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Room 1E190

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington DC 20585

RE: Comments. Proposed General Guidelines. 1605(b)

Dear Mr. Friedrichs:

Georgia–Pacific Corporation (GP) is one of the leading companies in the forest products industry sector with domestic and international manufacturing and sales operations on a variety of forest products; paper, packaging, consumer products, solid wood and building products, as well as chemicals used in those products and others. Consequently, we are also large consumers and generators of energy with a vital interest on energy and greenhouse (GHG) emission amelioration issues. The fact that our corporate sustainability programs include GHG control measures comprising GHG inventory baseline and subsequent GHG inventories, make us very interested in the development of the registry and its provisions.  We have commented earlier in May 2002 to the Department on this matter. We believe that our accumulated experience in real life performance in this area would be of help to the Department and other developers of the new, improved 1605(b) registry. 

We appreciate the efforts put by the different editors in the preparation of the proposal and the opening of the document for further broader suggestions on alternatives and preferred approaches. We are also cognizant of the complexities of the task at hand and some inherent difficulties at this stage of the process. With those caveats we submit our present concerns with this proposal and our views for improvement. They are reflected both on the overarching comments and on the specific comments below. Our comments, whenever possible, provide a text of what the suggested alternative would be in order to complement our suggestions and responses in a more clear way to the comment reviewer. The comments address your request for comments and alternatives whenever we consider we can provide such at this moment.

Overarching and Crosscutting Comments on the Proposal and the Process

1- Flexibility in the Commenting Process- Ensuring Proper Matching of General and Technical Guidelines. We wish to make the case for the need of more flexibility in the commenting process. In responding and commenting on the General Guidelines it must be understood that two areas of uncertainty limit the effectiveness of the initial comments. First, the broad nature of the request for comments and alternatives, in so many areas, makes the submission of comments as difficult as hitting a moving target. Second, the absence of the Technical Guidelines, TG, that are rightly presumed to have an impact in the commenting of these General Guidelines, GG.

We respectfully suggest that the Department allows the commenters of the GG to resubmit their comments on the GG, as desired, at the due date of the commenting on the impending TG proposal. This appears to us a logical manner to reconcile and unify the comments and ensure the best match between these two documents.

We see it as an imperative that the General Guidelines lead the process and the Technical Guidelines help on their implementation. We see the General Guidelines as the body of policies to be implemented thus they should be complete enough to guide the Technical Guidelines in a consistent way. In preparing and commenting on two separate documents at separate times, the risk for omissions and contradictions is high. This is one more reason for the suggestion of revised comments on GG at the time of commenting on the TG. It would help the 1605(b) editors to have commenters to factor the TG commenting and certainly, discrepancies, omissions or contradictions between documents and bring them to the DOE.

2- Recognize why we are here today after a decade of registration. Regardless the best intentions and efforts put forth by previous designers and submitters of data, the perceived failure of the registry to provide a veritable system, widely used and recognized, resulted in the need to enhance it. If we followed the same trodden path of the precursor we would end with a same type of lame document. The original registry got in trouble from the beginning when quantity of submitters took precedence over both quality of the submission and the significance of the submission. There is a great opportunity now to correct those shortcomings with the clear mandate of the President as well as already made public different protocols for GHG inventories and registry.  

We are concerned about expressions heard at the recent Workshop on efforts for the registry to “level the playing field”, that reductions for facility closing cannot be considered absolute because they reward failure! Who is to say that a closure of a plant or decrease in output is a failure? Closing of inefficient (economically, environmentally and GHG emission-wise) plants and their replacement for more efficient ones is in fact the best approach to improve on sustainability and on the GHG emission intensity (decreasing it) as demanded by the Administration’s strategy of February 2002.  It is important to stick to the task at hand, which is to provide an enhanced, practical, realistic registry and inventory guidelines. The mandate is not to reward or penalize.  We submit those are topics subject to the domain of other policies that may or not be taken separately and emanating from statutory mandate, not regulatory fiat via voluntary guidelines. 

3- Reducing ambiguity by adding new definitions. We are not only suggesting modifications to some of the definitions in 300.2 but also adding new ones. Different interpretations of terms will not help in the application neither in the verification and DOE acceptance processes. Our purpose is to reduce ambiguity, no flexibility.

