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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)

	
	N/A
	ge
	The accompanying calculator tool provided by the CCA is not working properly and contains mistakes, for example the NREF and REF are the same for all fuels without distinction between CO2 or non-CO2 emissions.
This is a concern because the tool is part of the methodology package and couldn’t be reviewed and commented on fully.
	The tool provided at the time of the review on the CCA website is not working and contains mistakes in the default data (i.e. Emission factors, etc).

As part of the methodology documentation to be commented on we need a new functioning tool that can be assessed and compared with our own calculator to fully comment on the new CLEAR methodology.

	
	N/A
	ge
	With the removal of the CLEAR’s original Tiers to rate the quality of each sub-methodology, we think we need a better naming to make it clearer which pathway is which. It is important to differentiate between continuous tracking (which is expensive to operate) and other project pathways
 
 
	We recommend that the CLEAR methodology develop clear naming for each pathway that should represent the level of quality of each path. We are used to Metering, or Metered methodology, so CTEC and non-CETEC are difficult to understand for investors or credits buyers.

	
	N/A
	ge
	For metered stoves in CTEC pathway we think it’s critical to ensure 100% metering and random sampling at the end of each monitoring period. This will avoid any bias in the sampling due to restricted available metering, or allow project developers to treat monitored households differently, focusing engagement with certain users rather that others
	· Ensure 100% metering for CTEC stoves
· Required random sampling at the end of each monitoring period

	
	N/A
	ge
	Crediting Period: “This methodology allows a maximum crediting period duration of 5 years, with opportunity for crediting period renewal.”
	The crediting period should be defined by respective registries rather than defining in the methodology.

	
	N/A
	ge
	Monitoring period: Time period (up to two years in the case of CLEAR) for which a given batch of emission reductions is verified and certified for issuance; a subset of the crediting period
	The monitoring period should be defined by respective registries rather than defining in the methodology.

	
	N/A
	ge
	The structure of the different “methodologies” integrated in CLEAR are a bit confusing. We think the overall methodology would benefits from a clearer structure, better naming for each path that reflect the key elements of the methodology: metered, defaults etc. The four methodology pathways can be a bit confusing in the current format – especially with shared variables between them. 
 
It would help to clearly flag Options 1-4 throughout the document.
	Provide clear methodology pathways which is easy to understand by the reader/developer.

	
	N/A
	ge
	As the CLEAR methodology aims at covering all types of clean cooking project, we recommend the addition of a methodology using CCT data to estimate fuel savings using SUMs that can then be extrapolated to the SUM data collected during the monitoring period  
	As it will require additional work, we suggest opening the opportunity to add new digital methodologies that will be developed in the next few months as part of CLEAR. 
The inspiration of this methodology can be found in this paper: https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/244781468179051051/pdf/WPS7324.pdf

	N/A
	N/A
	ge
	Baselines are set based on baseline surveys that determine cooking technologies, types of fuels and estimated energy use per capita
	Experience shows calculating baseline fuel consumption per capita yields higher, less conservative baseline emissions as opposed to per household. The methodology should come out clearly to define how baseline emissions are to be determined per capita basis without risking over-crediting.

	N/A
	Appendices 
1. Definitions 
71-76 / 430-432 
	ge 
	We strongly support 3 samples of artisanal stoves to ensure representativeness of performance. In addition, these should be sampled randomly by an independent expert and taken from /sampled in the home (not the production line). This is to ensure that we can measure stoves built in the home. 
 
	Artisanal stoves have a high variation of performance. To ensure stove inclusion (meeting the minimum performance standards), and to cross-check the claimed fuel savings, it is essential that their real performance in a home (not a lab) is accurately accounted for.

	
	Appendices
1. Definitions 
174
	ge 
	The definition of non-continuous should include the fact that the measurement is non continuous
	We need extreme clarity on these terms, and we suggest working on a better definition and naming than CTEC or non-CTEC.

	
	Appendices
1. Definitions 
177
	ge
	We appreciate this explanation of the CLEAR approach to permanence and agree that tracking saved biomass directly is impractical.
 
However, we would argue that cookstove carbon crediting comes from fuel efficiency, rather than from above ground biomass stocks, making an assessment of permanence irrelevant, rather than merely impractical.
	We would appreciate the 4Cs making a clearer stance against an interpretation of permanence that makes cookstove projects liable for stocks of above ground biomass. 
 
