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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
	N/A
	ge
	I applaud the robust steps this methodology takes to ensure high-quality cookstove credits that both the market and buyers can trust. The rigor on display is truly encouraging, and I recognize the many hours of work invested in its development. Below, I share my remaining comments, followed by areas that need no changes but deserve special acknowledgment for their noteworthy advancements.

	

	737
	Equation 4
	te
	Rebound for back-calculated metered projects – The back-calculation accounts for stacking but doesn’t protect against rebound. Until more peer-reviewed research, Gill-Wiehl et al. 2024 recommends a 22% discount for rebound in this case. 

Projects correcting for suppressed demand should be rewarded through SDG contributions attached to their credits or high prices from buyers for helping with suppressed demand, but the carbon accounting shouldn’t be altered to accommodate it. I’d be open to an exception for suppressed demand if the baseline is very low. 

	Require a rebound deduction for projects that select this option. Implement an exception for suppressed demand. Perhaps, if the baseline fuel is lower or equal to the global default (that I suggest lowering for firewood), then this rebound correction is excused. 

	756
	Description of Equation 5 
	ed
	Error in the equation reference 
	

	462
	Section 7: Project Boundary
	te
	There is no guidance on how to define project scope/where projects are concentrated. Without guidance here it is unclear if it should be where the project hopes to expand in the crediting period or where it currently is operating. For example, plenty of current projects operate in Nairobi, yet define their project scope at the national level (all of Kenya). Further, should that guidance change depending on the fuel? That is, should charcoal projects use a national value if the charcoal is sourced from other areas or use the specific value for the area it is sourced from (harder to establish of course)? Our guidance evolved after the paper came out to recommend that charcoal projects use the national value, while firewood projects should use the appropriate sub-national value. Further, I’d recommend it to be a weighted value based on the relative proportion of stoves in different sub-national areas if applicable.
	Require projects to establish the scope/boundary based on where stoves are currently deployed and they can update it with every monitoring period. 

Require fNRB to be treated at the national level if the majority fuel is charcoal and at the lowest sub-national level if firewood. 

Require projects to weight fNRB based on the breakdown of what districts/regions stoves are deployed. 



	
	
	te
	Usage cap – 75% and 90%; The customer support actions are insufficient to justify only a 10% cap. They do not require an in-person touch points. The worse case of this is that a woman buys a stove in the market (where I’ve seen carbon credited stoves sold) and is handed a flyer with stove instructions and a phone number to call. Even if in the local language, many cooks, particularly older ones in rural areas are illiterate, and may only speak a tribal language rather than the more widely spoken local language (i.e., Twi or Swahili). Further, even a 75% cap is too generous. 

If the project can use KPTs and usage surveys and have a cap at 90% or use KPTs and SUMs which will show likely much lower usage (so the lack of the cap doesn’t really matter), then you are only incentivized to use SUMs if the HE deduction with SUMs is less 10%. 
	Incorporate stricter usage caps for projects without customer support—based on the literature. You could use our 52% (Gill-Wiehl et al. 2024) or include further literature and use that average. 

Require in-person touch points with customers to achieve the higher cap and have third party surveyors to balance social desirability bias 
 

	569
	Global default
	te
	Global default– if we want to motivate KPTs, the default has to be conservative; the charcoal one is, the firewood one is reasonable, not conservative. We can see in Figure 1 in the Explanation of Decisions document  – it looks like the average not the min. 

	Make the conservative global default 2MJ-delivered/capita/day. This is a conservative value. But if the goal is to get projects to do KPTs, we need to incentivize them to do so. 

At the very least, go with the new CDM default of 0.4 tons/capita/year – that is within the 2-4MJ-delivered range and is more conservative than the 0.5

	585
	Baseline caps
	te
	Baseline flags/caps – not conservative, but good to see using 15% and 25% efficiencies 
	From Figure 1 in the Explanation of Decisions document, wood D and H should be the flag value and cap it a standard deviation over that. 