4-Practical recognition of “early action” efforts is lacking- We respectfully wish to point to the Department that the proposal lacks the content and text to effectively address this issue and in fact proposes language that in practice would hinder this important concept. When the President, in February 14, 2002 directed the different Secretaries and the EPA Administrator on a course of action for the enhancement of the 1605 (b) registry, he specifically directed the Secretary of Energy to implement reforms “ to ensure that register reductions are not penalized under a future climate policy, etc.” In response to this clear and specific directive, in the letter of the Secretaries and Administrators to the President, July 8, 2002, they recommended, among others, step number 7.  Recommendation number 7 asks for a process to evaluate the extent to which past reductions may qualify for credits. It recognizes the need to develop a process to evaluate these past efforts against the criteria now in development to enhance 1605(b).
The proposed GG does not contain any provisions that remotely would appear to address these reiterated desires and recommendations. In fact, section 300.12 (b)
 by establishing a “fence” in year 2002, effectively denies the opportunity for earlier credits to be recognized even when meeting the new provisions of the General and Technical Guidelines. This provision clearly contradicts the text and intent of recommendation number 7, which asked for the way to achieve past recognition, understandably under the provisions of the new guidelines. Likewise, there is no language against same disregard would happen at the next revision of the registry.  In that sense too, the arguments set forth in the proposal under J and L (pages 68210 and 68211) are flawed because they are partial and focusing only on the purported ease for developing the GHG emission intensity targets of the Administration. Such emission intensity ratio is an indicator of a wider range of policies and strategies. As indicated in the above, there are clear mandate and directives to ensure that past early actions are registered. We suggest that a simple, initial way to address this issue in the GG text is to modify 300.12 (b) so it reads, 

(b) Insert in front of DOE, Registration of emission reductions 

(i) Reports with base year no earlier than 2002.  Follow it with the existing two sentences in actual text.

Insert new paragraph as follows,

(ii) Reports with base year not earlier than 1994. Reports with base year or period of four sequential years not earlier than 1994 that have been accepted by DOE will be reviewed for compliance with the new general and technical guidelines and if accepted they will be entered in the registry with appropriate classification.”

(iii)       Future revisions to the registry will respect the entries for “early 
           action” purposes

We believe this approach will meet the directives and recommendations previously made and will not penalize reporters that did not choose to register in the earlier 1605(b), which drawbacks have been recently recognized by the President, DOE and others. This new provision will capture both registered and unregistered efforts since 1994. 1994 was selected because is the year the prior 1605(b) guidelines were issued. The “appropriate classification” text would allow easy accountability and statistical analysis for the purposes of the emission intensity goals records (before and after 2002). 

5- Clarifying the decision-making process in the move from reporting to registration. The proposal is not completely clear on this sequence. Under 300.1 (b) the entity is given the choice to register or to report. Under 300.12 (b) the registration appears to be an automatic step following reporting.  

We suggest that language be introduced in 300.5 (a) adding a statement that would instruct the submitter to declare its intent; for reporting or for registration.

6- Coverage of Emitters’ Population- Although the goal of complete US citizenry participation in the consumption and cultural efforts needed to achieve a sustainable future are loadable, we respectfully note that this registry may not be the efficient “catch all” instrument to achieve it. The inclusion of “household” submissions in the registry would stress or increase the cost of registry’s up keeping in unjustifiable ways. The proposal misses certain important technical aspects that we consider may be the result of an effort to make the reading of the GG so easy to understand at the household level that it hampers its overall efficiency. Other specific programs and registries could be designed and implemented to achieve the speculated goals. 

We suggest that household submissions will not part of this proposal and that DOE and others design and developed more appropriate programs for the household component of energy consumption, possibly in cooperation with the energy generating and distributing sectors of the industry.

7- Incompleteness in the treatment of  “avoided emissions”.  The concept of “avoided emissions” is an important component of the efforts in stabilizing the impact of GHG. Sometimes its role in its efforts is misunderstood and there are complex issues in integrating them into a registry. Besides the narrowness in the definition of “avoided emissions”, arbitrarily limited to electricity generators and marketers, there are text and lack of thereof, in the quantification section of the proposal, section 300.8, that would render useless the implementation of this important concept. 

We are concerned with the use of terms such as “real reductions” in isolation (without clarification) because it could bring the connotation that there are others that are unreal. The discussion about avoided emissions reductions is not limited to international circles but also domestically and in our opinion it is plagued with misinformation and improper terminology.  We prefer to consider reductions as actual and virtual (existing in effect but not in actual form). In the same manner that cosmological physics recognizes the existence of virtual positrons from the Sun holding the Earth in orbit and their effects can be measured but not observed as independent particles, avoided emission reductions can be estimated and their effects measured by the reduction of emissions intensity overtime. Avoided emission reductions, when properly assessed, are the long-term component to guarantee a consistent trend of improvement in GHG intensity ratios. 

Besides the need to expand the definition for all activities other than the power generation or electric utility sector, we are concerned on the manner the proposal attempts to treat avoided emissions reductions just as if they were carbon stock changes. We think the approach taken is erroneous and creates a conundrum in the application of avoided emissions reductions and would damage the entire positive value of this concept. Avoided emission reductions are reductions per se. They are not the reduction calculated by changes in direct or direct emissions. In the remaining of our specific comments we would be addressing the envisioned corrections and additions that we think would expand and consolidate, in practical ways, the use and wider acceptance of this essential element of any GHG reduction strategy. 