Improved cookstove (ICS) projects present negligible permanence risk because they generate ex-post, avoided emissions rather than storing carbon subject to future reversal. Unlike sequestration-based interventions (e.g., forestry), where carbon can be released by fire or land use change, ICS projects reduce emissions by preventing biomass combustion at the household level. Once avoided, these emissions cannot be retroactively re-emitted — combustion never occurred.  
 
Critically, ICS credits are time-bound and issued for measurable performance within a defined monitoring period. If a household discontinues stove use, future crediting ceases — but past credits remain valid, as the avoided emissions have already occurred. There is no latent liability or reversal risk after issuance. As such, permanence of risk in ICS projects is not only negligible — it is structurally irrelevant to the nature of the intervention. 
 
In its Board’s statement, ratifying the use of the GS’s TPDDTEC’s methodology for CCP compliance, the ICVCM concludes that improved cookstove and similar energy displacement projects do not face material reversal risks in the conventional sense, as their emission reductions come from avoided combustion rather than managing biomass stocks. Since fuel sources like charcoal are diffuse and often transboundary, it's neither feasible nor appropriate to assign permanence obligations based on biomass stock changes. Therefore, while any identified risks should be addressed proportionally, current Appendices methodologies reasonably exclude reversal safeguards for such projects, pending further research.

Furthermore, the application of the fNRB parameter in the ER calculations also takes away the need for any sort of permanence reductions or concerns as the projects are not credited for the portion of CO2 that will be re-sequestered in the “renewable” biomass portion.

	
	Appendices
1. Definitions 
146
 
 
 
 
 
 
	ge
	“Regeneration of woody biomass can be either natural or managed. The default values referenced in the parameter tables below are based on natural regeneration. Any project situated in regions where large-scale reforestation efforts are underway should use webMoFuSS default values rather than the default values recommended by the UNFCCC.”
 
This might be confusing or required more clarity. It is not optimal that a recommendation on how to use the different option for fNRB must be based on whether “large-scale reforestation efforts are underway” or not and how to define it.
	Please remove this comment or elaborate more on how this should be implemented. 

	
	Appendices 
1. Definitions
223
	 te
	Correct to “SUMs do not measure fuel consumption or energy delivered”
	 SUMs only measure usage events of cookstoves and not the actual fuel usage or energy consumption. Please correct.

	
	Appendices 
1. Definitions
323
	ge
	“Project proponents are encouraged to have direct measurements conducted by an independent third party.”
 
Unfortunately, this is impractical. There aren’t enough skilled independent practitioners to undertake this work.
	Allow project developers to continue to undertake direct measurements themselves, provided they do so to a high quality.

Provide guidance on what would be regarded as “high quality” to adhere to by project developers.
 

	
	Appendices 
1. Definitions
261 & 265
	ge
	Here CLEAR defines User and Usage but these two parameters are not used in the methodology. We should remove this and clarify that this methodology instead uses “project technology days” and a Hawthorne Effect adjustment. 
	This is important as confusion around Adoption, User, Usage and Uptake definitions has been the centre of debates around cookstove integrity.

	
	Appendices 
3. INTRODUCTION
356
	te
	We support a 2% leakage default; it ensures integrity and is a good representation of what is generally observed in cookstove carbon projects.
	 

	
	Appendices 
4. APPLICABILITY
404
	te
	The methodology states no restriction on the number of households or total ERs achieved. Will CLEAR distinguish between micro / small / large scale projects?
	Suggest adding a distinction between different project scales.

	
	Appendices 
4. APPLICABILITY
411
	ge
	We strongly support the requirement for Project cookstoves to be identified with a unique identifier affixed to the cookstove to avoid double counting of emission reductions by other mitigation actions. 
 
We think we should be clearer and precis here.
 
	Project devices must be fitted with a permanent and unique identifier code, which should be visible for the entire crediting period of the project. Furthermore, each unique device identifier should be tied to a single beneficiary/household/institution.

	
	Appendices 
4. Applicability
424
	 
	“Project cookstoves burning charcoal must achieve 30% or higher. All other biomass-burning project cookstoves must achieve 25% or higher.”
 
The methodology is applicable to nearly all cooking appliances, however, there is no clarity provided on the minimum thermal efficiency or quality requirements for LPG or electric cooking devices. Is it to be assumed all LPG and electric cooking devices will be eligible under the methodology?
 
Please note that the ISO 19867 test protocol is for evaluating biomass stoves, not electric stoves. Electric appliances safety can only be evaluated per the IEC 60335-2-6 standard. Similarly, LPG appliances can be evaluated by the ANSI Z21.1/CSA 1.1 standard.
	Include minimal thermal efficiency for all stove type measured via recognised test protocol when feasible.

