentioned in its environmental impact assessment (part of its PDD). In 

contrast, the hydropower project was rated higher than the HFC23 decomposition project with 

respect to biodiversity and air quality (Table 9). Possible reasons include that the hydropower 

project is very small and would create very little impact on the local ecological system or 

even help to improve the natural system; and that it would generate a certain amount of 

electricity, which can offset the power generated in the business-as-usual situation and thus 

simultaneously reduce the associated air pollutants in that situation. As Table 10 indicates, 

Group B considered that the HFC23 decomposition project would have far better performance 



7 
 

in terms of living and working conditions and consequently received a higher score than the 

hydropower project on the social criterion. Apart from this, Group B prioritised the rest of the 

social sub-criteria in a similar way to Group A. Public health was again the greatest concern 

within the social sub-criteria (Table 10). Within the economic dimension, project investment, 

rather than contributions to the regional economy, was considered the most important sub-

criterion by Group B (Table 11). Regarding the criterion of ‘others’, the HFC23 

decomposition project was rated slightly better than the hydropower project, mainly because 

it received a high score in terms of technology transfer, which dominated the criterion (Table 

12). In general, Group B also considered that the HFC23 decomposition project can make a 

larger contribution to SD, and it exceeded the hydropower project for environmental, social 

and other criteria, while just falling behind for the economic criterion. 

3. Discussion 
Two CDM projects were compared in terms of their impacts on SD, using the popular AHP 

method. Looking back through the assessment, the whole process largely remained 

transparent. This is important, since transparency is the crucial feature that guarantees the 

quality of an assessment, especially when subjectiveness is unavoidable (Heuberger et al., 

2007; Saaty, 2008). The results from the experimental workshop indicate that the HFC23 

decomposition project (ref. 0304) is a larger contributor to SD than the hydropower project 

(ref. 2255). Interestingly, the results are in contradictory to the arguments against HFC23 

decomposition projects as making significantly less contribution to SD in developing 

countries than renewable energy projects (Olsen, 2007; Sun et al., 2010). This implies the 

weakness of current research on CDM’s sustainability, among others, including: (1) the stick 

to existing methods such as MATA-CDM and Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) of co-impacts, 

which mainly focus on energy-related benefits of CDM project activities (Disch, 2010; Sun et 

al., 2010); and (2) the focus on direct benefits, while those indirect benefits are often 

neglected, i.e. the spreading-over effects of CER revenues, technology and infrastructure 

development about climate change, capacity building and human resource development 

regarding various mitigation activities, and increased public awareness of climate change 

issues in developing countries (Fenhann and Staun, 2010; Lecocq and Ambrosi, 2007; 

Liverman, 2009). For example, 65% of the CER revenues from the HFC23 decomposition 

projects are taken by the Chinese government and reused to support other activities on climate 

change (National Coordination Committee on Climate Change, 2005). By contrast, only 2% 

CER transfer benefits are taken from the CDM projects in categories such as energy 

efficiency improvement, development and utilization of new and renewable energy, methane 

recovery and utilization, and forestation projects (Lecocq and Ambrosi, 2007; National 

Coordination Committee on Climate Change, 2005). 

However, the results from this study were not generalized to all HFC23 decomposition and 

hydropower projects. The first challenge that this assessment faced was the lack of a defined 

scope of SD. Although SD has been on the agenda for a long time in most developing 

countries, the often cited principles and most current policies seem too general to be applied 

to practical assessments (Xu et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2009). This study obtained data on the 

major concerns about SD from existing literature, which may or may not consider the context-

specific situation of China. In this respect, a pre-defined working scope of SD regarding 

comprehensive assessment of Chinese CCM actions would be helpful. However, any general 
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scope of SD would be subject to argument about lack of consideration of context-specific 

details, especially in a large country. 

Next, an assessment of SD demands high-quality data regarding various environmental, social, 

economic and other impacts. Most existing studies, including ours, rely on PDDs as the main 

data source. Given the context-specific nature of SD, an extensive on-site visit plus an 

interview of relating stakeholders can provide more valuable information than PDDs alone 

(Disch, 2010; Hugé et al., 2009). More than research purposes, this practical approach would 

also benefit developing countries in terms of promoting their local sustainability by taking the 

advantage of CDM project activities. 

Then, the majority of values in an AHP heavily depend on the participants’ judgements, 

which unavoidably involve their personal feelings and interests. The students who took part in 

the present study represented a variety of interests, leading to different opinions over the two 

projects, as well as the criteria (and sub-criteria). Even so, broad participation of stakeholders 

is always preferred in environmental assessments, although it is often difficult to obtain the 

consensus from a large number of participants (Berrittella et al., 2008; Hajkowicz, 2007). 