8- The treatment of indirect emissions and reductions in quantification and reporting.  We will separate this comment into emissions and reductions because each one implies different and substantial concept and quantification language. 

A) We support the inclusion of indirect emissions in the quantification and reporting as the proposal states. Nevertheless, to avoid the possibility of double counting and the proper allocation of responsibilities for their generation among actors, it is important that they are never added. Indirect emissions are not owned by the entity but by the generator of the emissions who will treat them as direct emissions in its reporting. This is also the prevalent approach in existing protocols
. This is very important and it is a crosscutting issue for correction in this proposal. 

B) Indirect emissions reductions. While the indirect emissions are not to be aggregated, netted or totaled with direct emissions, as explained in A), reductions achieved by the entity on indirect emissions are justifiable to be reported as reductions, regardless if separately, and it is considered valid to total them with any other reduction of direct emissions. Why? Because the ownership of the reductions is strictly of the entity that accomplished the reduction via projects, practices, activities involving the spending of economic, human and intellectual resources, as well as the risks associated. 

Even if the electricity generator has made investments to support the reduction at the consumer location, it does not change the above concept or basic rule. Simply, in those demonstrated cases, supplier and consumer would agree in the proper prices for those services or in the sharing of those reductions. In the latter option, the results will be allocated as indirect emission reduction at the consumer location. The reduction in demand at the generator will be reflected, probably, as reduction of direct emissions. Proper documentation will be kept on file for such transaction.

We are addressing, in the body of the text, the fragmented solution of these very important issues in the following specific comments. An overarching consideration is that these definitions hinge around “ownership” of the facilities, equipment, process, etc. where the emissions take place. It is a concept that correctly differentiates direct from indirect emissions and should be stated that way in the guidelines in harmony with most of the protocols and guidelines on this matter. 

Specific Comments and Responses to Questions Asked

Most of the requests for comments are addressed in the text of the following comments that review the proposal as issued. 

Introduction, Figure 1. The block addressing registration cites 300.7 (b), is incomplete because 300.7 addresses small entities. Reference to 300.12 is pertinent too. 

300.1- General (a) Delete “household” for the reasons expressed in the overarching comment #4 above. Please be sure to clarify these are guidelines for a voluntary submission. They are not regulations to register voluntary reductions. These are important differentiations that when unheeded create confusion in the document, its design and understanding. Please clarify that an increase in absolute emissions in an entity inventory versus prior year or the base year emissions does not negate the validity of the reduction projects accomplished that year. 

300.2- Definitions. 

In general, we favor sufficient number of definitions to eliminate ambiguity and confusion. There are terms that do not require definition because their meaning is well known. The guidelines miss many needed definitions and that is one reason of ambiguity (different than flexibility). The difference in interpretations must be kept at a minimum and for that goal definitions are needed. We are recommending the addition of certain minimum number of definitions and the corrections to some of the proposed.  


Avoided emissions- it is arbitrarily restricted to electricity generators. Must be 
           expanded to include other operations. Delete and use instead, Avoided 
           emissions. GHG emission reductions calculated relative to what the emissions
           would have been in the absence of the specific activity or project of the entity 
           (baseline or reference case)


This is an important definition needed to rightly expand the applicability of this
             type of reduction. It is also important because many are confusing the treatment
            of avoided emissions with the treatment of changes in carbons stock. While in 
            the latter a negative change implies also a change in the nature of the quantity (
             from sequestration to emission), in the former a negative change does not 
            change the nature of the quantity. It remains an avoided emission reduction! 

            Add the new definition of boundary. As indicated in this document, the lack of 
            definitions is reason for too much ambiguity in the document. That is an 
            erroneous form of flexibility and must be reduced significantly.  We suggest:

Boundaries. The actual or virtual line that encompasses all the emission sources and sinks or pools to be included in a GHG entity inventory or specific project for quantification and reporting. Organizational boundaries can be subdivided into countries, business units, etc. 

Sink. We recommend using a definition of sink similar to the one in the UNFCCC
            but more general and complete. 

Sink. Any process, activity or mechanism, which removes, captures and collects a 
             GHG.

           The proposed definition in 300.1 is similar in the sense it addresses processes to
           capture GHG from the atmosphere. Either way, the use of this definition compels
           the use of a proper definition for carbon stocks or carbon pools. Both would clarify 
           the frequent confusion in the meaning of these terms whereby sink is used as 

           “reservoir” rather than a process or mechanism. Our proposed definition allows 
           for consideration of the capture of GHG and their injection in geological formation, 
           etc.