We strongly recommend requiring over 70% thermal efficiency for electric stoves to be eligible. Without this, developers of low-quality stoves can fudge the lab results, lock in a favourable ratio, and then deliver stoves that are hugely wasteful of energy, which generate high crediting.

	
	B.5.5.1. Baseline approach from paragraph 36 of the RMPs 
	ge
	The CLEAR methodology explicitly supports the use of existing actual baseline fuel consumption, derived from direct measurements of fuel consumption, including KPTs, and continuously tracked energy consumption approaches. These requirements make CLEAR well-aligned with the approach of using existing actual and historical emissions adjusted conservatively to ensure environmental integrity, as required under paragraph 33 of the RMP.
	We strongly support this statement and support the use of KPT and CTEC approaches is equivalent to using existing actual and historical emissions adjusted conservatively to ensure environmental integrity, as required under paragraph 33 of the RMP.
We are convinced that no further downward adjustment is needed for cookstove projects.

	
	B.5.4.2. Calculation of the BAU emissions or removals
	ge
	We strongly support the approaches proposed by CLEAR to address BAU emissions or removals
	 

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
478
	te
	“Multiple baseline scenarios may be generated as appropriate (e.g., for multiple geographic areas with differing demographics, or multiple kinds of user groups with different baseline fuel mixes), and each compared against the project scenario.”
	We strongly endorse this approach and applaud CLEAR for its specific contribution

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
510
	ge
	Here what does "does not fulfil legal requirements" mean?
	The methodology should provide a clear direction on what is considered “legal requirement”. Is it about regulation, guidelines, or requirements, requires clarification?

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
521/638

	te
	“In addition, baseline scenarios surveys should assess the percent of households in the target population with a functional technology that is equivalent to the project technology as a common practice additionality check; if greater than 30%, the project is not additional. An equivalent technology is one that meets all three of the following criteria: accomplish the same cooking tasks; has similar thermal efficiency; and uses the same fuel(s).”
	How was a penetration rate of 30% deemed as the threshold for additionality. Where there is some validity in rejecting automatic / positive list additionality, it cannot then be the threshold for proving all additionality. Furthermore, this approach does not factor in geographical or time-based nuance. 
For example, LPG access in Nairobi might be greater than 30% overall, but adoption among the urban poor (who most need carbon subsidies) is much lower. In addition, prevailing market and infrastructural impairments might make this impossible for regions outside of the capital. 
Ditto for year-on-year assessments, in countries like Zambia clean cooking had 20% adoption and access before persistent black outs began. 
Penetration rates for clean cooking technologies will waver up and down depending on market forces such as government subsidies, this provision therefore should require project developers to develop and validate a final additionality model rather than binary exclusion based on an arbitrary penetration / access rate of 30%. If anything, the penetration rate appropriate for the country/region in question should be a decision of the host country.  


	
	Appendices
10. ADDITIONALITY
521/638
	ge
	We are concerned about the use of 30% market penetration as a definition for common practice (and a marker of non-additionality).
 
Firstly, we feel clean cooking programmes would fail if we only shifted 30% of a population away from cooking with e.g. three stone fires. 
 
Secondly, this belies numerous barriers to adoption even where a specific technology is common practice, namely cost. A project may still face financial or other barriers despite being categorized as common practice. As the findings from the Randomnised Control trial suggest (http://www.nber.org/papers/w31614) that despite high penetration in certain markets the poorest population still lack access to ICS. This is an element that should be taken into account in the additionality assessment. 
 
In addition, excluding projects based on the common practice criterion could discourage the adoption and diffusion of best practices and innovative technologies. When an environmentally beneficial practice becomes common, it often indicates a positive shift in industry standards. By disallowing these projects, we might slow down the spread of effective and efficient carbon reduction technologies and projects.
	While common practice analysis can be a useful tool to demonstrate additionality, it should not be used as a mandatory exclusion in this regard. 
 
Here we suggest using the Gold Standard formulation that if there is more than 30% penetration, additionality needs to be proven rather than having a blanket exclusion based on penetration rates.

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
529
	te
	From the Additional requirements for Non-CTEC and CTEC projects conducting baseline KPTs on seasonality, it is not clear how the responses to the questions suggested: ” Relative to the amount of fuel you used this week, are there other times of the year when you use more fuel? If so, when? And/or less fuel? If 536 so, when?” can be translated into seasonal variability of fuel consumption.
 
