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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) 

	 
	 A.3.
	 te
	Where applicable, project proponents may run the MoFuSS model using their own rigorously validated inputs. 
 
Shall the Cooking Energy Data Portal (https://cookingdata.info/) be considered an eligible data source for MoFuSS input parameters, such as fuel consumption,charcoal conversion efficiencies ? And more broadly as evidence for other parameters used in the ER calculations.
	Allow for the use of the Cooking Energy Data Portal as relevant source of information.

	 
	 B.2.
	ed
	For artisanal cookstoves, at least three randomly selected samples of each cookstove model must be used when testing for ISO thermal efficiency, and when undertaking CCTs. 

It would be helpful to clarify how thermal efficiency should be validated based on the results from the three samples. Should the mean value, lowest value, or another statistical measure be used to determine compliance with the thermal efficiency thresholds?
	 

	 
	 B.4
	te
	This methodology allows a maximum crediting period duration of 5 years, with opportunity for crediting period renewal. 

Please clarify how many crediting period (CP) renewals are permitted under the methodology. Additionally, it would be useful to specify whether the methodology is compatible with crediting period structures from other standards, such as programs allowing 7-year CPs.
	 

	 
	 B.4
	ed 
	Typo:
fNRB: (...) the landscape’s ate 

landscape’s rate
	landscape’s rate 

	
	B.4.
	ed
	Typo:
This methodology uses a 6:1 conversion factor3, which is incorporated into upstream emission factor values (as noted in Appendix 4: Upstream Emissions from Other Fuels – see separate CLEAR methodology document), and fNRB (as noted in the fNRB parameter table in section B.12).

Remove the 3 in “conversion factor3”
	This methodology uses a 6:1 conversion factor, which is incorporated into upstream emission factor values (as noted in Appendix 4: Upstream Emissions from Other Fuels – see separate CLEAR methodology document), and fNRB (as noted in the fNRB parameter table in section B.12).


	
	B.5.4.1
	Te
	Alignment with Crediting Periods The BAU scenario must be reassessed at the start of each crediting period (no more than 5 years), ensuring that the baseline remains current and continues to reflect the most accurate and conservative estimate of what would have occurred in the absence of the project. 

Please provide more guidance on how the baseline should be reassessed in cases where the project has achieved a high penetration rate. In such situations, collecting representative baseline data from remaining non-users may introduce bias. It is suggested that the methodology require the baseline to be reassessed among households that share similar socio-economic profiles and geographies but have not been reached by the project intervention.
	Provide more guidance on baseline reassessment. 

	
	B.5.5.2
	Ed
	Typo:
In additional, 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.


	Replace “in additional” by “in addition”

	
	B.5.5.3 footnote
	Ed
	Typo: 

9 If baseline energy consumption is measured at 0.050 TJ/(person*year) of wood and 0.0335 TJ/(person*year) of charcoal, the useful energy delivered would be calculated using efficiency factors of

Incomplete sentence
	Correct incomplete sentence

	
	B.5.5.5
	Ed
	Typo:
Therefore, CLEAR adopts a more pragmatic approach tailored to the realities of the clean cooking sector. Therefore, CLEAR adopts a more pragmatic approach tailored to the realities of the clean cooking sector.

Repetition
	Remove repetition

	
	B.6
	Te
	Project emissions. 
The current formulation of project emissions assumes a fixed, ex-ante fNRB value—calculated via MoFuSS and applied uniformly to only the households receiving improved or clean cookstoves. However, MoFuSS-derived fNRB reflects the entire population of households in the target area, including those not directly participating in the project. Therefore, the system boundary implicitly extends beyond just the project participants.
To improve alignment with the systemic nature of fNRB, we propose that project emissions incorporate the contribution of non-project households, whose NRB share is reduced due to increased renewable biomass availability (caused by reduced demand from project households). This would enable crediting of indirect emission reductions resulting from landscape-scale effects modelled by MoFuSS.
We recommend the following revised approach:
· Dynamic fNRB: Recalculate fNRB under the project scenario (ex-post instead of ex-ante), using MoFuSS defined with revised input parameters derived from the project scenario.
· Expanded system boundary: Include both project and non-project households in project emissions calculations, consistent with the population covered by the original fNRB baseline using MoFuSS.
The revised emissions reduction (ER) equation becomes[footnoteRef:2]: [2:  The complete demonstration is found in Annexe 1 at the end of the document.
] 