           Add the definition of entity. We have seen how in the proposal and statements at 
          the workshop, entity definition is confused with organizational boundaries and 
           allocation of emissions to the reporting entity. Further, the General Guidelines
           proposal defines sub-entity. One more reason to define entity. A solution is
           offered as follow. 
          

           Entity- Single installation, set of installations, or production processes, stationary 
           or mobile, that can be defined within a single geographical or organizational 
           boundary. 

The submitter would include all or part of the facilities. That will be the entity. If later, it modifies the number of facilities then it must change the submission and the corresponding requirements accordingly.

Delete sub-entity. It is unnecessary. 


          Add a needed definition of base year. Base year. A historic datum for comparing
          GHG emissions or removals over time, a single year or multiple consecutive
          years.

          Add the definition of base year emissions. Base year emissions. Emissions and 
          removals (sequestration) for the base year. 


Add the definition of baseline to clarify a semantic confusion on terminology since 
            some use baseline as base year emissions. 

Baseline. Most appropriate and best estimate of GHG emissions and removals that would have occurred in the absence of the project or activity.

The definition of carbon stocks needs improvement or be replaced by “carbon pools /reservoirs). It is not clear if it is an intended definition because of the lack of italics in the first sentence. Also, the term “carbon stocks” only appears cited in the definition of net emission reduction. If carbon stock is to remain there is need to insert a modification after Trees, inserting a reference tom the pools from the harvested trees, as follows

“ including :T(t)rees, products of harvested trees, plants and other etc.”   

The product carbon pool is an important component of the harvested wood carbon pool. This component and quantification have been recognized for many 

years in the annual US GHG Inventory report to the UNFCCC, and its quantification for entities is also available
.  

In the preparation of the Technical Guidelines there will be need to clarify in more detail that in calculating removals (or deductions due to sequestration) the changes from actual year to base year are not applicable to the product carbon pool using the GPCARB( model and other approaches. This is also true from the teachings in the EPA’s GHG Inventory Report to the United Nations. An unfavorable difference in the annual estimations of the product-in-use carbon pool from one year to another is not an emission. The EPA report to the UNFCCC Annual report on GHG Inventories is consistent with this interpretation.

If “carbon stocks is not kept as revised in the above, add the definition or “carbon pool” or reservoir. It would help clarify the storing of the GHG, which is a different step in the process from the term “sink”. Carbon Pool. A component or components of the atmosphere, biosphere, hydrosphere and geosphere where a GHG, or its sink-transformed expression, i.e. carbon, is stored. This definition is very close to the UNFCCC’s in Article 1.

Net emissions or entity-wide emissions As appearing in 300.1, this definition and the following on “net reductions” are not clear in text and intent.  It is important to realize that many reductions expressed as internal projects reductions would be included in the gross entity-wide emission inventory. Thus the use of “net reduction” is not clear or could be troublesome. In addition, there are other concerns.

A) The definition contains the unacceptable guidance to add direct and indirect emissions and report on a net of all these (See overarching comment #6 above about the double-counting and other reasons that make it objectionable).

B)  In addition, the language of this very important quantification and reporting definition is not clear in its reference to the use of the term “sequestration” as therein defined. 

C) Further, it is not clear what it addresses. Entity-wide emissions is a term closer to “gross” emissions thus the use of  “or” in the title confuses.

D) Finally, as noted above, there appears to exist a disconnect between the definition of net emissions or entity wide emissions and the definition of "reductions". Consequently, we proposed, as one solution, the following revised text. 

A review of the Figure 1 depicting the framework for a GHG entity inventory would help in the following revisions of the definitions of emissions and reductions. Caution must be taken in recognizing that the Figure 1 addresses Gross and Net GHG Inventories not emissions. But we submit that the pictorial helps in understanding the role of the elements of an inventory: emissions, reductions and removals (sequestration)

In the following, we will address each of these issues separately. 

































                                                                                                                                        
                                                                                                                 

Figure 1- Schematic of the GHG Inventory Framework and Linkage with Project Reductions

Add the definition of Gross entity-wide emissions. The annual direct emissions of the GHG as identified in section 300.6(f) inventoried according to section 300.6(b) and (d). (Provide necessary modifications in those sections)
Net entity-wide emissions. The annual gross entity-wide direct emissions of the GHG identified in section 300.6(f) minus: 

a) changes relative to the base year of the forest carbon stock, inventoried according to section 300.6(b) and (d), 

b) the entity’s indirect emissions reductions relative to the base year inventoried according to section 300.6 (b) and (d),
c) offsets acquired by the entity outside its boundaries in the current year, 

d) avoided emission reduction for the current year and

e) the contribution to the product-in-use carbon stock for the current year

Net emission reduction or net entity-wide emission reductions. This definition can be improved to make it read more clear and accurate. In the way that it appears structured, there may not need to be labeled “net” but rather “total” because the definition itself implies a net. We suggest a definition that reads, 

Net entity-wide emission reductions.  The sum of the annual changes in direct and indirect emissions, and changes in forest carbon stocks, relative to the base year emissions, plus the avoided emissions determined for the year in question, plus the avoided emission reduction for the year in question plus the contribution to the product-in-use carbon stock for the year in question, plus any offset acquired in the year. All according with the provisions of 300.6.  

