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GENERAL COMMENT

REPORTING for purposes of establishing and tracking broad, aggregate public reference points on an entity or national basis should be distinguished from REGISTRATION for purposes of documenting reductions for possible crediting or baseline protection, which should carry with it a greater burden of verification and be oriented predominantly to the facility (or product?) level.  Our comments on the various topics below reflect this distinction.

Reporting should emphasize reasonable estimates of net changes in net CO2-equivalent emissions.  To the extent possible, such reporting should capture all significant sources/sinks within any given entity and across the breadth of economic sectors (particularly in preparing government reports on a national basis).  

Registration should reflect our growing sophistication in greenhouse gas emissions accounting and the emergence of domestic and international emissions trading as distinct policy options being actively discussed within and among governments.  The degree of rigor required to meet the test of these emerging standards (to facilitate emission-related economic activity) is greater than that required to document directional trends or relative progress under a mere reporting scheme.  Such rigor is most readily achieved on a facility or product level basis.  To the extent possible, any registration scheme should be compatible with evolving international standards and guidelines.

Reporting and registration schemes can operate in parallel, leaving to any reporting entity the option of taking on additional verification obligations in order to document certain actions for purposes of potential crediting or baseline protection.  However, it may be reasonable to expect any entity seeking registration of selected project- or product-contributions to also participate in entity-wide reporting.

A. Issues Related to Comment Scope

The distinction drawn above between reporting and registration, together with the suggestions below regarding enhancing particularly the registration option, should provide the opportunity for entities choosing to attain a higher level of assurance against loss of future reduction recognition to do so, without imposing inordinate burden on others in the economy.  It recognizes that, to that end, more systematic approaches to verification and documentation are warranted, but recognizes also that such increased rigor is not necessary merely to provide indicative reporting.

B. Issues in the Relationship of the GHG Registry to Other Approaches in GHG Reporting

We are not aware of other reporting protocols emerging at the governmental level, though there are registry protocols (as we have drawn the distinction) emerging to facilitate participation in national and international GHG emission trading schemes.  As the benefits of emissions trading and their potential relevance to climate change have become more widely understood, we have seen the private sector and public interest sector also become involved, generally with the common aim of developing appropriate guidance and standards to enable verification of environmental benefits and to facilitate the functioning of GHG emissions trading.  These efforts have been aimed at consistency among emerging national, regional and international schemes, and should guide US program development, as well.  

It is our belief that, over the long run, such international emissions trading should and will play a role in global efforts to meet the climate challenge.  To the extent its economic and competitive concerns can be integrated into post-Kyoto approaches to such global efforts, the US should anticipate an active role in such programs and design its short-term actions with such globally-linked opportunities in mind.  As the US proceeds, it should therefore take cognizance of emerging trading schemes and, to the extent possible, enable those desiring to do so to document their emissions in a manner consistent with such schemes. 

C. Institutional Issues

Time frame of data reported. 

The governments around the globe, including the US, clearly urged voluntary greenhouse gas reductions with their agreement and subsequent ratification of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.  This also fixed on 1990 as the frame of reference for GHG emission levels.  A number of companies, including DuPont, responded positively to this global call for action, and have documented our actions under subsequent programs within the US (Climate Wise, in DuPont’s case).   Companies should be allowed to report emissions from 1990, particularly where they have already been participating in one or the other of the US voluntary reporting schemes.  

The timeframe for registration should be equivalent, but reasonable methods and documentation  used  in the past  must be accepted even if they do not meet the precise requirements established by new regulations.  Again, if a facility/project-specific nexus is used, this could allow for permit-trail documentation with a relatively high degree of rigor.  

Reporting entity definition. 

At this point, focus should be on activities within the US by either US or foreign owned entities.

Level of reporting. 

As discussed above, reporting on entity-wide basis may be reasonable, but facility- or project-level documentation is more appropriate for registry purposes.  A reasonable threshold for project or facility-scale should be provided to avoid unnecessary administrative burden.  With respect to registry documentation as well as reporting one aspect that would have to be subject to at least some self-certification is that claimed reductions have not, in fact, been transfers off shore, or to a subsidiary, JV, contractor, etc..  

Reportable GHGs. 

Reporting should include all GHG gases and sinks, though they should be reportable on a CO2-equivalent basis (applying agreed IPCC GWP factors).  This is the only way to reflect honestly the net environmental impact of actions and trends.  

Indirect emissions. 

