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Dr. Axel Michaelowa

	Affiliated organization of submitter (if any)
	Perspectives Climate Research

	Email of submitter
	butzengeiger@perspectives.cc

	Reference number of proposed new methodology or methodological tool 
	A6.4-PNM002
N2O abatement from nitric acid production

	Based on an assessment of information in the A6.4-FORM-METH-002 and its application in sections A to C of the submitted draft project design document (A6.4-FORM-AC-020), provide your comments to the proposed new methodology using the tabular format below.  Please indicate the sections or issues to which your comments refer to.



	Date received by the secretariat
	5 July 2025


	#


	Section / Para no./
Annex / Figure / Table
	Type of comment

ge = general

te = technical 
ed = editorial 
	Comment 

(including justification for change)
	Proposed change 

(including proposed text)

	1a
	B.2a and B.5.1.
	ge
	The methodology should allow for upgrades from secondary to tertiary abatement technology. Secondary abatement technology achieves only 30% to a maximum of 95% reduction of N2O emissions, whereas tertiary technology achieves up to 99.9%. Hence, upgrades from secondary to tertiary technology should be allowed.
	Expand the eligibility criteria of the methodology so that upgrades from secondary to tertiary N2O abatement are covered.

	1b
	B.2a and B.5.1.
	ge
	Most efficient abatement systems (state of the art 2025) may include both, the combination of secondary and tertiary abatement systems. Such combination should be explicitly mentioned and confirmed within activity boundary.
	Expand the eligibility criteria of the methodology so that additional implementation of tertiary abatement technology to secondary abatement technology is covered. 

Proposed text: “If the project activity introduces both secondary and tertiary N2O abatement, then any remaining N2O emissions from the project plant and CO2 emissions arising from the operation of the tertiary N2O abatement systems are included as project emissions in the project boundary.”

	2
	B.5.4.1
	ed
	Equation 1; Units in mismatch. 
Not directly comparable to BEy
	Correct equation 1 - Why multiplying with production hours?

	3
	B.5.5.1
	ge
	N2O emissions from nitric acids plants can vary significantly. For existing plants, downwards adjusted existing actual/historical emissions, based on monitored data, would be the most conservative approach to avoid that an insufficiently stringent benchmark leads to overcrediting. 
For greenfield installations, an ambitious benchmark approach generally seems adequate. 
	Differentiate the baseline approach by type of project (existing installation versus greenfield). In case of existing installation, the baseline choice should be existing actual/historic emissions based on monitored data and adjusted downwards. For greenfield installations, an ambitious benchmark approach should be chosen.

	4
	B.5.5.1
	te
	The baseline approach chosen in the methodology does not follow the approach defined in section 6.2.2. of A6.4-SBM016-A12 (Determination of the baseline scenario and baseline emissions and/or removals), in particularly not the top-20% requirement. The referenced IPCC 2019 values describe average performance values for use in national inventories and not “best performing comparable activities” in the context of Article 6.
	Revisit the proposed benchmark values, applying the procedure defined for benchmark determination in 6.2.2. of A6.4-SBM016-A12 to reach a benchmark level of at least the best 20% of the actual performance distribution curve of nitric acid plants, with one such curve calculated for low, medium and high pressure plants. Update Table 2 in section 12.1 with the values of this benchmark level.

	5
	B.5.5.1
	te
	The IPCC 2019 values for medium pressure nitric acid plants include a value of 8 kg N2O/t HNO3, not 7 kg N2O/t HNO3. (https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2019rf/pdf/3_Volume3/19R_V3_Ch03_Chemical_Industry.pdf, page 9)
	Correct applied default value

	6
	B. 5.5.5
	ge
	The proposed approach for downward adjustment does not follow the approach defined in section 7 of A6.4-SBM016-A12, particularly with regard to the downward adjustment in subsequent years (section 7.2).
	For existing plants calculate downward adjustment in the first year according to the formula in para 64 of A6.4-SBM016-A12. Calculate uncertainty of emissions factors, especially when applying secondary abatement technology (see comment 8 below). 

For all plants: apply an annual downward adjustment in subsequent years of 1% from the benchmark level (in Table 2 in Section B12.1this is discontinued from 2034 onwards for low pressure plants and thus inconsistent with the provisions of section 7.2 of A6.4-SBM016-A12).

	7
	B.6.
	te
	The method does not specify how CO2 emissions from tertiary abatement systems are to be “estimated” or monitored; and how they are to be deduced from excluded CO2 from ammonia oxidation catalyst present in the tail gas. For sake of simplicity, it is proposed to allow both an estimate based on flow measurements and calculation with external data for CO2 in plant air intake; but also continuous (concentration-) monitoring.
	Specify how CO2 emissions from tertiary abatement systems are to be determined.

	8
	B.10.5
	ge
	N2O emissions from nitric acid plants can vary significantly. If secondary N2O abatement technology is applied, one cannot monitor the difference between actual emissions with/without N2O abatement, and there is no way of double-checking if real emission reductions are sufficiently conservative, also in comparison to the chosen baseline. If tertiary abatement is chosen, the difference between actual emissions with/without N2O abatement can be monitored continuously, which allows a permanent check if BAU emissions are below baseline or not. 
	The methodology should include uncertainty factors appropriate to the type of N2O abatement chosen (secondary vs. tertiary), with sufficiently high correction factors for secondary N2O abatement.

	9
	B.12.1, table 2
	te
	Table 2 shows default baseline emission factors fixed by years, not starting with the first year of a crediting period as described in section B.5.5.5 of the proposed methodology.
	Adjust the first column of table 2 such that it shows “Year 1 -n of the crediting period”.

	10

	X
	ge
	The methodology does not contain any provisions to avoid double counting. In the context of the project type, double counting may occur with the EU Climate Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM), as nitric acid is primarily used for fertilizer production and fertilizers are subject to CBAM.
	The methodology shall be adjusted to contain provisions that in case all or a share of the produced nitric acid is exported - as part of other products (e.g. fertilizers) covered by EU CBAM or similar domestic mitigation policy instruments) – double counting or double monetisation is avoided. This could be done by excluding the share of the product exported to the EU from A6.4ER generation. 
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