We consider, frankly, that the proposal is not clear in the understanding of the different terms. Another, clearer way to illustrate these definitions and terms is by the use of Figure 1 above. It is our favorite approach and we urge DOE to consider it because it resolves many problems once understood and accepted.

It is clear that in the gross entity inventory, the results will reflect the emissions from all facilities rolled up (calculated by measurement or activity data) and including reduction from internal projects. The linkage of project reductions and the GHG inventory of the entity is our preferred approach that we have proposed and is reflected  (as Committee draft) in the development of the ISO 14064 standard Part 1, entity inventory. This preferred approach would entail changes in these definitions but a visual like Figure 1, is clear indication of the need for substantial revisions in the definitions and text of 300.6. 

Besides this overarching comment, we are making detailed comments in the existing text but the above is the best approach in our opinion and tested in peer groups. 

Regarding avoided emissions for the year in question. It is understood by many that change in avoided emissions from the reference year to prior or base year is a meaningless and incorrect estimation. What would be the treatment if the difference between and year and another produced a negative change? Would the result be not anymore an avoided emission? Would the avoided emission change be considered instead an emission (a penalty)?  Our best way to explain it is by reminding the reader that we are talking about reductions and not emissions. A change or “delta” in emissions could be used to calculate a reduction or a further increase in emissions. But when talking about reductions, a change or “delta” only provides a figure decoupled from emissions. Perhaps to indicate there was less avoided emission reduction but never consider the delta as more reduction (above what?) or an emission. 

When we compare changes in carbon stock, a negative result means a change in the character of the quantity. It means that emissions from the reservoir exceeded the removals by the sink. Conversely, a change in avoided emissions reduction with a negative result simply means there were less avoided emissions but there has not been a change in the character. By definition of avoided emissions, they have never taken place regardless if in a smaller quantity. 

Another reality that is introduced in these comments is the correct manner to quantify the contributions to the product-in-use carbon stock. Contrary to the change in carbon stock in the forest sink that could result in a removal or an added emissions, the methodology
 in the product-in-use carbon stock we are proposing, provides only number based on the annual production and not in changes. There is not the possibility of emissions by the model used.  

300.3- Guidance for defining the reporting entity.  We respectfully suggest the deletion of “households, “ for the reasons in the overarching comment # 4, above.

300.4.  Selecting operational boundaries for reporting. Some needed corrections are suggested as follow:

The heading should be more explicit and expansive. It is not only for reporting but also for quantification purposes. Insert  “quantification and “ in front of reporting. 

Also, (a)(1) and (a) (2) it should be “must” in both rather than “should”. Otherwise, the credibility in the report would suffer. For (a) (2), such elemental characteristic of the report is not elective or to be encouraged but to be realized. It must be a must.  

(b) Modifications should be made to avoid such broad interpretation and the resulting confusion on what a report comprise within the context of the 1605 (b). In the first sentence after “wholly owned”, insert  “or controlled”, delete “and operated” and add at the end of existing sentence, “are allocated 100 % of the emissions, sequestration, etc. Controlled is the preferred approach for GP based on our experience in conducting GHG inventories. What is important is that once selected the approach is kept from then on forward. 

In the second sentence, delete and rewrite as follows “ Emissions and sequestration from facilities (stationary or mobile), not totally owned by the entity would be allocated according to different approaches; equity, etc. (see 300.3). The selected method will be explained, and documented as needed.

300.5 Submission- There are several suggestions in this section.

300.5(a)- We suggest that language be introduced in 300.5 (a) adding a new 
            bullet (8) statement that would instruct the submitter to declare its intent; for  
            reporting or for registration. (8) The submitter will declare the intent of the 
            submission, either for reporting or for crediting.

300.5 (b). In keeping with the original mandate that the enhanced new registry
will reflect the latest international and best practices, this subsection should be deleted and replaced by the intent and text of existing protocols addressing the adjustment of the baseline or base year emissions as referred to. As an example, we offer the summary statement in the GP Protocol for GHG Inventories mentioned earlier. For changes in ownership of facilities, processes or production levels affecting the boundaries of the initial baseline or base year the following general rule applies.

                     - If GHG emissions are created or eliminated, the baseline or base year 
                        emission is not changed.  

                     - If GHG are transferred (ownership, management controlled, outsourcing,

            etc.) the baseline or base year is adjusted. In the Technical Guidelines
           more expanded information on these rules is provided. 

