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This issue of Boiling Point comes at 
a highly opportune moment, bringing 
together the very local issue of house-
hold energy with the global matter 
of climate change. Currently climate 
change is rarely out of the news, with 
the recent IPCC 4th Assessment Report 
stressing the urgent need for action and 
the likely future impacts of climate 
change.  Addressing the issue of clean 
cooking in developing countries, while 
much less high profile, is now recog-
nized to be essential if the MDGs are 
to be achieved.  What has been less 
well recognized, until recently, is the 
prospect that climate change finance 
could make a tangible difference to 
improving the domestic cooking situa-
tion of the 2 billion plus people relying 
on traditional biomass.  While the vol-
untary market has blazed a trail in this 
area for some time, there is now the 
additional prospect of support from the 
compliance market through the Clean 
Development Mechanism – or CDM.   

The main driver for cooking pro-
grammes to date has been health and 
forest conservation. However, as most 
improved cooking stoves and alterna-
tive fuels can offer significantly re-
duced GHG emissions, the potential 
for carbon funding to transform the 
sector is considerable. This is an area 
where the goals of development and 
climate mitigation overlap and im-
proved cooking stoves could benefit 
from carbon finance on a large scale. 
Some of the barriers existing just 12 
months ago are now being tackled, as 
is evident from the articles within this 
issue of Boiling Point.

Progress at the Bali COP/
MOP

The Bali climate COP/MOP meeting 
in December 2007 yielded one very 
encouraging outcome for the HEDON 
community.  For a number of years a 
key barrier to the carbon financing of 

cooking projects has been the lack 
of suitable methodologies1 under the 
CDM, with the issue of non-renewable 
biomass2 being a sticking point for 
some involved in the decision making 
process.  However after much debate, 
the CDM decision from Bali included 
a request to the CDM Executive Board 
(EB) to approve, at its first meeting in 
2008, the simplified small-scale meth-
odologies for replacing non renewable 
biomass by renewable energy and im-
proving efficiency in non-renewable 
biomass end-use. While the EB has 
been asked to incorporate some chang-
es to the methodologies before approv-
al, and even though the details of the 
methodologies arguably do not reflect 
the magnitude of GHG reductions that 
cooking projects could yield, this is 
a very positive decision. It coincides 
with a general increase in recognition 
of the importance of end-use energy 
efficiency within the CDM.

Bali also marked the first COP/MOP 
since the launch of procedures for 
programmatic CDM (officially Pro-
grammes of Activity). The introduction 
of a programmatic approach within the 
CDM could have a profound impact 
on the cooking sector. Once it has been 
shown to be workable in practice, it 
could facilitate the support of actions 
able to deliver scale-up through mar-
ket transformation within the sector.  

Bali outcomes also stressed the im-
portance of dealing with the impacts 
of climate change on the poor, fol-
lowing on from the adaptation focus 
of the previous COP/MOP in Nairobi.  
Climate change impacts on biomass 
production for household energy could 
be a key issue for the future. The ar-
ticle by Practical Action in this issue 
highlights their work at a local level 
to increase the resilience of the poor 
to climate change impacts; it reminds 
us that though the poorest have con-
tributed least to GHG emissions, they 
are the most vulnerable to climate im-
pacts.

Opportunity

Cooking and climate mitigation is an 
exciting area for a number of reasons.  
Firstly, although there is much talk 
about sustainable development in the 
CDM, analysis of the current CDM 
portfolio shows limited development 
dividend, as highlighted by both Coop-
er and Sanchez.  However cooking 
interventions bring undisputable de-
velopment benefits in terms of health, 
gender, energy security, forestry etc. 
An article by Marlis Kees from GTZ 
in this issue quantifies these benefits 
using an economic analysis of a cook-
ing programme to highlight a 1:25 ra-
tio of costs to benefits delivered over 
a 10 year period from a cooking pro-
gramme in Uganda.

Secondly, for most types of larger 
scale carbon offset project activity, 
carbon finance makes up only a small 
percentage of costs and revenues.  For 
cooking interventions, however, there 
is the prospect of carbon finance pro-
viding a large fraction of the finance 
required, especially if undertaken at a 
scale where relative transaction costs 
are reduced. 
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Figure 1. Ugastove factory (Photo: 
Micheal Buick Climate Care)
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Thirdly the scale of the opportunity 

represents a real chance to deliver sig-
nificant untapped development and cli-
mate mitigation benefits.  In this issue 
Bailis et al highlight the scale of the 
issue for Africa, providing a detailed 
analysis, based on various scenarios 
for domestic fuel choices and forest 
management practices in Africa to 
2050, of the future impacts on human 
health and greenhouse gas emissions.  
Their results highlight the subtle inter-
play between policies for environment 
and human health, and stress the likely 
future importance of charcoal.  

