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	1
	Para 3
	2
	ge
	According to footnote 1, the methodology does not consider physical leakage of refrigerant from refrigerators. This appears to imply that in the case of refrigerators, the ERs are credited only from energy efficiency improvement. If this is the case, it may be helpful to state it clearly.
	For example, ‘The methodology credits emission reductions resulting from the reduction in electricity consumption form use of new and more energy efficient RAC equipment. In addition, in the case of air conditioners, emission reductions resulting from the use of low GWP refrigerants is included.
	

	2
	Para 4
	1
	te/ ed
	It appears that emission reductions from switching the blowing agent for the foam is not considered by this methodology. If this is the case, it would cause confusion to mention blowing agents under applicability.
In case it is intended to be added in the future revision, it may be mentioned as a note/ footnote as it is done in the RAC tool.
	‘and PUR form blowing agents’ in line 1/2, ‘and blowing agent’ in line 3 could be removed.
Alternatively, if there is one, mention the future plans to include leakage emissions/ baseline emissions from blowing agents, e.g. ‘emissions associated with the blowing agents will be introduced in the future revision.’
	

	3
	Para 4
	2
	te/ ed
	From this sentence, it is not clear if GWP below 10 is a condition applicable to all refrigerants or only to hydrocarbons. It may be made clearer by rephrasing it.
	‘… with no ozone depleting potential and GWPs below 10, such as hydrofluoroolefins and hydrocarbons.’
	

	4
	Para 4 / 5
	
	ge
	This is probable not be relevant in this context but are there any eligibility criteria for the baseline RAC equipment, e.g. refrigerant used in the baseline AC unit that are banned?
	‘For the replacement of refrigerator and AC units, replacement of RAC equipment using refrigerants that are banned is not eligible.’ 
	

	5
	Para 12
	2
	ge
	It could be stated more explicitly what is meant by ‘affected by the project activity’. 
	‘…. replaced by the project activity and associated leakage referred to in paragraph 28’, for example. 
	

	6
	Para 20
	10 and 15
	ed
	Units are missing for Vavg,I and SAEavg
	‘Average volume (L) of refrigerators i…….’ ; ‘Average Standard annual electricity consumption (kWh/yr)….’
	

	7
	Para 22
	2
	ed
	Since the methodology is only concerned with the energy efficiency of the new units, it may be explicitly stated. This may apply to other parts of the document.
	‘….more energy efficient new units.’
	

	8
	Para 23
	all
	ge
	The sentences in this paragraph appear to be difficult to follow. They may be rephrased for more clarity. 
Concerning the penetration rate, it is not clear whether it refers to the 20 per cent of the market share, i.e. new air conditioners, or 20 per cent of existing air conditioners. Since the paragraph refers to the new sales air conditioners, it would be the market share?
	‘Baseline refrigerant emissions from the physical leaks of refrigerants is included only for baseline air conditioners and not for baseline refrigerators.

This is limited to the cases where the penetration rate of air conditioners which use refrigerants with ODP of zero and GWP below 10 is less than 20 per cent in the host country, i.e. the share of air conditioners using such refrigerant is under 20 per cent of all air conditioners (being sold?/ in use?). 

The resulting avoided emissions of refrigerant is eligible for inclusion only in cases where the refrigerant in the baseline equipment is HFCs and not in cases of HCFCs.’ 
	

	9
	all
	all
	ed
	Inconsistent use of ‘air conditioners’ vs ‘air-conditioners’.
	Make it either one of them throughout the document.
	

	10
	Para 23
	5
	te/ ed
	Quantitatively defining ‘low GWP’ would be helpful.
	‘…with ODP of zero and GWP below 10…’
	

	11
	Para 24
	Lavr
	ge
	It is not clear from which equations in the refrigerant tool this parameter is derived from (or is it from another tool?). 
If it is not done so in the tool, it would be helpful to explicitly state why the ‘average physical leakage rate of refrigerants in project air conditioners’ is used and not the one in the baseline air conditioner.
	It would be helpful if reference were made to the equation(s) used in the tool or use the same parameter as in the tool.
Add further explanation on this parameter if it is not done so in the tool.


	

	12
	all
	all
	ed
	References to the tools: in some places, the complete names of the tool are spelled out while in other places, the abbreviations (e.g. RAC tool, refrigerant tool) are used. Since the abbreviations are introduced in para 8, it could be used for the rest of the document.
	Consistency may be kept by using the abbreviation from para 9 onwards throughout the document.
	

	13
	all
	all
	ed
	Inconsistent use of the abbreviation of ‘average’; avr vs avg., e.g Lavr vs Vavg,I and SAEavg
	It may be good to keep consistency by making it either one of them for all parameters that are average values.
	

	14
	28
	2
	ed
	It is not clear what is meant by ‘air conditioners hall’ here.
	Either the text ‘hall’ could be removed or ‘air conditioners hall’ be defined. 
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