 
	Here we recommend a clear guidance on how to integrate seasonality onto the fuel consumption data to ensure alignment for all projects.
Some suggestions:
· Baseline KPTs should be carried out in both dry and rainy season and the more conservative of the 2 applied.
· Baseline KPTs should be conducted in the dry season/rainy season (which is more conservative should be spelt out in the meth).

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
544
	te
	“This assessment shall be carried out using retrospective questions of project households during the first usage survey in any given household.”
	How does it work from projects which use independent baseline and project KPT samples where variance is to be expected? How can recall be used to cross check actual measured values?
 

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
553
	te
	A material discrepancy is defined as more than a 10% absolute difference between the baseline and project scenarios for the primary fuel type used, and/or any household size estimate measured during a project usage scenario (Hs) that is greater than the baseline scenario estimate.
Material discrepancy of 10% should also be applicable to “The number of people per household (Hs)” why para 562 says the Hs estimated from project usage surveys must be lowered to the baseline.
	

	
	Appendices
8. Baseline Scenario(s)
553
	ed
	Clarify this sentence: “A material discrepancy is defined as more than a 10% absolute difference between the baseline and project scenarios for the primary fuel type used”
	“A material discrepancy is defined as more than a 10% absolute difference between the ex-ante baseline and the baseline observed in project households for the primary fuel type used”

	
	9. Baseline Energy Consumption Defaults and Caps
569
	ge
	To improve clarity and readability, the default and cap values could be presented in a table format
	Add table with default and cap values.

	
	9. Baseline Energy Consumption Defaults and Caps
569
	ge
	Please clarify whether all projects can use global defaults, or whether this option is restricted to smaller scale projects.
	Provide clarity on which projects or in what scenarios default values can be used.

	
	9. Baseline Energy Consumption Defaults and Caps
585
	ge
	We agree with the baseline caps and think they are conservative and appropriate
	

	
	Appendices
10. ADDITIONALITY
608
	ge
	Clean cookstoves are not automatically additional based on the CDM positive list.
	Please provide the steps to follow to validate the additionality of a project and clarify the requirements for each of the steps. Include tools/ references for demonstrating additionality
The current additionality requirements are vague, and documentation requirements are not clear. It would be appreciated to have templates and standard procedures for this.
Also note that there are a series of methods for assessing additionality that are listed in the appendices (investment analysis, barrier analysis, performance-based, other) but are not exactly reflected in the additionality paragraph 608.

	
	Appendices
10. ADDITIONALITY
618
	te
	The financial viability with and without carbon credit revenues, to show that the activity depends on carbon finance to happen.
Does this mean that with carbon revenue the IRR should cross a benchmark value? And if not, what will happen to these projects. Need some additional guidance on this.
	Please provide more guidance on how to prove financial additionality and benchmark IRR values.

	
	B.10.5. Including data sources, accounting for uncertainty and monitoring
	te
	For CTEC device, the following requirement should be included as well in the monitoring activity schedule if pertinent (from Section B.5.5. page 17 of the CLEAR Methodology). 
 
CTEC projects must reassess project cookstove efficiency at least twice during the crediting period, using representative devices from the aging fleet, which captures performance degradation over time and further lowers estimated displaced baseline energy). 
	Please clarify whether this reassessment of efficiency must be conducted using the ISO 19867-1:2018 standard for thermal efficiency, or whether it is sufficient to measure only the specific energy consumption of the project cookstove and fuel combination through Controlled Cooking Tests (CCTs).


	
	B.10.5.
Including data sources, accounting for uncertainty and monitoring
	te
	Seasonality: Projects are required to account for the impact of seasonal variation on fuel-use measurements in the baseline and project scenarios. Prior to project validation, projects must collect data during the baseline scenario survey on the relative fuel use at different times of the year. Project proponents are required to incorporate the resulting information into their monitoring plan design and to justify on the Project Information Cover Sheet how the approach they are taking will result in accurate baseline and project fuel use measurements
 
However, it is unclear how this requirement should be implemented in practice. Specifically:
· Are project developers expected to conduct surveys in multiple seasons, or is it acceptable to rely on recall-based survey questions conducted during a single round?
· If recall-based data is acceptable, what are the minimum standards or formats for such questions (e.g., use of seasonal calendars, ranked frequency estimates, etc.)?
How should this seasonal data be reflected quantitatively in the final emission reduction calculations (e.g., through weighting)
	Please add more guidance on how to factor in the seasonality variation.

