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	#


	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)

	1
	Table in B5.3, page 7
	ge
	This comment is relevant to inclusion and exclusion of GHG emissions in the proposed methodology.

In terms of reservoir emissions, only CH₄ is currently considered in the proposed methodology, while other GHGs are excluded. For greater transparency, it is advisable to include additional GHGs from the reservoir when data are available. More explanation below.
For example, although N₂O is generally a minor component of reservoir emissions as stated in the methodology, it has a much higher global warming potential
 compared to CO2 and CH4. Moreover, a study
 shows that N₂O emissions tend to increase along the downstream direction in cascade reservoirs. This is due to the accumulation of sediments behind dams, which provide sufficient nitrogen and organic carbon for intensified denitrification within reservoirs, leading to higher N₂O production. If this methodology is also applicable to cascade reservoir systems, it is important to account for this issue by including N₂O within the assessment scope.
	Advisable to include all GHG emissions for greater transparency of the assessment results if the data are available

	2
	Equation 9 in page 12 and Table in page 23
	te
	This comment is relevant to addressing reservoir emissions. 

· According to Equation 9, the methodology estimates emissions from water reservoirs using a key parameter (EFRes), the default emission factor representing reservoir emissions from hydropower plants (expressed in kg CO₂e/MWh). A value of 90 kg CO₂e/MWh is suggested for EFRes, as stated in page 23. However, further clarification may require for using the fixed value (90 kg CO2e/MWh) or its relevance across different geographical and climate/seasonal conditions because: 

· The existing research on reservoir GHG emissions focuses on individual reservoirs in isolation, without accounting for their role within broader freshwater systems that receive organic matter from upstream catchments
. This may lead to overestimation and underestimation of the reservoir GHG emissions.
· Additionally, the coordinated operation of reservoir cascades and the organic carbon that is sequestered in sediments are often overlooked, potentially leading to overestimated GHG impacts
. 

· Other influencing factors such as geographic location, climate, and seasonal variations can affect reservoir emissions
. Relying on a single default value may therefore result in either underestimation or overestimation of GHG emissions, especially if the methodology is intended for application in diverse regional contexts, as noted in Section B10.4 on page 19.


	Advisable to provide justification on the choice and the relevance of the fixed value for the parameter used in the calculation of the reservoir emissions

	3
	From page 7 to 13 and Equation 17 (page 25)
	te
	This comment is relevant to addressing the uncertainty in the proposed methodology approach. 

This methodology assumes that recent historical trends (3 – 5 years average, hourly and seasonally) in marginal emission intensity are indicative of future performance (in page 8, B5.4.2).
The primary strength of this approach is its simplicity and its ability to reflect the observed variability in historical trends, enabling the estimation of both average future trends3. However, its main limitation is the underlying assumption that past trends reliably predict future developments—an assumption that may not hold true, especially for emerging technologies and systems and associated uncertainty
.
Regarding this, the methodology includes some guidance on incorporating time-based scenarios in section B10.1(c). However, in page 25, it proposes a fixed value of 10% for R factor (risk or uncertainty adjustment factor used in Equation 17) for addressing leakages, which is only applied in the calculation of land use change (LUC) emissions.
Overall, there are three issues here:

· A fixed value (10%) is proposed in the methodology for addressing risk or uncertainty
· This factor only applies in LUCemissions according to Equation 17
· Additional guidance is needed to address uncertainties associated with the other relevant parameters and variables used in the methodology
	In addition to the application of the R value in Equation 17 (which is limited to LUCemissions only for addressing leakages), it is advisable to provide more detailed technical guidance on how to address the uncertainty in GHG emission calculations if projected electricity grid mixes are used. 

	
	
	ge
	Given the high volatility in both electricity and carbon credit markets, I have significant concerns about demonstrating additionality for this project type. Proving that climate finance is the decisive factor for profitability appears unconvincing under current market instability. Furthermore, if credit eligibility is limited to just a few years, this timeframe seems unlikely to materially influence the project's viability.

