








February 17, 2004

Mr. Mark Friedrichs, PI-40

Office of Policy and International Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy

Room 1E190, 1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Friedrichs:

The California Climate Action Registry is pleased to submit the following comments on the Department’s proposed revisions to its General Guidelines for the National Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program, originally created under section 1605(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992.  We understand the amount of work associated with undertaking this important review of the program, and appreciate the opportunity to comment on the guidelines.  Overall, we found the proposed revised guidelines to be an improvement over the existing 1605b program; however, we also continue to have a number of concerns about the quality and consistency of data accepted by the program. 
Improvements

· Entity Level Reporting: We were pleased to note the increased emphasis on entity level reporting in the new guidelines. We believe that this is an important step forward for accurate and complete reporting of GHG data. Reporting on individual projects in isolation can paint a highly misleading picture as it does not convey the emissions activity of a whole entity. Isolated project reporting has, and will continue to encourage, “cherry picking,” wherein a company will report its successful emission reduction projects and not other emitting activities.  

· Requirement of an Entity Statement for Project-level Reporting: Given the problems outlined above with respect to isolated project-level reporting, it is important that there is a relationship between entity and project-level reporting.  To ensure the integrity, and to help encourage transparency of the reported data, we recommend that DOE requires that a company submit an entity level inventory if it reports any project level reductions.  Project level reductions are much more meaningful when a company provides a full picture of entity-level emissions. It helps to ensure that emissions reductions are “real” and not mitigated by leakage, or increased emissions elsewhere. While DOE requires an entity inventory from Large Emitters wishing to report project reductions, it does not require the same from Small Emitters.  We strongly suggest that DOE require an entity inventory from the Small Emitters as well as the Large Emitters. 
· Encouragement of 3rd Party Certification: Independent certification is key to making voluntarily reported data meaningful. Without review by a third party, stakeholders will not have confidence that the data are accurate.  We suggest that DOE requires 3rd party certification of all reporters.

Concerns

· General: The revised guidelines provide too much flexibility in reporting requirements to allow for meaningful comparison and use of reported emissions. While this may reduce the reporting burden for participants, it seriously degrades the value of the data for all stakeholders, including the public. 

· Boundaries: It is critically important to ensure that organizational boundaries are well defined both to promote consistent reporting, and to avoid double counting of emissions.  The basis for determining the boundaries of an entity are not clear in the revised guidelines.  Participants could choose to define their entity based on any federal, state, or local regulation governing the company, which will lead to confusion when entities choose to define themselves based on definitions contained within different regulations.  It is unclear if an entity would apply the same legal basis throughout its own operations. In addition, the guidance for reporting for parent and subsidiary companies should be clarified.  Finally, the decision for how to treat leases is left to each participant.  This will likely lead to varying interpretations, and consequently reported data that will not be comparable. 
· Large and Small Emitters: The division between large and small emitters appears arbitrary and inconsistent.  Given DOE’s desire for consistent reporting, we do not understand permitting different accounting rules for emitters of different sizes.  By definition, small emitters will have less complex emissions.  Small emitters should still be required to submit an entity inventory if they wish to report emission reductions. In addition, Small Emitters are required to report leakage associated with their emission reductions, whereas there is no similar requirement of the Large Emitters to do so.  Such inconsistent rules will lead to confusion about the reported data.

· “Registering” vs. “Reporting”: We do not understand the distinction between these reporting and registering data. While registered reductions will include a more complete level of data to be reported to the program, it is unclear what the value of DOE’s “special recognition” of registered data will mean.  Without a clear value, there is no incentive for a company to register their emissions. If reporting emissions results in the same level and quality of data in the existing 1605b program, and there is no incentive to register data, then it is unclear how the revised guidelines will improve the existing program.

· Additionality:  The concept of project additionality is weak. We do not understand why additionality is only considered for small entities.  At a minimum, emission reductions should only be accepted for activities where the reduction activity exceeds the associated legal requirements. It is quite meaningless to provide any kind of recognition for a reduction that is merely done as a result of complying with the law. 

· Certification: As mentioned above, certification is a crucial element for data integrity in a voluntary reporting program. However, certification in a vacuum has limited value. A strong certification program should have specific guidelines to ensure consistent review and assessment of reported data. Certification should always be conducted against a specific standard.  Consequently, if DOE wishes to encourage 3rd party certification, it needs to publish specific guidance for how certifiers should evaluate reported data. 

· Harmonization: There are a number of steps that the 1605b program could take to foster harmonization with other state and regional registries. Specifically, it could create a process for accepting GHG data from other state/regional registries with the same or stricter reporting guidelines.  We encourage DOE to consider such harmonization efforts.

We hope DOE finds these comments helpful, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide them to the Department.  

Sincerely, 

Jill Gravender

Vice President, Programs

California Climate Action Registry