Some decision-making techniques, e.g. Delphi, may be helpful in this process (Hugé et al., 

2009). As noted, the results from this experimental study were made on the basis of students’ 

opinions, and it would be different if the participants had been composed of real stakeholders 

and decision-makers, such as CDM experts, project owners and local citizens (Sun et al., 

2007). However, real stakeholders usually present individual preferences regarding part of SD, 

rather than making their judgements from a holistic perspective about SD. By contrast, the 

students participating in this study represent more comprehensive concerns about SD than 

real stakeholders, while they do not have much practical experience in operating and 

managing CDM project activities. Therefore, it is interesting to carry out another study with 

real CDM stakeholders and decision-makers in the next step and compare the results with this 

study. 

Nevertheless, this study confirmed that AHP can be a useful method in terms of decision-

making, especially in a complex situation relating to SD, in which large amount qualitative 

and quantitative information is mixed together. The AHP method is effective in breaking 

down a complex problem into small sub-problems, which can be solved easily, and 

formulating them into a systematic structure, following people’s thinking route (Ramanathan, 

2001; Saaty, 2005). However, some weaknesses of the AHP method were found in this study. 

These, inter alia, included: (1) the final results depend heavily on the participants, and 

achieving agreement among all participants is not always easy; (2) there must be a very 

limited number of alternatives to be assessed in one study, since it would otherwise be very 

time-consuming to accomplish the assessment; and (3) the final results that are presented in 

subjective values are difficult to apply to other projects, partly due to the problem of rank 

reversal (Wang and Elhag, 2006), or in comprehensive assessments of the overall 

contributions of CDM projects. Since a critical review of the AHP method is beyond the 

scope of this paper, its robustness and weakness are not further elaborated upon here. The 

AHP method is extensively discussed by, for example, Dyer (Dyer, 1990), Saaty (1990a), 

Forman & Peniwati (1998), Figueira et al. (2005) and Ramanathan (2001). 
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4. Conclusions 
Two CDM projects were compared in terms of their impacts on SD by two experimental 

groups using the popular AHP method, and both groups concluded that the HFC23 

decomposition project was a bigger contributor to SD than the hydropower project, although 

the details differed. The main reason was that the HFC23 decomposition project received a 

higher score on environmental criteria, which was assigned a greater weight. The outcome 

could have been different if the assessment had been performed by real stakeholders and 

decision-makers instead of students. Therefore, it is interesting to carry out another study with 

real CDM stakeholders and decision-makers in the next step and compare the results with this 

study. Nevertheless, the study confirmed that AHP can be a useful method for decision-

making, especially in a complex situation relating to SD. In the meantime, some weaknesses 

of the method were identified. For example, (1) the final results depend heavily on those 

performing the assessment; (2) only a very limited number of alternatives can be considered; 

and (3) the final results are difficult to apply elsewhere. 
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Figure 1. An AHP model with four criteria and two alternatives 
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Figure 2. The full AHP structure adopted in this study 
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Table 1. Fundamental scale of numbers used in the study 

Intensity of 

Importance 
Definition Explanation 

1 Equal importance Two activities contribute equally 

to the objective 

2 Slight plus Intermediate values between 1 

and 3 

3 Moderate importance of one over another Experience and judgement 

slightly favour one activity over 

another 

4 Moderate plus Intermediate values between 3 

and 5 

5 Essential or strong importance Experience and judgement 

strongly favour one activity over 

another 

6 Strong plus Intermediate values between 5 

and 7 

7 Very strong or demonstrated importance An activity is favoured very 

strongly over another; its 

dominance demonstrated in 

practice 

8 Very, very strong Intermediate values between 7 

and 9 

9 Extreme importance The evidence favouring one 

activity over another is of the 

highest possible order of 

affirmation 

Reciprocals 

of above 

If activity i has one of the above non-zero 

numbers assigned to it when compared with 

activity j, then j has the reciprocal value when 

compared with i 

A reasonable assumption 

Note: aij > 0, aij=1/aji, aii=1. 

Source: Adapted from Saaty (1990b; 2008). 

 

 

 

Table 2. Average consistency of random matrices 

Size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

RI 0 0 0.52 0.89 1.11 1.25 1.35 1.40 1.45 1.49 

Source: Saaty (1980). 
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Table 3. Assessments of CDM projects and other CCM activities regarding SD 

Source Projects and Areas 

    Studies on CDM  

Kolshus et al. (2001) Brazil, energy sector and China (Shanxi), industry, power and rural 

household sector 

Vennemo et al. (2006) China, energy-related CDM 

Pearson (2007) No specific places and project types 

Sirohi (2007) India, renewable energy, energy efficiency, HFC-23 and other projects 

Sutter & Parreño (2007) 16 projects of 7 types in 9 countries 

Heuberger (2007) 3 potential projects in South Africa and 1 potential project in Uruguay 

Olsen & Fenhann (2008) 744 projects of 21 types 

Nussbaumer (2009) 39 projects of 8 types in 12 countries 

    Studies on other CCM actions  

Mirasgedis & Diakoulaki (1997) Six European countries, power sector 

Clinch & Healy (2001) Ireland, dwelling energy-efficiency 

Islas et al. (2003) Mexico, power sector 

Georgopoulou et al. (2006) Greece, building sector 

Tudela et al. (2006) Chile, urban transport 

Diakoulaki & Karangelis (2007) Greece, power sector 

Koundouri et al. (2009) Greece, wind farm 

Poullikkas (2009) Cyprus, photovoltaic parks 
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Table 4. Group A prioritisation of the two projects with respect to environmental sub-criteria 

