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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
	N/A
	te
	The accompanying calculator tool is non-functional and contains critical errors, such as identical NREF and REF values for all fuel types. This prevented a comprehensive review and validation of the methodology's calculations.
	Provide a corrected, fully functional calculator tool to allow for a thorough assessment and comparison with internal models.

	2
	N/A
	ge
	The methodology prescribes a maximum crediting period of 5 years and a monitoring period of up to two years. These durations should be determined by the specific carbon crediting program or registry to allow for flexibility, rather than being fixed in the methodology.
	Remove the prescribed crediting and monitoring period durations. Defer these parameters to the requirements of the applicable carbon standard or registry.

	3
	Appendices, 1. Definitions
	ge
	The definitions for key terms like "non-continuous," "User," and "Usage" are either unclear or inconsistent with their application in the methodology. "User" and "Usage" are defined but not used, creating confusion with the applied terms "project technology days" and Hawthorne Effect adjustments.
	1. Provide a precise definition for "non-continuous measurement."  2. Remove the unused definitions for "User" and "Usage" to align the definitions section with the terminology used in the methodological equations.

	4
	Appendices, 10. ADDITIONALITY, 521/638
	ge
	Defining common practice with a rigid 30% market penetration threshold for automatic non-additionality is overly simplistic. This fails to account for significant barriers, like affordability for the poorest households, and can disincentivize the diffusion of effective technologies once they achieve market success.
	Revise the common practice rule. Instead of a blanket exclusion at >30% market penetration, adopt a barrier-based approach. If penetration exceeds 30%, require projects to provide a rigorous demonstration of additionality (e.g., via investment or barrier analysis) rather than being automatically ineligible.

	5
	Appendices, 10. ADDITIONALITY, 608
	ge
	The requirements for demonstrating additionality are vague and lack procedural clarity. There is a disconnect between the additionality assessment methods listed in the appendices (e.g., investment analysis, barrier analysis) and the guidance in the main body.
	Provide a clear, step-by-step procedure for demonstrating and validating additionality. Include templates or standardized documentation requirements and explicitly reference how to apply the tools (e.g., investment analysis) mentioned in the appendices.

	6
	Appendices, 8. Baseline Scenario(s), 529 & B.10.5
	te
	The methodology requires accounting for seasonal variation in fuel use but lacks clear implementation guidance. It is unclear how qualitative survey data on seasonality should be quantitatively integrated into fuel consumption calculations or whether multi-season field surveys are mandatory.
	Provide detailed, prescriptive guidance on accounting for seasonality, including:
1. Acceptable methods (e.g., multi-season KPTs vs. structured recall surveys).
2. Minimum standards for recall-based questions.
3. A clear formula for incorporating seasonal variation into emission reduction calculations.

	7
	Appendices, 8. Baseline Scenario(s), 553, 544, 562
	te
	The "material discrepancy" concept is unclear and contradictory. It is not clear how to apply it for projects with independent baseline/project samples. Furthermore, para 553 implies a 10% discrepancy is allowed for household size (Hs), while para 562 requires that project Hs be lowered to the baseline value, a direct contradiction.
	1. Clarify the procedure for applying the material discrepancy check for projects with independent samples.
2. Resolve the contradiction for household size (Hs) by applying the same +/-10% material discrepancy threshold used for fuel type.
3. Refine the definition in para 553 for clarity to: "A material discrepancy is defined as more than a 10% absolute difference between the ex-ante baseline survey and the baseline recalled by project households for the primary fuel type used.”

	8
	Appendices, Appendix 6, P 81-83
	ge
	The requirement for surveys and KPTs to be conducted by enumerators independent of the project's customer-facing staff imposes a significant operational and financial burden, requiring duplicative teams.
	Allow the use of a PP's trained field staff for data collection (surveys and KPTs), provided that robust quality control measures are implemented and demonstrated (e.g., corroboration with SUMs data, photo documentation of KPTs). This balances integrity with practical feasibility.