Indirect emissions from purchased power and steam should be included.  This may require a separate accounting/reporting track for electrical generators, with specific attention to avoiding duplication in aggregation of reporting by consumers of electricity.  For purposes of registry documentation, business contractual relations should be relied upon to determine claim to reductions associated with specific products or emission streams.  For purposes of this registry documentation, a regional average should be used for electricity consumption.  For steam consumption, the fuel burned by the local supplier should be used.

Avoided emissions. 

Avoided emissions should be considered where they can be documented under a verifiable registry project.  They should not be counted in aggregate entity-level reporting beyond the degree to which they have lowered what would otherwise have been entity emission totals.  In this latter regard, however, it is important to note that if emission intensity is allowed as a option for documented improvement, that should already incorporate consideration of avoided emissions, since these avoided emissions would presumably be expressed in some  terms, such as some form of productivity gain.    

Baselines (or reference case) definition. 

As discussed above, the key distinction between baseline/reference case determination for purposes of emissions reporting versus registry is the degree to which the latter must be verifiable, and may incorporate both emissions and unit output in claiming emission-intensity improvement (note that this would still require documentation of absolute emission levels).  The important aspect of units of output is to realize that product mix changes can affect energy- (and emission-) intensity of manufacturing operations, but so, too, can considerations such as outsourcing of energy-intensive components, etc.  Any registry would have to explicitly account for such changes.  These could arise both from internal decisions such as shifting production outside the US, or from externally obvious actions such as acquisitions or divestitures that significantly alter the company’s profile.  

Thresholds for reporting emissions and for reporting emissions reductions. 

Thresholds should establish diminimus project or facility levels for calculation of reporting or  registry  schemes to avoid excessive administrative burden.  Since we are contemplating a voluntary system, however, the imperative for such thresholds is relatively less than under mandatory schemes.  Past experience, particularly with EPA air regulations, suggests that a reasonable approach to estimating deminimus emissions should be applied – for example, entities need only do an approximation of their total deminimus net emissions, and should not face the burden of proving or documenting their deminimus levels from insignificant activities.

Reduction activity reports on domestic and international projects. 

Entities registering credits from domestic and/or international emissions reductions projects should be able to verify that emissions were not diverted elsewhere.  As discussed above, an expectation of voluntary entity-level reporting may be a reasonable accompaniment of efforts to sanction reduction/improvements under a registry scheme, even though the two would not apply the same level of detail

Transferable credits and transferring ownership of reductions. 

Fungibility of credits is a key element of any emissions trading scheme aimed at enabling an economy’s capital to find its way to the least-cost options for moderating GHG’s.  This requires that the basket of gases be considered, with GWPs translating emission tonnages into the common currency of CO2 equivalence.  Equally important in any scheme that contemplates potential change in ownership is that there be at least some readily understood criteria for valuation of the credits (verification).  This need not always be standardized (markets can “discount” credits subject to less rigorous verification), but for purposes of maximizing societal value, a common verification process is appropriate.  

Reporting joint activities, addressing duplication of reported emissions and reductions, and ownership. 

For joint venture activities, contract-specified ownership provisions should dictate.  Where there are not such specific ownership provisions, ownership for purposes of establishing both emission reduction responsibility (for reporting or registry schemes) should default to the share of asset valuation. 

Verification and third-party audit standards. 

As suggested above, different standards should apply to reporting and registration.  Self-certification remains appropriate for reporting.  However, more rigorous accounting (including 3rd party verification) is appropriate for those opting to seek transferable credit or to secure baseline protection under a registry scheme.

Confidentiality of reported data; public availability of information. 

Reasonable, self-certified estimates under a voluntary reporting scheme should not obligate an entity to a level of specific reportable detail that would expose CBI concerns.  In contrast, project- or facility-level documentation under a registry scheme may well expose CBI concerns.  Opportunity should therefore be provided to assure CBI protection of information provided on such project- or facility-level applications.  Public accountability concerns are legitimate in demanding assurance of environmental integrity where tradable credits or baseline protection are granted.  However, the system should respond to these concerns by assuring the integrity of the verification process rather than by providing unlimited public access to all documentation.  

D. Technical Issues

Measurement and estimation techniques. 

Again, reasonable estimates for reporting do not necessarily need to be limited to a single prescribed formula, though the WBCSD/WRI GHG Reporting Initiative may provide useful guidance at a general level.  Registry schemes, however, should over time develop or adopt standardized approaches to common facility or project situations.  The work of the WBCSD/WRI GHG Emissions Reporting Project may provide useful starting point for such approaches, though they are not yet complete in addressing the universe of GHG scenarios for which some common documentation approaches may be warranted.

API factors(e.g. fuel use to emissions for different types of combustion sources)  are recommended for many industrial activities.

