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	Name of submitter
	Rosana Pribadi / Maria Haniya

	Affiliated organization of submitter (if any)
	EcoSecurities

	Email of submitter
	rosana.pribadi@ecosecurities.com

	Reference number of proposed new methodology or methodological tool 
	A.64-PNM004

	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
	4 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)

	1
	p.7
	ge
	The methodology mentioned additional sources used in CLEAR which is referred to separate CLEAR methodology document, i.e. Appendix 4 and 5, however this additional source is referred to as the only reference to values for several parameters
	Please put these additional sources as part of the methodology if they are the only reference to the parameter.

	2
	p.47
	ge
	Reference to Appendix 10 is missing from the document
	Include appendix 10 and other appendixes mentioned in the methodology, as referred.

	3
	p. 55-56
	ge
	Options to calculate fNRB are solely dependent on the MoFuSS model. Other standards, such as the CDM and the GS have left open room to receive alternative calculation methods or approve a potential tool that may be developed under PACM.  
	In addition to the existing options for fNRB calculation, include
· Revised version of Tool 30 under PACMA6.4, or

· New method developed for fNRB calculation under PACM-A6.4

	4
	p. 29
	te
	Regarding the potential Hawthorne effect, the study on the topic cited as a methodology reference “Research Brief: Biomass Energy Initiative for Africa: Hawthorne Effect Investigation.” is not conclusive about the effect. The study concludes that “No discernible difference in stove use rates was observed in the two studies where stove use data were available for comparison between high-intensity monitoring (KPT, HAP, and surveys) and SUMs-only monitoring.” and that “Despite these findings, our understanding of these effects remains limited, and drawing strong conclusions — whether confirming or dismissing the Hawthorne Effect — would be premature.” This leads one to questions whether this effect should be considered at all.

In addition, the methodology does not give a rationale behind the 25% downward adjustment figure. Considering this is a significant percentage, a proper rationale based on a conclusive study would be welcome. 
	Provide a more conclusive basis for the consideration of a potential Hawthorne effect, as well as the value of the downward adjustment.

	5
	p. 21
	te
	The methodology defines the following baseline caps and flags:
“Baseline energy consumption values (estimated with the KPT or back-calculated) for primary fuelwood users (75% of cooking events) are capped at 0.031 TJ useful energy delivered/(person*year) (2.0 tonnes/(person*year) of air-dried wood or a combination of wood and any other additional baseline fuels. Values above 0.016 TJ useful energy delivered/(person*year) (1.0 tonnes/(person*year) of air-dried wood and additional baseline fuels) are flagged for additional justification. 

For baselines with charcoal as the primary fuel use, the cap is set at 0.012 TJ useful energy delivered/(person*year) (0.40 tonnes/(person*year)) of charcoal, or charcoal and any additional baseline fuels), and values above 0.0059 TJ useful energy delivered/(person*year) (0.20 tonnes/(person*year)) are flagged for further justification.” 
MoFuSS adopts the following regional firewood and charcoal consumption values:

[image: image1.png]Region Fuelwood Charcoal
(oven-dry tons/person-year) (tons/person-year)
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.40 0.16
Latin America 110 0.18
East Asia 0.44 0.16
South Asia 0.40 0.25
Other regions 0.62 0.16





For comparison, assuming 20% moisture content as Bailis et. al, the flagged value for fuelwood consumption is 0.80 oven-dry ton/capita/year. This is lower than the average calculated by the MoFuSS team for Latin America, potentially forcing all projects in that region to justify their calculations without a compelling reason. The same situation occurs with the charcoal average in South Asia.
	Consider increasing slightly the values of baseline flags for both fuelwood and charcoal to account for regional differences. Suggested values are:

Fuelwood: 1.5 air-dry tonnes/person/year 

Charcoal: 0.30 tonnes/person/year

	6
	p. 29
	ge
	The methodology requires all non-CTEC projects to apply a 10% or 25% downward adjustment to the total number of PTDs that they can claim depending on the customer support actions they provide. However, a rationale behind these values is not presented.
	Please provide a clear rationale for the values of downward adjustments due to risk of overestimating stove use. 
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