         - Changes in production, either increases or closing of facilities do not 
           adjust the baseline or base year emissions. Likewise, the baseline for 
           projects is not adjustable

Very similar rules are reflected in the WRI/WBSD, the California registry, etc. There must be certain minimal rules on this important aspect of the inventory for the purposes of achieving the proper accountability and transparency expected.

(c) Documenting changes, etc. If ( b) is properly accepted as it should, there is need to modify ( c) because the only provision needed is the referencing to the adjustments on the prior year and/or base year emission. We propose to delete (c ) and replace it by a simple statement and heading. 

 ( c) Referencing the adjustment. When submitting a next year inventory, the submitter will document in all needed details the adjustment to the prior year or base year emissions inventory according to the adjustment provisions in 300.5 (b). It is understood that the baseline for projects must remain the same.

300.6- Emission Inventories. 

We suggest the text of the section be revised to reflect the essential in the graph submitted in page 9. It is strongly suggested that the graph be included here. Other suggestions are as follows;

(a) General. We support the requirement that for registration, entity-wide inventories be a requisite. We are hard pressed to understand how otherwise, the registry could be used for purposes of crediting, trading, etc. There should not be conflict between entity inventory and project reduction registry since an increase in the annual inventory does not deny the validity of a compliant project reduction for that last year.

(b)  Direct emission inventories. It is an imperative that emissions of CO2 from biomass oxidation (not only combustion which is a form of oxidation) be reported separately as “carbon neutral” and never considered a « direct emissions ». Otherwise, confusion and errors would result.  

We propose as a solution to modify (b) to read,  (2) entities should include as direct emissions the methane and nitrous oxides GHG resulting from biomass combustion but not the CO2 emissions, which are recognized carbon neutral. Then, continue as in second sentence.

Insert a new (c ) to read (c ) Carbon neutral biomass oxidation emissions. Carbon dioxide emissions from the oxidation of biomass fuel, products or discard forest products, etc. are considered carbon neutral. They should be reported separately from indirect emissions and their quantity must not be included in combination with other any other categories, totaling or netting but for the purposes of informational reporting only.

(d) There is need to add in the sub-clause about terrestrial carbon, the consideration of the product in use carbon pool. A sentence just before the last sentence in (d) would help prepare the more detail accounting approach in the Technical Guidelines. We suggest ….

 “Similar considerations must be extended to the calculations of that portion of the terrestrial carbon stock that constitutes the product in use carbon pool. Methodology exists that calculates the apportioned quantity based on annual production of different categories of biomass products. Releases of CO2 from biomass products are, of course, discounted from the product in use pool but are neutral and not emissions per se
. 

Careful consideration must be given in the Technical Guidelines on the steps for calculating the “removals” from this sub-set or sub-pool of the harvested wood carbon of the forest sequestration pool. As done normally, harvested wood is considered an emission and discounted from the estimated growth in biomass. Consequently, if in a given year an entity product in use carbon estimation is lower than the prior or base year, there is not a reversal from removal to emission. It is just that the year in question contributed to the product in use pool in a lesser amount but it is still a removal not an emission reference. That difference is reflected in a similar increase in the rate of growth of C stock at the forest. At the time of commenting on the Technical Guidelines, we will provide such demonstration.

 (e)Treatment of de minimis emissions. We consider that expressing de minimis as a percentage or as one figure is too restrictive and irrelevant. The significance of the quantity in the context of the use to be made of the information in the report is the relevant factor. It is a value judgment but does not make it necessarily incorrect. In fact, a numerical expression of what is considered de minimis is in the realm of the verifier of the entity report or project. Value or qualitative statements are not always useless. They have a role in assessment. 

(f) Covered gases. Because not all of other recognized GHG do have internationally accepted GWP, we suggest they do not be included in the reporting information. Delete (2).

g) Units for reporting. This section should be expanded recognizing different “calculating tools” technical documents developed to reflect the specific characteristics or processes in different industry sector, i.e. API, NCASI, etc. The General Guidelines must reflect so consideration in this or other section so the Technical Guidelines reflect such provision too.

300.7 Net entity-wide emission reductions

(a) Assessing entity-wide emission reductions
.  

(a)(1) first sentence. Insert “inventory” after  “entity-wide” since the report must be in fact the GHG inventory for the entity.

(a)(1) second and third sentences. Need to edit these sentences to properly and accurately reflect the concept and correction mentioned under 300.2 regarding the correct treatment of avoided emissions (not based on changes) and offsets in both inventory and for reduction purposes. 

Total entity-wide emission reductions.  The sum of the annual  changes in direct and indirect emissions, and changes in forest carbon stocks when compared to the prior year or the base year emissions, plus the avoided emissions determined for the year in question and the carbon in product in use plus offsets acquired in the current year. All according with the provisions of 300.6.  

