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	1
	Title
Para 4, cover note
	
	ge
	I found the title a little misleading because:

I initially understood it as presenting various options to replace the unit size criterion, especially since according to the para 4 of the cover note, this information note presents multiple options. 
Reviewing the document, if I have interpreted the document correctly, it appears to propose selected DUTs to be added to the positive list in replacement of the unit size criterion.
	It may better prepare the readers if the title is more explicit, for example, ‘proposed list of DUTs for addition to the positive list in replacement of the unit size criterion’.
	

	2
	Overall
	
	ed
	Distributed unit technologies are sometimes spelled out (e.g. para 48), in other places, referred to as DUTs, distributed technologies or simply technologies. It is not clear if they all refer to the same thing or in fact there are difference. If there all refer to the same, it could be spelled out once at the beginning and referred to as DUTs for the rest of the document.
	Consistency may be maintained.
	

	3
	Overall
	
	ed
	Project Activities are referred to Project activities, PAs, Pas or simply projects within the document. It may be spelled out the first time and referred to as the PAs for the rest of the document.
	Consistency may be maintained.
	

	4
	Overall
	
	ge
	The terms upfront investment cost/ initial investment cost/ capital investment/ investment could be understood differently by different readers. 
	What costs fall under ‘capital costs’ may be defined under definitions for clarity.
	

	5
	Section 2
	
	ge
	The section title is ‘2. Key issues, analysis and proposed solutions’. However, the section does not seem to state the key issues. Instead, it describes the analysis methodology. 

Furthermore, it is not completely obvious to me how each of the steps and their findings are related to the subsequent sections relate to each other. For example: in which of the four steps the criteria listed in 2.3 is used; which result table corresponds to which of the steps; how the analysis and its outcome leads to the recommendation made in 2.7; and how the diagram in the Appendix fit with this recommendation. 
	A paragraph may be added to state the current situation (use of the 1% criterion) and what issue prevails, for example, ‘In response to the request of the EB, analyses were conducted to identify suitable DUTs to be added to the positive list.

Subsequent sections made be structured in a way that each reflects the steps.

Recommendation may be framed in such a way to outline the outcome of the analysis or preceded by a conclusion or summary of the findings analytical steps.
	

	6
	Para 4 in relation to sections 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7
	
	ge
	In lines 3/4, it is not clear to me what the ‘following analytical steps’ are aimed at. It could be made clearer that the steps are aimed at selecting DUTs to be added to the positive list. 

The sentence opening the description of the methodological steps.

Furthermore, the steps do not seem to reflect what was done as described in the following sections.

It would be helpful if the results of those steps are presented in such a way that it is easy to relate to the findings/ recommendations vice versa. 
	For example, ‘In response to the request, the following analytical steps were taken to select suitable DUTs to be added to the positive list:
Step 1. Registered PoAs and PAs were analysed to identify (frequently?) employed DUTs. This was complemented by the data made available in the IGES CDM database.

Step 2. For each DUT identified, the corresponding methodology(ies) was(were) reviewed for relevant provisions on additionality demonstration. DUTs for which the methodology prescribes additionality demonstration methods were eliminated.

Step 3. The remaining DUTs were …. (it is not clear what this step did).

Step 4. Literature review was carried out on the shortlisted DUTs.
Step 5. The potential impacts of the proposed change on the CDM PoA and PAs under validation for registration and renewal of crediting periods were studied.’ 
	

	7
	Para 6
	
	ed
	The word ‘criteria’ is repeated.
	‘The additional DUTs to the positive list are derived in line with the ‘Criteria for graduation and expansion of positive list of technologies ….’ . In particular, following criteria were applied in … (describe which step it was applied to):’ 
	

	8
	Para 6 (a)
	
	ed
	It may be rephrased for more clarity.
	For example, ‘DTUs among the registered PAs and PoAs that applied the existing unit size criterion listed in paras… of Tool 21.’
Please also see 18 for the comment on the use of the term ‘pipeline’.
	

	9
	Para 6 (c)
	Line 2
	ed
	Some words seem to be redundant, e.g. that of = the cost of.
	For example, ‘DUTs whose initial investment cost higher by at least three times than that of the cost of the most plausible baseline technology identified.’ 
	

	10
	Para 7
	
	ed
	It may be rephrased for more clarity. 
	For example, ‘The following rational applied to derive the initial positive list of DUTs were reflected in the expansion of the list:’ 
	

	11
	Para 7 (c) 
	
	ed
	Since the document is focused on additionality, it may be better not to divert the attention to other issues. Thus, the second sentence could be removed.
	‘To date, no PAs or PoAs deploying DUTs has been rejected on the basis of additionality.’
	