 
D1: 

Environmental 
C1: Water C2: Noise 

C3: Visual 

intrusion 

C4: 

Biodiversity 

C5: Air 

quality 

C6: Land 

use & soil 

Weight 0.5660* 0.3401 0.0248 0.0441 0.1659 0.3401 0.0849 

Project 

0304 
0.7117 0.5 0.1667 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 

Project 

2255 
0.2882 0.5 0.8333 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 

* refers to the weight of the overall environmental criterion, against which other criteria were 

compared 

Table 5. Group A prioritisation of the two projects with respect to social sub-criteria 

 D2: Social 

C7: 

Public  

health 

C8: 

Equity 

C9: Living 

& working 

conditions 

C10: 

Human & 

institutional 

capital 

C11: Rural 

development 

C12: 

Infrastructure 

Weight 0.2674* 0.4615 0.0515 0.2402 0.0278 0.1095 0.1095 

Project 

0304 
0.3753 0.6667 0.1 0.1111 0.5 0.1 0.1 

Project 

2255 
0.6247 0.3333 0.9 0.8889 0.5 0.9 0.9 

 

Table 6. Group A prioritisation of the two projects with respect to economic sub-criteria 

 
D3: 

Economic 

C13: 

Investment 

C14: 

Operation & 

maintenance 

C15: 

Energy 

C16: 

CERs 

C17: 

Regional 

economy 

C18: 

Power 

balance 

Weight 0.0399* 0.0779 0.0779 0.1913 0.1913 0.4247 0.0368 

Project 

0304 
0.4581 0.2222 0.2222 0.6 0.6429 0.4286 0.1 

Project 

2255 
0.5418 0.7778 0.7778 0.4 0.3571 0.5714 0.9 

 

Table 7. Group A prioritisation of the two projects with respect to other sub-criteria 

 D4: Others 
C19: Technology 

transfer 

C20: Energy 

transition & 

promotion 

C21: Political 

impacts 

Weight 0.1267* 0.4286 0.4286 0.1428 

Project 0304 0.475 0.875 0.1 0.4 

Project 2255 0.525 0.125 0.9 0.6 

 

Table 8. Final verdict of Group A on the two CDM projects with respect to SD 

 Goal: SD 
D1: 

Environment 
D2: Society D3: Economy D4: Others 

Weight 1 0.5660 0.2674 0.0399 0.1267 

Project 0304 0.5816 0.7117 0.3753 0.4581 0.475 

Project 2255 0.4183 0.2882 0.6247 0.5418 0.525 
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Table 9. Group B prioritisation of the two projects with respect to environmental impacts 

 
D1: 

Environmental 
C1: Water C2: Noise 

C3: Visual 

intrusion 

C4: 

Biodiversity 

C5: Air 

quality 

C6: Land 

use & soil 

Weight 0.3825* 0.4153 0.0446 0.0254 0.2943 0.1376 0.0828 

Project 

0304 
0.5394 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.7 

Project 

2255 
0.4607 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.3 

 

Table 10. Group B prioritisation of the two projects with respect to social impacts 

 D2: Social 

C7: 

Public  

health 

C8: 

Equity 

C9: Living 

& working 

conditions 

C10: 

Human & 

institutional 

capital 

C11: Rural 

development 

C12: 

Infrastructure 

Weight 0.3825* 0.4200 0.1689 0.2475 0.0466 0.0260 0.0912 

Project 

0304 
0.6813 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.2 

Project 

2255 
0.3189 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.8 

 

Table 11. Group B prioritisation of the two projects with respect to economic impacts 

 
D3: 

Economic 

C13: 

Investment 

C14: 

Operation & 

maintenance 

C15: 

Energy 

C16: 

CERs 

C17: 

Regional 

economy 

C18: 

Power 

balance 

Weight 0.1754* 0.4247 0.0779 0.1913 0.0368 0.1913 0.0779 

Project 

0304 
0.3454 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.25 

Project 

2255 
0.6545 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.75 

Table 12. Group B prioritisation of the two projects with respect to other impacts 

 D4: Others 
C19: Technology 

transfer 

C20: Energy 

transition & 

promotion 

C21: Political 

impacts 

Weight 0.0596* 0.6370 0.1047 0.2583 

Project 0304 0.6492 0.8 0.1 0.5 

Project 2255 0.3508 0.2 0.9 0.5 

 

Table 13. Final verdict of Group B on the two CDM projects with respect to SD 

 Goal: SD 
D1: 

Environment 
D2: Society D3: Economy D4: Others 

Weight 1 0.3825 0.3825 0.1754 0.0596 

Project 0304 0.5662 0.5394 0.6813 0.3454 0.6492 

Project 2255 0.4339 0.4607 0.3189 0.6545 0.3508 

 