In the manner that reductions for the entity were defined previously, offsets should not be included in reductions but in the net emission inventory. It is a matter of avoiding confusion in the terms and reporting.

(d) Adjusting for year-to-year increases in net emissions. We believe this paragraph is confusing and certainly not clear. It mixes inventory with reductions in a manner that is not practical and efficient. 

The overall reduction (or increases) in a wide entity emission inventory for a given year with respect to the base year emissions is the difference between the inventoried net emissions in that given year and the inventoried, adjusted, net emissions in the base year. That is the practical and efficient way to obtain the net increase or decrease. 

Attempting to calculate total (net was commented above as improper) reductions as it appears in (d) is very confusing and probably inaccurate. It should be deleted.
300.8 Calculating emission reductions.

300.8(a) establishing a base year emissions. We recommended already adding the definition of base year emissions as a way to avoid the ambiguity of the text without definition. Is a submitter reports as entity half of the operations or facilities that is the entity with the caveat that it will remain that way or resubmitted. There is no need to use the tem sub-entity. It brings unnecessary confusion.  

300.8(b) Calculation- Preamble and (d). In both places we consider there is need to change the text to reflect the correction justified earlier in our comments about avoid emissions calculations and the definitions of avoided emissions. 

300.8(b) (2). The prohibition to consider absolute reductions of direct and /or indirect emissions because of decrease in US output (?) is in error as we addressed this matter earlier in the overarching comments part of our comments. The general Guidelines must reflect the best practice in other protocols and be used for accounting purposes and not misguided rewarding or punishing instruments. This is very important and persistence of this contradictory approach would create great havoc in other systems or render the 1605(b) meaningless.

308 (b) (5) Project-based emission reduction .We favor the registration of internal projects (within entity boundaries) in the registry. We do not see any contradiction with the entity-wide inventory but a symbiotic process. Nevertheless, the guidelines must make clear, as indicated in the graph submitted earlier, that the gross emissions inventory reflects the accomplishments of these projects. Why do we want them register? For many reasons. One would be the desire to move them out of the registry for purposes of trading, transfers or crediting in ways that may not be clear today. Another reason because the entity may want to refer to them in their annual reporting or in communications, etc. For example, Georgia-Pacific’s GHG Protocol anticipates the linkage of projects with the inventory, which allows for the orderly and proper establishment of a registry of internal projects
. 

308(b) (c) Actions taken. 

308 (d) Suggest it be deleted. Because of the corrections suggested in the above of our comments, there is no need for this section.

300.8(e). Last sentence. We suggest it be deleted. It does not clarify a thing. It is tantamount to say that DOE expects that the submitter will not cheat.

300.9 Reporting and record keeping requirements. 
       (a) we consider there is no need for annual reports. Every other year reporting or 
             conducting of inventories is a practical and accurate way to maintain the 
            registry and to reduce the considerable cost involved. Modify text accordingly

(b) continuing to report. Besides the text in the proposal, there is need to address the reporting of adjustments to the base year emissions. We proposed as a solution to

make (b) (1) of the existing paragraph, add new (b) (2) to read as follows,

          (b)(2) entities reporting base year entity-wide emissions, will report on the 
          adjustments to the base year inventory according to the adjustment rules
          of these general guidelines.

In addition, if a submitter fails to report three (3) consecutives years, its case will be closed. 

300.10 Certification of reports

(a), second line---delete “or household head” for the reasons provided in the Overarching comments in the above.

(a) second and third lines. It is unnecessary that the guidelines assigned who in the organization must report about the GHG inventory. Suffice to say, “ or the designated person”. Delete rest until “certify that…..”

300.11- Independent verification.

(a)(1) “independent” . We consider the only practical requirement is that the verifiers not be owned by the submitter or any affiliate company of the reporting entity. All other qualifiers are unpractical and of no value in view of the exception provided at the end of (1). If the exception were removed, it would then limit the number of verifiers available and restrict competition. 

Solution. Place a stop after “reporting entity.” and delete rest of sentence.

(a)(2) There is need to clarify if the requirements are applicable to the individual or team of verifiers or to the verifying organization that provides the services via its capable staff. 
300.12- Acceptance of reports and registration of entity emission reductions. We already explained, in the Overarching comment #2, the reasons why proper protection of “earlier credits” should be factored in this section. Consequently, we propose the following,

We suggest that a simple, initial way to address this overarching issue in the GG text is to modify 300.12 (b) so it reads, 

(b) Registration of emission reductions. Insert in front of DOE, 

(iii) Reports with base year no earlier than 2002.  Follow it with the existing two sentences in actual text.