Making progress

The community of practice for cook-
ing and carbon has made great strides 
since a meeting hosted in Oxford in 
2005.   While in the past a number 
of factors have hampered progress in 
scaling up cooking interventions in 
general, and the carbon financing of 
them in particular, this issue shows 
that many of the barriers have been or 
are being removed.    

Measuring emissions reductions 
from cooking projects is a complex 
business, and it is clear that rigor is re-
quired if the cooking sector is to ben-
efit from mainstream carbon finance. 
Harvey suggests a means of tackling 
the thorny issue of determining the de-
gree of renewability of biomass fuel. 
The approach includes use of a GIS 
system entitled WISDOM (Woodfuel 
Integrated Supply/Demand Overview 
Mapping model) outlined by Johnson 
et al.  

Progress has also been made in 
the development of monitoring ap-
proaches. Whilst monitoring dispersed 
projects is not easy, one very positive 
aspect of carbon finance, highlighted 
by Harvey, is that it gives a value to 
the delivery of outcomes rather than 
inputs; this provides an incentive to en-
sure the long-term functioning of stove 
interventions, an element often missing 
in past stove programmes.   Johnson et 
al highlight the importance of primary 
data collection for stove emissions and 
fuel renewability, using a case study in 
Mexico to show that GHG reductions 
can be significantly underestimated 
using standard figures or regional es-
timates.  If their results are indicative 
of other stove programmes, the gen-
eral rule of thumb for GHG savings (of 

1–1.5 tonnes CO2 per stove per year) 
may have to be increased.  It is clear 
that monitoring approaches for cook-
ing/carbon finance will need to ensure 
both acceptable costs and environmen-
tal integrity, which may require some 
careful balancing.

The results of ongoing work by GTZ 
in the household energy sector are also 
highlighted. One key lesson learned is 
the importance of taking a professional 
approach to marketing and business 
development.  This suggests that while 
carbon finance may provide a new rev-
enue stream, there is a need to be strate-
gic in the way this finance is used in or-
der to develop self-sustaining markets 
for better cooking technologies, which 
is surely the ultimate objective.  Is car-
bon finance best used for direct stove 
subsidies, or should the priority be in 
building the capacity of local busi-
nesses, in marketing or in the develop-
ment of new technology? The approach 
taken needs to reflect local conditions, 
and complement existing activities and 
markets, and is likely to be a combina-
tion of all of these approaches.  Learn-
ing lessons from the break-through 
of technologies of the past could help 
guide the way.

Crucially this issue of Boiling Point 
details real experiences of ‘cooking 
and carbon’ projects by practitioners in 
the field.  These include project devel-
opers Pioneer Carbon and CarbonAid-
ed, Blue Ventures, a small conserva-
tion NGO, and the development NGO, 
Practical Action. For the latter Sanchez 
raises several interesting questions for 
reflection, including how to approach 
situations in which technology choice 
requires a trade-off between develop-
ment and climate mitigation. 

Next steps

Scaling up improved cooking with the 
support of carbon finance could lead to 
a win-win opportunity.  The voluntary 
market has led the way and looks set to 
expand. At the same time the compli-
ance market now presents huge poten-
tial.  In the scramble for good projects 
the focus must remain on activities de-
livering both real development benefits 
and environmental integrity.  

However, some key questions re-
main. Firstly how to integrate the 
amassed knowledge presented within 
this issue – and elsewhere – to provide 

the rigor demanded of the carbon mar-
ket and attract finance at scale to house-
hold energy?  Secondly, once secured, 
how to use this new finance stream in 
a way that optimises the prospects of 
developing self-sustaining markets for 
improved cooking technologies, thus 
making clean cooking the norm rather 
than the exception?  Finally how can 
our community of practice continue to 
share experiences and ideas, and influ-
ence those developing the framework 
of the carbon market such that it en-
courages the type of household energy 
interventions that genuinely benefit 
the poor? This edition of Boiling Point 
provides a valuable contribution to the 
debate, and moves us closer to realis-
ing the potential of the carbon market 
to deliver, at scale, sustainable energy 
development at the household level.  

Notes and References
1. Methodologies are for additionality and 

baseline determination and monitoring approaches
2. CO2 reductions from cooking projects can 

only be claimed as carbon offsets in situations 
where growth of biomass in the fuel collection area 
does not match biomass extraction rates.
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