	9
	Appendices, Appendix 10, P 96-102
	te
	The minimum sample size calculation is fixed and does not account for the total project population size. This places a disproportionate burden on smaller projects and may be insufficient for larger ones. The requirement to consult a statistician for cluster sampling is also overly burdensome.
	1. Revise the sample size calculation to incorporate the total project population, ensuring statistical representativeness.
2. Change the requirement of consulting a statistician for cluster sampling to a strong recommendation, allowing PPs to proceed if they correctly follow prescribed guidance.

	10
	B.10.5
	te
	The methodology lacks guidance on whether sampling for monitoring surveys and KPTs must be stratified by stove age. This ambiguity could lead to unrepresentative samples that do not accurately capture performance degradation over time.
	Specify the requirements for sample selection concerning stove age. Clarify whether age-based stratification with minimum representation per age group is mandatory, or if a single random sample across the entire project population is sufficient.

	11
	Appendices, 13. Methodology Parameters, 1085
	ge
	The exclusive reliance on the MoFuSS model for fNRB is restrictive and does not align with the flexibility in UNFCCC's Tool 33. The current fNRB definition considers the total harvest, which is inconsistent with the more appropriate marginal approach used in other methodologies.
	1. Incorporate an option for PPs to propose alternative fNRB estimation methodologies, consistent with Tool 33.
2. Commission research to explore a marginal fNRB approach using the MoFuSS model to generate marginal defaults that reflect a reduction in harvest.

	12
	Appendices, 13. Methodology Parameters, 1085
	te
	The guidance for using sub-national vs. national fNRB values does not address projects that span multiple sub-national regions but are not spread evenly across the country.
	Add text to clarify that for projects in multiple sub-national regions, a weighted average of the sub-national fNRB values may be used, with weighting based on the device distribution in each region.

	13
	Appendices, Baseline and Project Equations (713-1002) & 11.1.2.2. (824)
	te
	The equations for energy consumption (EC) are ambiguous regarding the aggregation of multiple fuel types. Specifically, the equation for tECproj,KPT,j (para 824) is inconsistent, as it does not explicitly sum consumption across different fuel types, creating uncertainty about the scope of the KPT.
	1. Clarify that KPTs must measure all fuel consumption within the household.
2. Revise the equations, particularly for tECproj,KPT,j, to explicitly show the summation of consumption across all fuel types ('i') to ensure consistency.

	14
	Appendices, 11.2.3 Emission Reductions for non-CTEC, 964/365
	te
	The mandatory 25% discount for the Hawthorne Effect is not supported by recent evidence (e.g., the Berkeley Air study). This high, fixed discount penalizes projects, especially given the cost of using Stove Use Monitors (SUMs) to avoid it.
	1. Re-evaluate the 25% discount; we propose a lower default discount of 10%.
2. Alternatively, introduce a tiered approach based on monitoring quality (e.g., 90% cap for good practice, 100% for SUMs-verified usage).
3. Provide the references used to establish the 25% discount factor.

	15
	Appendices, 13. Methodology Parameters, 1086/1089
	te
	There is an inconsistency between the methodology parameter "Persons per household" (total number of people) and the KPT protocol, which requires "standard adult equivalents."
	Clarify whether calculations should use the total number of persons or the number of adult equivalents, and ensure the methodology and all associated protocols are consistent.

	16
	B.10.5
	te
	The methodology requires CTEC projects to reassess stove efficiency twice during the crediting period using aged devices but does not specify the protocol for doing so.
	Provide specific guidance on the procedure for reassessing project cookstove efficiency, including sampling methods for selecting aged devices and the testing protocol to be used (e.g., WBT, CCT).

	17
	Appendices, Appendix 9, P 92-95
	te
	The requirement for a SUMs algorithm to be "clearly presented and public" is ambiguous, lacking criteria for what constitutes a valid algorithm or how to share the required 50 data streams.
	Provide detailed guidance on SUMs algorithm validation and transparency, including:
1. Specific criteria for evaluating algorithm quality.
2. A clear definition of "publicly presented" (e.g., documentation in the monitoring report).
3. A standardized format for sharing the required data streams.


(Please add rows as required)
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