	
	B.10.5. Including data sources, accounting for uncertainty and monitoring
	te
	The methodology lacks clear guidance on whether age-based stratification is required when selecting samples for monitoring surveys and Kitchen Performance Tests (KPTs). Specifically, it is not indicated whether sampling should be considered by stove age groups (e.g., <1 year, 1–2 years, >2 years) with minimum representation per AG or whether a single random sample across all installed stoves is sufficient. As an example: GS usage rate guidelines pg 7: https://globalgoals.goldstandard.org/standards/407G_V2.0_EE_ICS_TPDDTEC_Usage-guidelines.pdf
	Please include guidance on how to address different age-groups into sample size calculation or if representative single random sampling across project population is sufficient.

	
	Appendices
11.1.1.1.
Baseline Back-Calculation
720
	te
	The CCT methodology doesn’t refer to the use of cooking diaries or qualitative data of the dishes and cooking practices. We think it is important to standardise the use of cooking diaries to ensure quality of back calculated baseline emission.
	Include reference of cooking diaries and the need for using quantitative data of the dishes and cooking practices to elaborate high integrity CCT.

	
	Appendices
11.1.1.1.
Baseline Back-Calculation
732
	te
	Here we strongly support the use % of total energy delivered instead of proportion of cooking events conducted using baseline fuel-stove combination.
The energy delivered is more representative of the intensity of the baseline or project stoves use and more representative of the fuel use in each case.
	We strongly advice the use of % of energy delivered, and we should use this indicator.
 
Reference: A comprehensive evaluation of the MMECD framework

	
	Appendices
11.1.1.2.
Project
756
	ed
	error source not found
	 Please correct in Appendices.

	
	Appendices
11.1.1.2.
Project
768
	ge
	Here, as “from all project cookstoves” implies 100% metering. We strongly agree with this proposition
	 

	
	Appendices
Baseline and Project Equations 
713 -1002
	te
	It is repeated frequently that each variation of 𝐸𝐶 should encompass the (non)renewable portion of pellets and briquettes separately. However, it is not made clear that each EC/EQ encompasses all sources of energy / fuel consumption in both baseline and project aggregated together. Are the fuel types summed? Added together?
	Clarify the scope of the KPTs, and the method for including all baseline and fuel types. This is a critical point to address stacking and integrity in fuel savings measurement

	
	Appendices
11.1.2.2.
Project
824
	te
	Here 𝑡𝐸𝐶𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗,𝐾𝑃𝑇,𝑗 must be accounting all fuels and stoves in the HH. 
Here there is an inconsistence with fNRB being for each fuel I and there is no other mention of the different type of fuel in the equation. There is inconsistency with equation 10 which rightfully account for each fuel type.
	Please clarify if the KPT should measure all fuels in the HH and adapt the equation accordingly.

	
	Appendices
827
	te
	If our understanding is correct, 𝑡𝐸𝐶𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗,𝐾𝑃𝑇,𝑗 must account for all fuels consumed in the HH during the KPT (including staking, use of baseline stoves, etc) 
 
	It will be appreciated if this is confirmed and clarified.

	
	Appendices
11.2.2. Project Emissions for Non-CTEC Projects
940 - 956
	te
	Here we are concerned the option of using a plug-in power meter for electrical appliances in a non-CTEC project could create a backdoor for project developers not to meter their appliances and focus their attention on a subset of users to foster engagement.

Please clarify that all electrical project appliances must be metered and that this section references only cases where a customer buys an electric appliance (e.g. a kettle) in addition to the non-electric project stove.
	This is very risky and can create weakness in electric projects if this solution is proposed as-is

	
	Appendices
11.2.3 Emission Reductions for non-CTEC
964/365
	te
	Adjustment to calculated emission reductions for the Hawthorne Effect: 75% when usage surveys are used alone.
Based on the recent publication from Berkeley Air (link: Biomass Energy Initiative for Africa: Hawthorne Effect Investigation | Clean Cooking Alliance) there is no significant Hawthorne effect observed in the context of clean cooking project
	In this context we appreciate the use of SUM to validate the usage of the stoves, but we think considering the cost SUMs can add to a project and the recent publication on the subject that a 10% discount would be more appropriate. 
Suggest having a tiered approach similar to the Gold Standard guidelines.
· Mandatory Practice: Usage capped at 75% if mandatory guidelines are followed.

· Good Practice: Usage capped at 90% if good practice monitoring practices are followed.

· Best Practice: 100% if sensors are used to determine usage.

Please refer to the Gold Standard Usage Rate Guidelines for different monitoring levels. 
Otherwise given the extent of the uncertainty discount based on the Hawthorne effect ( 25%), we would request that all papers used for the determination of this effect be shared as annexes to this report for review. We would also request for a confirmation of how the 25% threshold was calculated.