Insert new paragraph as follows,

(iv) Reports with base year not earlier than 1994. Reports with base year or period of four sequential years not earlier than 1994 that have been accepted by DOE will be reviewed for compliance with the new general and technical guidelines and if accepted they will be entered in the registry with appropriate classification to facilitate the proper assessment of the Administration goal.”

Other comments on solicited requests- 

Regarding associations. Associations may have a role in reporting aggregated data for specific programs under clear, specified conditions. These situations must be negotiated with DOE for the specific program and should not be spelled out in the guidelines. Trade Associations should not be considered entities or defined as such to avoid confusion with the focus of the registry. 

The guidelines should not restrict the option of a trade association to use the registry to report on specific programs but should not mandate such or applied the concept across the board as for an entity. 

International facilities and reductions/removals, etc. There is no reason why international facilities should not be part of the inventory and registration process. For purposes of domestic accountability of certain programs, the report must indicate separately, the emissions and reductions that are of international origin regardless they have been aggregated in the entity-wide inventory of emissions and reductions. 

B) page 68208- defining reporting entities. Most of the requests for comments would be satisfied by adding a definition of “entity” as suggested in the specific comments in the above. The guidelines cannot anticipate the myriad of situational arrangements among entities neither to force those arrangements. At the time of reporting or verification those details will be assessed fore the sake of completeness of the information supplied.

C) page 68208. Defining entity boundaries- again there is not a definition as such. One is offered in our comments for 300.2. A proper definition would answer most questions in this regard.

D) page 68208- emissions sources ands sink controls- we have indicated in the comments that only HGH with recognized GWP should be allowed for reporting. Beyond that it is cluttering the system.

E) page 68209 and O.1 page 68211. We support the requirement of entity-wide inventories for registration. The report or guidelines must clarify that a negative result in absolute or emission intensity-based inventory does not negate the validity of a specific absolute reduction project.  

Likewise, in the case of a negative (increase) trend or change in the intensity ratio, projects based on avoided emission reductions for the year in question would be assessed separately to ensure no existence of “unintended consequences” but should not be a red flag to prevent registrations of these projects.

F) Page 68209- 

G) page 68209.- Guidelines for small emitters. No specific comments here but to remind DOE that many small emitters participate in the marketplace and that the guidelines should facilitate accurate reporting but not to the extent to unduly alter the marketplace. 

Page 68211-O.3- We opine that DOE should not establish indicators of intensity and allow the reporters to establish and properly explain their selection for the characteristics of their production. Indicators in which the denominator of the ratio is the output do not necessarily have to use the unit of production inn the marketplace. For example, in many categories of forest products, both paper, paperboard, packaging and solid wood products can be easily converted to tons of carbon in the product. Such allow for one intensity indicator practically across the entity in most case. That flexibility should be reflected in the guidelines without any presumption. 

We have also indicated that it is not a matter of absolute emissions inventory versus intensity inventory. It is about an inventory in which both intensity and absolute emission values are required. The reference GP Protocol clearly indicates how more than one intensity indicator can be used and proper comparisons and trends established once the absolute emissions are also available, side-by-side. 

We are not attempting to address the entire request for comments systematically. We consider that in the text of our Overarching and specific comments we addressed most of the comments solicited by the DOE. 

We are available at any moment to clarify and expand on these comments as may be requested by any person in the editing team of this document or of the Technical Guidelines in preparation.  

Sincerely,
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Sergio F. Galeano, Ph.D.

Senior Manager, Product Policy and Assurance
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� Other citations in page 68205, Figure 1 and section 300.7 (b) further confuse the matter with referencing to entities with less than 10,000 tons or no referencing the 2002 specification under section 300.7(a).


� In the President’s directives of February 2002 there is a clear insistence for enhancements to take into account emerging and international approaches. The separation of direct and indirect emissions is stressed in most of them. For example, the Georgia-Pacific’s GHG Inventory protocol (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf" ��www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf� ), the WRI/WBCSD’s The Greenhouse Gas Protocol, and others) 





� GPCARB( model of Georgia-Pacific Corporation available free of charges to requesters to the this writer


� GPCARB( model, based on mathematical concept used in the US GHG inventory report for the United nations framework Convention on Climate Change. The “harvested wood in products pool” always yield removals regardless the fluctuation up and down) in contributions from year to year. Model available upon request to this submitter: � HYPERLINK "mailto:sfgalean@gapac.com" ��sfgalean@gapac.com� 


� GPCARB( model of Georgia-Pacific Corporation is available free of charges to requesters to this writer. Basic information on the approach in Appendix 1- GP’s Inventory of Greenhouse Gases- Protocol, � HYPERLINK "http://www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf" ��www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf�








� Section 4, page 15 on GP’ Protocol, � HYPERLINK "http://www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf" ��www.gp.com/enviro/strategy/protocol.pdf� 
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