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	1
	11 (b)
	
	ge
	Is there any logic behind the figure ‘20%’? If so, some explanation would be helpful.
	A footnote or any other means to explain the 20% logic could be added. 
	

	2
	11 (b)
	
	ge
	It is my understanding that in case microscale additionality tool is used, additionality argument is not valid once the threshold is exceeded. Similarly, in case of a small-scale project, the methodology is no longer applicable once the threshold is exceeded. 
This may be obvious but the implications of changes that cross such thresholds could be stated explicitly in the PRS section of the PS.  
	May consider adding ‘provided that the respective threshold is not exceeded.’
For future considerations, add a paragraph in the PS to explicitly explain the implications.

‘For small scale project activities, changes that result in exceeding the threshold capacity is not accepted’
	

	3
	12
	
	ge
	Consideration could be given to cases where changes are inevitable (or better than no changes) due to the changes in the primarily processing plant or any other changes outside the control of the project participant. For example, if the expansion or process modification in an alcohol distillery or any other processing plants results in increased wastewater beyond the 20% threshold, it is better to capture than to release the additional emission. 
In order to avoid cases where suspicious are aroused that the process capacity is increased for increased CER, the sectors/ gases could be limited. (e.g. HFCs or N2O or any other high GWP gases) In other sectors, it seems unlikely that such actions would be taken. 
	For future considerations.
	

	4
	7
	
	ge
	In cases where the change, regardless of the capacity increase or change in technology, result in increased/ additional pollution (air borne, water borne, noise, light, etc.), or change in the geographical boundary of the project activities, local stakeholder consultation should be made mandatory.
	In the future, making local stakeholder consultation mandatory for certain post registration changes could be considered. 
	

	5
	7
	
	ge
	Concerning the analysis made in para 7, is there any consideration for the EB to assess additionality/ baseline more rigorously at PRC or even as rigorously as the registration process regardless of the scale of the change? Host country should be duly notified.
	In the future, the PSC assessment procedures to be revised to assess additionality/ baseline more rigorously. 
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