	
	Appendices
11.3 Upstream Emissions
995
	te
	“Upstream emissions from non-electric sources include transport emissions.”
Except for this mention on transport emission there is no recommendation or guidance on how to calculate transport emission and when it applies.
	Please provide a threshold value or a tool to define the emissions associated with transport emissions.

	
	Appendices
12. Monitoring Requirements
1003
	te
	We note with interest that project KPT measurement need only happen every 2 years.
 
Ratings agencies and others argue that project fuel consumption should be assessed annually, and we agree.
	Revise to ensure all projects conduct project KPTs annually.

	
	Appendices
12. Monitoring Requirements
1004
	te
	Add for clarification that metering of energy consumption is ongoing.
 
	 

	
	Appendices
12. Monitoring Requirements
1009
	te
	KPTs must be undertaken every two years, at the end of the monitoring period for which credits are being validated and issued, rather than at the beginning of a monitoring
	It would be helpful to have a definition of what "end of the monitoring period" is --- e.g., within two months of the last date of the monitoring period on either side. Also, see comment above on frequency of KPTs.

	
	Appendices
12. Monitoring Requirements
1053
SUM
	te
	The algorithm for estimating technology use events must be able to reliably distinguish cookstove use events from other potential factors that could be interpreted as cookstove use events that are caused by external reasons (e.g., temperature fluctuations from typical diurnal patterns). The algorithms shall be clearly presented publicly with associated equations and/or logic rules.
	Detail guidance on “presented publicly” should be provided. E.g. would documenting this in the monitoring plan and monitoring reports be sufficient? Does this need to be included in stakeholder consultations? Etc.

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1085
	ge
	Currently all fNRB options of the CLEAR methodology are linked to Mofuss model, and do not leave room for potential future better approaches outside Mofuss like Tool 33 outlines. 

	We strongly recommend including at least a fourth option on fNRB estimation, in line with formulation under Tool 33: "An option for stakeholders to suggest updates to fNRB values—either through a request to revise the tool or by submitting alternative methodological approaches that enhance accuracy and conservativeness—for the Board’s consideration, as provided for under Tool 33."

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1085
	te
	We appreciate the diverse solutions and options to define fNRB.
Here we would request a clarification on the different options for fNRB.
	Can you clarify what will happen if fNRB values from the option [b] Current versions found here changes over time. How is this handled?

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1085
	te
	[a] Sub-national values are appropriate for projects concentrated in specific regions. National values are appropriate for projects that are evenly spread throughout a country.
Would this allow a PP to use a weighted average if, for example, the project is in multiple provinces of a country?
	[a] Sub-national values are appropriate for projects concentrated in specific regions. National values are appropriate for projects that are evenly spread throughout a country. Where projects are not evenly spread throughout a country yet span several geographic regions, PPs can use weighted average sub-national fNRB values.

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1085
	ge
	We have been exploring a marginal approach to fNRB which we believe warrants further exploration. 
At present the MoFuSS model considers the non-renewability of the total harvest across a landscape, but we strongly suggest that fNRB should instead consider the non-renewability of a reduction in harvest. This would bring cookstove carbon crediting in line with the emission reduction approach in energy efficiency projects where the methodology (e.g. AMS II.C) uses a marginal grid emission factor.
The original definition of fNRB from 2012 required PDs to demonstrate a harvesting dynamic of increasing biomass scarcity (CDM SSC WG 35, Annex 20). This implicitly considered fNRB as a marginal variable. However, in 2017, fNRB was redefined as a fraction of all the wood stock available, without a corresponding update being made to the ER calculations to account for the new meaning. This definition change could explain the gap between the original CDM defaults (~90%) and the new defaults generated by MoFuSS (~30-50%). 
Further research is needed to explore the implications of a marginal fNRB. We understand that MoFuSS was designed to compare baseline and intervention scenarios, and that it is therefore well-suited to generating marginal defaults. We recommend that this work is commissioned, and that MoFuSS be used to generate marginal defaults, while addressing some of the concerns raised below.
	We acknowledge and appreciate the recent validation of the new TOOL33 including MoFuSS national fNRB values. We also appreciate the openness to new methodology to estimate fNRB to be proposed and we think the marginal approach should be part of that supported by a UNFCCC funding project for new research dan development based on the MoFuSS modeling.
 