	506
	Baseline scenarios
	te
	Baseline scenarios -- Baseline scenarios, when possible, will be cross checked? Could we have more details on this process 
	Provide more detail on the cross-checking and auditing process for flagged values

	N/a
	N/A
	te
	Lack of project consumption flags/floors – In our article Gill-Wiehl et al. 2024, we found that a number of projects claimed project fuel consumption was under basic needs levels (2MJ-delivered/capita/day)
	Include a flag and floor value for project consumption of 2.1 and 2 MJ-delivered/capita/day. 

	608
	Section 10: Additionality
	ge
	Additionality should be defined at the individual household level, not the project level. For cookstove projects, additionality should be defined as the household would not have adopted and used a project stove (and thus reduced emissions) without the carbon finance. I agree that the rates of adoption have been slow and WHO database shows that. 

Further detail on the equivalent technology is great; however, there is a difference in fuels that are routinely tracked. For instance, LPG is included in DHS surveys (if they will continue) while improved biomass stoves are not included in the WHO database but in the few ESMAP Beyond Connection Reports. Therefore, if I’m distributing improved biomass stoves in Accra (and the penetration rate is unavailable), but LPG is higher than 30%, I’m still additional, but an LPG project in Accra is not? 

Further, if the project is allowed to define the target population, then this is quite arbitrary. For example, I am working in Nairobi and targeting charcoal users, then the fact that there is a greater than 30% adoption of LPG (a better) technology among the larger population. 


	Define additionality at the household level and discount emissions accordingly:  X% of users likely would not have either purchased the cleaner stove or cleaner fuel without carbon finance.  
Use the information from the recall surveys to create a % of stoves that may not have been additional. A user is considered additional if they face a certain affordability challenge (amortized cost of stove + fuel is greater than 5% of the woman’s monthly expenditure). The % of users over that affordability ratio are considered additional.  Discount the emission reductions for any non-additional users. 

Remove the arbitrary 30% penetration rate or at least define an equivalent technology as one of equal to or greater efficiency and/or switches the fuel to ethanol/LPG/electric/etc.



	356
	3. Introduction (paragraph on leakage)
	te
	Leakage – I appreciate taking into consideration our draft paper on rural leakage from cookstove projects. However, we have no data for urban projects. I agree that a 2% discount for rural projects seems reasonable given our draft paper. That being said, our work has not yet gone through peer review. Further, all studies in our paper were small sample sizes (not community wide interventions). 
	Keep the 5% default for urban and projects that reach a certain percentage of the population. 

	861
	11.1.3 
	te
	Leakage – If you do not choose the 2% default, the methods are unclear: When using option 2, the project proponent must conduct a leakage investigation every two years using relevant methods. For example, surveys to determine parameters for the leakage calculation may be combined with project monitoring surveys, as is applicable. Monitoring plans should include field-based measurement methods, especially for the quantification of fuel, as data on fuel use estimated via surveys are often insufficiently accurate.
	More detailed guidance should be provided for how projects are to quantitatively evaluate each source of leakage from the project activities or simply mandate the 2% discount. This presumably must involve non-project households. Thus further guidance on how to sample and engage them ethically should be provided. 

	1154
	Appendix 1
	ge
	The calculation sheet must be publicly available for transparency and trust in the market. 
	Require the calculation sheet to be publicly released. 

	327
	Introduction/Approach
	ge
	Require survey teams to be third party; auditors must be, why shouldn’t surveyors? We need higher prices for carbon; but we need credits we can trust to ask for them.  
	Require third party survey teams 

	1148/1149
	Appendix 1
	ge
	Reporting ISO tiers shouldn’t be optional 
	Require the reporting of ISO tiers for PM2.5 and CO

	N/A
	Appendix 8 - selection of cooks
	ge
	Non-project cooks recruited for CCTs should be compensated for their time and effort. Project cooks benefit from the project, but non-project cooks should receive some form of compensation.
	Compensate non-project cooks involved in CCTs. 

	124/1034
	Definitions
	ge
	I think heating bath water should be treated similarly to space heating. My energy needs/KPTs answers to everything will be different if the household is heating water for bathing, as it would be if using the stove for space heating. 
	If boiling water is common in the project area, the justification must include an explanation of how heating water has been accounted for during KPTs or SUMs – adjusting for the percentage of households that heat water for bathing and the percentage that does not. 

