










1. Notes on wording: "an explanation is given." This language goes beyond their
findings. See their conclusion. More accurate language based on their findings is "a
possible explanation is given."
2. There are two components to the excess heat production phenomenon in this
paper. The 30-minute steep rise (which the authors address) and the 2-hour out-of-
control thermal runaway (which the authors mention but do not address).
3. That the authors could, in simulation experiments, impose a hidden AC current to
amplify the measured power, does not at all mean that that is what happened to
these cells.
4. In the real experiment, the decrease in voltage, concurrent with the increase in cell
temperature, provides direct physical evidence of a) cell heating concurrent with b)
reduced measured input power.











Crucial information here. They acknowledge that the cells went from equilibrium in the previous 46
hours to producing 20W of excess heat in the 30-minute burst beginning at 270h. They noticed the
concurrent drop in voltage as expected by E=IR. Their data does not show that current dropped,
nor should it have if they were running a FP cell, which runs in contstant-current mode. Including
"I" after "measured values of I, Ucell" appears to be an error.





The labels on the left are
inverted. Voltage runs from
2 to 4 and current runs a
fraction of an Amp.

The drop in voltage shown
here concurs with the text in
the body of their paper.