 
Where:
· ​: fuel savings per project household
· change in fNRB between baseline and project scenarios
· ​: number of project households
· : number of non-project households 
·  : emission factor (simplified version, neglecting a.o. distinction between CO2 and non-CO2 emissions)
Justification for change:
This formulation captures a critical but currently uncredited benefit of improved cookstove interventions: a systemic decrease in regional NRB pressure, reflected in lower fNRB values over time. Any change in fNRB (ΔfNRB) produces genuine, quantifiable Ers attributable to the project, also among households not directly receiving cookstoves. Accounting for this effect would ensure a more accurate and robust estimation of total Ers, fully aligned with the MoFuSS modelling logic already embedded in the methodology.
	To consider in multiple equations
– for example equation 14

	
	B.7.1
	Te
	Other sources of leakage in GS RECH v4.0

The methodology identifies a default 2% adjustment to account for leakage or allows project-specific leakage analysis. However, it currently omits several relevant leakage risks that are acknowledged in other methodologies, such as the Gold Standard Technologies and Practices to Displace Decentralized Thermal Energy Consumption (TPDDTEC) v4.0 methodology.
We recommend explicitly considering the following two additional leakage risks, as per GS TPDDTEC v4.0, Section 3.11.3:
(c) The project significantly reduces the NRB fraction within an area where other GHG mitigation project activities account for NRB fraction in their baseline scenario.
This may lead to potential double counting or over crediting if the baseline assumptions of other nearby projects become non-conservative due to this project’s intervention.

(d) The project population compensates for loss of the space heating effect of inefficient technology by adopting some other form of space heating or by retaining some use of the inefficient technology.
This could result in leakage emissions from increased fuel use for space heating, especially in colder regions

	Consider other sources of leakage as defined in other standards.

	
	B.9.
	Te
	An equivalent technology is one that meets all three of the following criteria: accomplishes the same cooking tasks; has similar thermal efficiency; and uses the same fuel(s).

The term “similar thermal efficiency” is not defined quantitatively here. Whereas Section B.5.5.2 provides a specific threshold for grouping project technologies with project technologies with similar design and performance characteristics (defined as having the same combustion technology and within 10% thermal efficiency per ISO 19867-1)
	Provide consistent definition of similar thermal efficiency

	
	B.10.5
	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).
	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
	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)
	Provide guidance on the incorporation of the effect of seasonality on results.

	
	B.10.5 & Annex 6
	Te
	The methodology lacks clear guidance on whether age-based stratification (or cohorting, age-fleet) 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. 

	 
	 B.12.1
	 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: ]

See also comment Section B.6 above and Annex 1 below.

	Allow for ex-post calculation of fNRB. 

	
	Appendix 10
	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.
	Provide clarification on the size effect for sample size calculation. 


(Please add rows as required) 
 
 
Annex 1: Demonstration of the effect of fNRB variation on ER estimates
Current approach (used in methodologies such as CDM AMS-II.G, Gold Standard TPDDTEC,  VCS VM0050 and 4C-CLEAR)
Most cookstoves methodologies estimate emission reduction (ER) based on the product of the displaced biomass consumption, a fixed ex-ante parameter  and emission factors. 
In simplified notation—neglecting factors like leakage or distinctions between CO₂ and non-CO₂ emissions— we define:
·  : number of households included in the project scenario
·  : baseline woodfuel consumption per household
· : project woodfuel consumption per household
· : emission factor (not distinguishing CO₂ and non-CO₂)
· : the fraction of non-renewable biomass, fixed ex-ante and evaluated across all households in the project area—including those who do not receive a cookstove.
Under the current approach, emission reductions are calculated as:
	
	(1)

	
	(2)


Suggested alternative
This paper proposes a revision based on two key assumptions: 
i. Dynamic  : the  needs to be reevaluated in the project scenario as it is also influenced by the reduction of consumption of the households included in the project.
ii. Expanded system boundary: the project boundary should include not only the households receiving improved cookstoves but also those originally included in the   assessment—including those who did not receive improved cookstoves in the project scenario. 
We introduce the additional variables:
· : total number of households used to calculate the 
· : number of households not receiving a cookstove (non-project households)
· By definition: 
· :   calculated in the baseline scenario (before intervention)
· :  calculated or modelled in the project scenario (after intervention)
Using these notations, we find: 
Baseline emissions (BE): 
	
	(3)



Project emissions (PE): 
	



	(4)


Emission reductions (ER): 
	

	(5)






Using simplified notation:
·  
· 
	

	(6)




	 

	(7)

	 

	(8)


This formulation reveals a second contribution to ER arising from the change in  across non-project households—those not receiving improved cookstoves but included in the original  calculation. If we assume that  remains unchanged (i.e. ), the formula simplifies back to the standard current approach (Eq.2).
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27.  The value of fyrs shall be calculated using either of the following two options:

(a)

(b)

Ex ante: the furs value is determined once at the validation stage, thus no
monitoring and recalculation of the fwrs value during the crediting period is
required;

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