We strongly recommend that the UNFCCC methodology assesses the marginal approach to fNRB, with a view to bringing cookstove methodologies in line with the approach to grid emission factors in AMS II C. We recommend that this work is conducted as part of the new methodology allowed for TOOL33
 
Funding should be provided for MoFuSS to be re-run in an ‘intervention’ scenario, for 2020-2030, based on a Paris-aligned clean cooking adoption curves. 

	
	B.12.1.
Data and parameters not monitored
	te
	The methodology states that the fNRB value is defined ex-ante for the entire length of the crediting period, based on MoFuSS model outputs. However, the project activities can impact the fNRB over time by reducing NRB pressure at the landscape level.
We recommend including an option to update fNRB values periodically (ex-post), particularly when using the MoFuSS tool with updated inputs that reflect the project scenario (e.g., reduced fuel demand due to cookstove adoption). MoFuSS is already capable of dynamic scenario modelling and could support periodic fNRB recalculations (e.g. at each verification). The option to select for ex-post fNRB value is already available in CDM AMS-II.G v.14: 
 [image: ]

	Allow ex-post calculation of fNRB.

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1086/1089
	te
	Persons per household, regardless of age or gender (number). 
KPT protocol currently requires “standard adult equivalents.” The methodology uses total number of people within the household. Can you provide clarity on if this is correct?
	Provide whether project developers should use number of persons or number of adult equivalents as per the KPT protocol.

We suggest using adult equivalents.

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1090 - 1091
	 
	“For artisanal cookstoves, at least three randomly selected samples of each cookstove model must be tested.”
 
Can you clarify how this is relevant for this parameter. Are projects expected to run CCT on artisanal stove in labs or in the field?
	The appendix covers some of these aspects, but we think it is worth developing more here directly.

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1104
	te
	Here we think we need a reference to cooking diaries and how they must be used to establish coking behavior to model CCP protocols.
	 

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters 
1109
	te
	Parameter 𝛹𝑆𝑢𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑦,𝑦 : Percent of project households with cookstoves present, where project cookstove is used at least once per week, determined via survey and visual observation in year y.
 
Please clarify "if the PP is willing to use SUMs for the duration of a monitoring period (or some significant subset), can SUMs data be used to calculate usage in lieu of household surveys? Likewise, could KPTs be used to assess changes in household size and fuel mix in lieu of surveys? We acknowledge that a household survey would still be required at start of the crediting period to assess baseline"
	

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1109
	te
	Add active signs of use e.g. ash in the stove?
	 

	
	Appendices
13. Methodology Parameters
1182
	te
	“EFs default or self-determined:”
What does “self-determined” refer to here ?
	Please clarify

	
	Appendices
Appendix 1:
1182
	ge
	We observe some inconsistencies between the requirements in the * Project Information Cover Sheet” and the section on additionality requirement.
Here there is a series of methods that are listed (investment analysis, barrier analysis, 1200 performance-based, other) but are not exactly reflected in the additionality paragraph 608)
	Can you please align between the two to avoid confusion.

	
	Appendices
Appendix 1:
1210
	te
	“SUMs validation checks performed, for projects using SUMs:”
 
What does it mean?
	Here we need clarification or protocol to apply this validation .

	
	Appendices
Appendix 4
P76 - 78
	te
	We particularly appreciate the approach to include upstream Ef in the methodology to reflect the emissions of fuel production as well.
Our research also supports the use of a wood-to-charcoal CF of 6:1 being conservative and this is very appropriate to have access to direct charcoal EF based on this. 
	 Links for documentation supporting a WCCF 6:1 as conservative in SSA: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1dHAHMSruYombgBoitCm5PCNsZvQP6It8/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=113750626920219758095&rtpof=true&sd=true

	
	Appendices
Appendix 5
P 79 - 80
	te
	Charcoal: CO2 emission factor is based on the reference provided. However, the references are from the period of 1996 to 2011. 
We believe that latest IPCC data or references should be used to derive these values.  
	Change to latest IPCC data and references.

	
	Appendices
Appendix 5
P 79 - 80
	ge
	Here can you clarify if the thermal efficiency is for baseline for project stoves? We understand this to be the baseline stove, but if so, we think the project inclusion criteria should strengthen the minimum thermal efficiency requirements for project stoves.
	 