	12
	Para 8/ tables 1 and 2 
	
	ge
	It is not completely obvious what tables 1 and 2 signify in relation to the analytical steps. 
	For example, ‘Tables 1 and 2 lists the findings of step 1.  Number of times each DUT is employed per region are presented in table 1 for PoAs and table 2 for PAs.’ 
	

	13
	Para 9/ table 3 
	
	ge
	Similarly to para 8, it could be made more explicit to which step the findings presented in table3 corresponds to.
	For example, ‘DUTs listed in table 3 are those for which the corresponding methodologies contain additionality provisions, thus eliminated from further analysis’.
	

	14
	Para 10
	
	ge
	This paragraph may be redundant as the information contained in: lines 1-2-3 is apparent in table 3, lines 3-4 could be included in para 9; and line 5 is described in the ‘steps’.
	It may be removed by making para 9 more explicit as suggested above.
	

	15
	Para 11
	
	ge
	This paragraph seems to contain some key information but the implications on the analysis results/ recommendation is difficult to decipher. 
	The impact on the result/ recommendation could be articulated explicitly. 
	

	16
	Para 48
	
	ge
	The paragraph seems very complicated and I am not sure if I understand it; it may be made clearer by simplifying it. 
	For example, it could be shortened to ‘the 3% threshold used in the ‘information note….’ Is not suitable for the case of DUTs as the market penetration does not accurately reflect the commercial viability of the technologies due to the development aids and other public funding used to distribute some of the DUTs. 
	

	17
	Para 49

Para 50 (b)
	
	te
	If the distortion of the market penetration rate is attributed to the use of development aid(s) and public funding, assigning any higher but arbitrary percentage would not address the issue. This applies to all subsequent paragraphs which assign %.
On the other hand, if the investment cost of the technology is more than 3 times the most plausible technology, in my view, it sufficiently substantiates the point that the technology is not commercially viable, regardless of the market penetration rate.
	The market penetration should be treated as a supplementary criterion in case it cannot be demonstrated that the investment cost of the project is significantly higher than that of the most plausible baseline technology.
	

	18
	Section 2.6/ definition
	Heading
	ge
	It could be made clearer what is meant by the term ‘pipe line’.
	Impact on CDM PAs and PoAs under validation for request for registration (and renewal of crediting period)
	

	19
	51
	
	ge
	Since Tool 21 already includes a positive list, it seems that what the document proposes is the removal of the 1% criterion and expansion of the positive list in the tool.
	The immediate impact of removing the 1% criterion and expanding the positive list is that those technologies not included in the expanded positive list would be required to 
	

	20
	51
	
	te
	In the ‘immediate’ terms, could adverse impacts not be alleviated by the provision of an extended ‘grace period’?  
	For future consideration.
	

	21
	Para 53
	
	ed
	It seems that the review ‘reveals’ rather than ‘imply’ in this case.

If I understand the paragraph correctly, 30% of the PAs/ PoAs under validation benefits while 42% would be disadvantaged and the remaining 28% is unaffected. This could be further clarified. 
	The review of the PAs and PoAs currently under validation reveals that around 30% of them would benefit from the expansion of the positive list while 42% would no longer be eligible for automatic additionality as a result of removal of the 1% criterion.  The remaining 28% is unaffected by the change.
	

	22
	Para 54

Para 56
	
	te
	It is not clear why a revision in the tool to demonstrate additionality ‘may’ affect the registered projects. If it is related to the renewal of the crediting period, it may be stated explicitly at the beginning of the section, right after the section heading ‘2.6 impact on….’.
	A paragraph could be added what impact this analysis refers to at the start of the section. For example, ‘this section analyses the anticipated impact of the change on the PAs/ PoAs currently under validation for registration, renewal of the crediting period (and CPA inclusion).’ 
	

	23
	Para 55

Para 56
	
	te
	It would be more convincing if those are demonstrated quantitatively. 
	For example, qualitative and relative terms like ‘very limited number’ or ‘very much lower’ could be replaced by figures. 
	

	24
	Para 60
	
	ge
	Is there another impact study separate from the one described in section 2.1 (e), i.e.  step 4? 
	The term ‘impact study’ could be removed to avoid confusion.
	

	25
	Appendix
	
	ge
	I could not identify any reference being made to this Appendix in the body of the document.
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