Furthermore, the additionality case appears particularly tenuous for pumped hydro storage (PHS) given its 50+ year operational lifespan. Current crediting mechanisms recognize only ~20% of lifetime emission reductions (typically covering 10-year periods), while 80% of mitigation benefits accrue to the host country—directly supporting its Long-Term Low Emission Development Strategy (LT-LEDS). When combined with existing revenue streams (energy sales, grid services), the assertion that carbon finance is the decisive factor for project viability becomes highly questionable


	

	
	
	ge
	Displacement factors must be rigorously calculated. Energy generation often proves additive rather than replacement-oriented – without proof of actual fossil fuel displacement, projects risk expanding net energy use. Please ensure methodology accounts for this.


	

	
	
	ge
	Additionally, we must account for embodied emissions from plant construction. For hydropower projects like dams and pumped storage facilities, the significant carbon footprint from cement/concrete production creates a substantial lifecycle impact. These construction-phase emissions must be included in any credible carbon accounting—especially given that they can materially alter the project's net climate benefit.

Recommendation: Apply full lifecycle analysis (LCA) methodology to ensure emissions from materials, transportation, and construction are transparently quantified. Omitting these undermines additionality claims
	

	
	
	ge
	Efficiency losses: The methodology should explicitly account for the round-trip efficiency of the storage system, which typically ranges from 70–80% for pumped hydro.

Without including this factor, there is a risk of overestimating emission reductions, since energy losses between pumping and generation are not reflected in the calculations.
	

	
	
	ge
	Use of non-renewable electricity: The current 25% cap on non-renewable electricity use for pumping is relatively high and may allow crediting of emissions from fossil-based grid power.

We suggest considering a more stringent approach, such as:

· A declining cap over the crediting period,

· A GHG intensity-based limit, or

Proportional discounting of emission reductions when fossil electricity is used.
	

	
	
	ge
	Emissions from makeup water pumping: The methodology allows for emissions from makeup water pumping but does not specify how evaporation losses should be calculated.

Suggest the inclusion of climate zone-adjusted evaporation rates, using regionally appropriate default values or models, to ensure accurate estimation of water-related energy use and emissions.
	

	
	
	ge
	Pumping-source transparency: Mandatory disclosure of the time-of-day and the renewable energy (RE) mix used during pumping events to enhance transparency and ensure alignment with sustainability goals.
	

	
	Project design document (pdd) form

For article 6.4 projects

Section D and E
	ge
	The project has left all sections related to the sustainable development tool as well as stakeholder consultation entirely blank. Given the well-documented and frequently occurring social and environmental conflicts associated with hydropower projects—both globally and particularly in India—this omission is deeply concerning. These aspects are not peripheral but central to ensuring that such projects are developed in a responsible, inclusive, and equitable manner.
Comprehensive stakeholder engagement and a robust assessment of sustainable development impacts are essential safeguards to identify, mitigate, and ideally prevent adverse outcomes. Their absence in the project documentation undermines the credibility of the application and raises serious questions about its alignment with best practices and international standards.

Moreover, the fact that the methodology itself does not adequately emphasize or require thorough attention to these critical components represents a significant structural gap.
	

	
	Project design document (pdd) form

For article 6.4 projects

B.7.3.2.

2. Competing Resource Use
	ge
	The project application claims that the greenfield activities do not compete for any resources and therefore dismisses the risk of leakage. However, this assumption overlooks a critical point: the availability of suitable sites for hydropower development is inherently limited. Given geographical, environmental, and social constraints, there are only a finite number of locations where hydropower projects can viably be developed.
In this context, the construction of a hydropower plant financed through carbon offset revenues effectively occupies a scarce development opportunity—one that might otherwise have been used for a future project not reliant on offsetting. Such a non-offset project would contribute renewable energy to the grid without generating emission credits, so without compensating for emissions somewhere else, representing an actual climate mitigation contribution.

By occupying a limited resource—namely, a viable hydropower site—the offset-funded project may displace potential future investments that would have occurred without the need for offset finance. This opportunity cost represents a form of indirect leakage and should be taken into account when assessing the project's overall additionality and climate benefit. Ignoring this dynamic risks overstating the net mitigation impact of the project
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