	
	Appendices
Appendix 6
P 81 - 83 
	te
	General Survey Requirements and Guidance
All surveys undertaken for CLEAR must be conducted by trained enumerators. Best practice is for these enumerators to be independent of the project proponent’s organization. At a minimum, enumerators must not be engaged in a customer-facing role for the project proponent or its implementation partners, such as selling, marketing, distributing, or providing customer service for project technologies.
This could represent a significant burden on PPs as we would need to hire and train enumerators once per year for just surveys, in addition to the full-time staff we already have to engage regularly with beneficiaries (including training, providing stove servicing, etc.). 
Does this guidance also apply to KPTs? Which, again, presents a significant burden to PPs. 
If we can otherwise demonstrate high quality in our data collection for both usage and KPTs (e.g., corroborating with SUMs data for the duration of the monitoring period, following best practices for KPTs including photo documentation), the risks of known enumerators would be reduced and would balance integrity with the burden on the PP.
	

	
	Appendices
Appendix 8
P 87 - 91
	ge
	Please provide additional guidance and guardrails in Appendix 8 for its implementation, especially for projects distributing artisanal stoves which have wide variability in performance and thermal efficiency.
Can you clarify how project stoves are selected and tested when they present potential variability in performance?
	 We need a protocol to ensure representativeness of the data collect during a CCT on artisanal stoves.

	
	Appendices
Appendix 8
P 87 - 91
	ge
	Here we need references to cooking diaries to determine which meals to cook.
	 

	
	Appendices
Appendix 9
P 92 - 95 
	ge
	“The same algorithm and SUM device type shall be used for the duration of the project. “
 
We understand that both baseline and project data must be analysed with the same algorithm to ensure consistency and comparability, but here we would like to make sure that as long as we use a comparable solution, we can still allow for the further development of SUM technologies on existing projects.
	The use of SUMs and analysis of the data they produce is a new and evolving field. We strongly recommend that the methodology is flexible enough to allow project developers to use newer (better) algorithms as they become available for later monitoring periods. 
We have concerns that technology will evolve and sensors might change or become obsolete over the time of a project
We expect algorithms and data processing to improve and change in the next few years, and it will be penalizing towards a project to not allow for the most recent and efficient solutions and being stuck with old technologies.
 
Here we suggest adding a clause to ensure comparability of the data collected despite a change in technology and to run the new algorithm on the old data set if there is a change in algorithm plus a validation by a third party

	
	Appendices
Appendix 9
P 92 - 95
	te
	“The algorithm for estimating cookstove use events must be clearly presented and public, along with at least 50 anonymized real-time data streams showing the raw cookstove use data (e.g., real-time temperature traces over time) with clearly demarcated usage events.”
 
What is exactly understand by “clearly presented and public”? We would need guidance on what to present and how. We can easily share the parameters used in terms of temperature thresholds or filters to merge events, but we need to understand what is requested here and how it will be evaluated. 
 
Is there bad algorithm? If yes, what are the criteria to evaluate it. 
	As a relatively new topic we need much more guidance on the requirements and the evaluation criteria for SUM quality. What exactly is the CLEAR methodology expecting us to share and in which format.
 
We also think there is a need for UNFCCC invest in more R&D in this field, perhaps even an open-source solution for stove data. There is a strong need for more support and guidance on the SUM subject in general and for the algorithms.
 
Please provide more guidance on what is expected from the PD to validate their algorithm and clarify the requirement to make this information public. For example, how do you expect the requirements for 50 anonymized real-time data streams showing the raw cookstove use data to be shared.

	
	Appendices
Appendix 9
P 92 - 95
	te
	“Project participants in the SUMs sample shall not receive any support different or additional to those not included in the sample.” 
 
How should we measure this, and can we put in more guardrails?
	Provide a tool that can be used for randomization procedures.

We strongly recommend greater engagement with project developers who are building out sampling and randomization procedures to capture best practice. 

	
	Appendices
Appendix 9
P 92 - 95
	ge
	It would be appreciated to align basic data protection guidance for HHs especially with all the data collected with digital means.
	A supplementary guidance on data protection would be much appreciated

	
	Appendices
Appendix 10
P 96 - 102
	te
	The sample size does not account for sample population. The minimum sample size is irrespective of population (e.g. Project with HH count of 10,000 and Project with 100,000 require same Min. Sample). 
There is no provision for population in sample size calculation input parameters. 
	

	
	Appendices
Appendix 10
P 96 - 102
	ge
	The requirement to consult a statistician when doing cluster sampling can be overly burdensome to PPs. Can the requirement be changed to a recommendation?
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27.  The value of fuzs shall be calculated using either of the following two options:

(@)

(b)

Exante: the fuss value is determined once at the validation stage, thus no
monitoring and recalculation of the fuss value during the crediting period is
required;

Ex post: the frs, value is determined for the year y in the crediting period,
requiring the firs Value to be updated annually, following a consistent calculation
procedure throughout the crediting period.