	N/A
	Appendix 10
	ge
	Resources for cluster randomizing; Currently, projects will opt for random likely even when no appropriate because of the technical barrier. I think providing more resources could help streamline this. I’m happy to help put resources together, but I think this would be helpful. 
	Provide further resources for projects to pursue cluster random sampling. 

	N/A
	Appendix 10
	ge
	Not clear how projects will be held accountable to random sampling or removing observations (such as the exceptions listed for KPTs logistics)
	Require projects to transparently show that they chose randomly (provide code with a set seed, etc.) and outline how projects will be audited to ensure that selection was random

	427
	Caveats and restrictions
	ge
	If a project fuel/stove can be CTEC, then it must be CTEC. 
	Require certain fuels that are purchased (LPG, ethanol, pellets, electricity, etc.) to be CTEC projects. 

	456
	Section 6: Sustainable Development Goals
	ge
	SDGs- Cookstove projects of course contribute to multiple SDGs; however, the way in which GS allows projects to measure impact on those SDGs has also been called into question: 

https://climatefocus.com/publications/clean-cooking-projects-certified/

There have been updates since that report, and projects on GS will have to do this, but why tie questionable SDG quantification to this methodology? Instead you could have stricter standards?


	If projects want the 4C stamp on their SDG contribution, create a prespecified methods to establish SDG impacts that goes beyond simple surveys of the users and require this monitoring to be conducted by a third party: 

At the least: 

For SDG 3, ensure that the stove deployed meets Tier 4 for PM2.5 from the ISO standards and isn’t being stacked in order to claim any health benefit. 

For SDG 1, projects must quantify the amount households are spending on cooking fuel at baseline and then track it over time rather than just asking the participant, are you saving money with the new stove

For SDG 8, require releasing internal employment records and ensure that the wage is a living wage (above the national poverty line). 

For SDG 7, require SUM data rather than household survey to report stove usage. 



	I’d like to acknowledge some of the advancements within the methodology.

	
	
	te
	Hawthorne effect. I appreciate that there is limited evidence on the Hawthorne effect. One peer reviewed paper and a white paper. It is difficult to compare apples to apples in these two papers, Simons et al. compares the KPT values (by stove) to the SUMs translating the temperature data into kgs using an algorithm, finding a need for a 35% adjustment for ERs. The Berkeley Air report simply looks at the SUM data before, during, and after fieldwork, finding no difference. However, it doesn’t compare the SUM data to the KPT values. Further, in the report, it doesn’t clarify if all SUM-ed households also had KPTs performed. If each were a sub-sample, then it could average out. And the study has not yet been peer-reviewed. Regardless, further research is needed and I am open to the fact that we should not rely on only one study. I think the 25% deduction is reasonable, while not the most conservative approach. I applaud the decision to increase it from 10% in the last version, and appreciate the option to adjust it based on SUM data. 
	None

	
	
	ge
	fNRB – Applaud the commitment to the MoFuSS model and the retirement of Tool 30. 
	None 

	
	
	ge
	Guidance – I very much appreciate the more detailed explanations and directions for sampling/CCTs/KPTs and survey requirements. And on the timing of KPTs! 
	None

	
	
	ge
	Uncertainty – I applaud the increase to a 95/10 requirement for statistical analysis
	None

	
	
	ge
	From the past version, I appreciate the clarification and clear guidance on adoption/usage and triangulating between KPTs and CTEC data.
	None

	
	
	ge
	I appreciate the addition of upstream emissions to include transport emissions and the adoption of Floess et al. EFs. 
	None

	
	
	
	The most promising advance is removing the survey only and WBT option. Requiring KPTs or continuous monitoring is an incredible step towards quality. I would not be opposed to removing the KPT/survey without SUM option; however, I do appreciate the discounts to disincentivize this approach.
	None

	
	
	
	The cover sheet is a wonderful addition. 
	None


(Please add rows as required)
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