
February 17, 2004

Mark Friedrichs, Esq.

PI-40

Office of Policy and International Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy

Room 1E190

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C.  20585

Re:
10 CFR Part 300 General Guidelines for Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Reporting; 

Proposed Rule, 68 Fed. Reg. 68204 (December 5, 2003)
Dear Mr. Friedrichs:

Ameren is pleased to submit comments on the Department of Energy Office of Policy and International Affairs’ (“OPIA’s”) December 5, 2003, Federal Register notice on the opportunity for public comment on proposed revised General Guidelines for filing voluntary reports of greenhouse gas emissions and reductions.

Ameren provides energy services to 1.7 million electric and 500,000 natural gas customers over 49,000 square miles in Illinois and Missouri.  We have participated in the voluntary reporting of greenhouse gases since 1995.  Ameren is a member of the Edison Electric Institute (“EEI”) and as a member of EEI, we are also a member of the Electric Power Industry Climate Initiative (“EPICI”) and we support the comments that both groups have submitted on the proposal. 

On the comments made by either EEI or EPICI, we have the following additional comments.

· Clarify the status of the proposal.  Although it is frequently stated that the proposal is dealing with a revised General Guideline there are numerous references in the notice that the proposal is a rule.  We appreciate the publication of the guideline in the Federal Register to ease distribution and allow all interested parties to comment, but if it is truly a regulation then it would seem to change the nature of the reporting from voluntary to a requirement.

· Keep comment period open until all aspects of reporting are made available for comment.  In order to properly assess the impact of this Guideline, it must be evaluated in conjunction with the other parts (guidelines and forms) of the reporting process.  By having very separate comment periods and leaving uncertain the issue of acceptance of additional comments, this forces commenters to consider a much broader universe of potential issues when commenting.  Issues that may currently loom as significant could be more properly assigned their true impact if the review could occur when the entire package is available.

· Drop the two-tiered system.  The proposal to register some reductions depending on the reporter’s ability to show net reductions creates a two-tiered system for reductions without sufficient discussion on what a registered reduction means to a reporter.  Although it is unclear how a reporter would use a registered reduction, the nature of this added status brings the appearance of higher value than non-registered reductions while the reality of the difference again lies only in the reporter’s ability to show net reductions.

· Add an entity definition and modify the sub-entity definition.  The sub-entity definition includes the presumption that it will have emissions of greenhouse gases (68 Federal Register 68216, December 5, 2003) and yet some sub-entities may have no emissions, but will act as a source of reductions for an entity.  Since there is a definition for a sub-entity, a definition should be developed for an entity and it should not be limited to legally distinct operations. 

· Reporting of Terrestrial Carbon Stocks should be an option.  The status of terrestrial carbon stocks within an entity could fluctuate for a variety of reasons especially if the entity was not planning to include its existing stocks in its reporting.  The requirement as proposed for 10 CFR Part 300.6(a) (68 Federal Register 68217, December 5, 2003) that an entity provide a comprehensive inventory of changes in terrestrial carbon stocks should be made an option.  

· Raise the de minimis level.  The current de minimis level of the lesser of 10,000 pounds or 3% is useless for many fossil fueled facilities since the 10,000 pound limit is easily going to be much less than 1% for many fossil fuel generators.  A much more appropriate level for fossil fueled facilities would be 3-5%, but the Agency could also establish a different de minimis level for other industrial sectors. 

· Full acceptance of project reductions.  We are concerned by the statement in the proposal that an entity can submit project reduction information but that those reductions can not be registered.  (68 Federal Register 68211, December 5, 2003) As we have already stated, registration should not be a part of the voluntary reporting program, but the statements in Supplementary Information Section II.O.1. seem to place a low value on reductions from projects.  We believe that project related reductions have value and projects may be the only mechanism for some entities to participate in the national goal of reducing greenhouse gas intensity.   Clearly entities that can only show emission reductions through projects may decide to not participate if their only method to show reductions is not accorded the same value as other reduction efforts.

· Third-party verification optional.  We agree that third-party verification should remain as optional.  Third part verification may not be necessary for most reporting entities and only adds additional cost that may only lead to some entities discontinuing reporting. 

· Provide additional detail on report acceptance process.  Currently, the proposal states that DOE will determine if a report will be accepted (68 Federal Register 68220, December 5, 2003), but there is no discussion on acceptance notification or dispute resolution.  When an entity submits its voluntary report it should be given the opportunity to defend its submittal if any portion of it is found to not be acceptable by the Agency.  

Some additional comments on the Guideline include.  

· Facility reporting and grouping option.  A possible method to deal with changing baselines due to sale or acquisitions and simplifying entity-wide reporting is to allow an entity to report based on individual facilities and to allow grouping of sources.  The reporting entity can report on individual facilities using an internal basis that would be identified to the Agency.  If a location is sold then only the baseline for that location would need to be reported as a transfer and the purchaser could identify it as an addition.  Sources that may not make sense to be evaluated individually could be collected into a grouping where estimates or factors could be used to provide emissions or reductions for that group.  These options should also aid in transparency because it would simplify the review of sources.

· Baseline averaging.  Reporting entities should be allowed the option to establish a baseline using average emissions for a range of years about a baseline year.  Allowing the use of an average provides entities with a mechanism to more accurately portray their emission intensity.  

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  If you have any questions, please contact me at (314) 554-2388.

Sincerely,

Paul R. Pike

Environmental Services Scientist

Ameren Corporation

P.O. Box 66149

St. Louis, MO 63166


