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North Carolina

Department of Administration


February 19, 2004
Mr. Mark Friedrichs, PI-40

Office of Policy and International Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, DC  20585

Dear Mr. Friedrichs:

The State Energy Office (SEO) of North Carolina, Department of Administration, has supported federal greenhouse gas (GHG) reporting activities through its support of the Climate Wise program.  As such, we are interested in DOE’s effort to upgrade the existing program with the proposed revisions.

The following are comments on behalf of SEO on the Department of Energy’s proposed revisions to the General Guidelines for the Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Reporting under section 1605(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

It is the SEO’s position that an effective program will include the following:

1. A specific goal of reducing absolute emissions 

2. Entity wide reporting on a corporate level

3. A single federal program

4. A single registration process (not a two-tiered system)

5. Third  party verification of emissions data 

1.  A Specific Goal of Reducing Absolute Emissions

While the President’s goal of an 18% reduction from a 2002 baseline period by 2012 is laudable, the flexibility to permit intensity based reductions will not address the elemental reason why tracking and reducing GHG is important.  

Leading science organizations such as the National Academy of Sciences and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change believe that increases in GHG concentrations pose a real environmental threat.  While this threat will be definitely reduced if absolute emissions are reduced, they may not necessarily be eased by reductions in GHG intensity.  Reported reductions in GHG intensity may give a false sense of easing an environmental threat when, in actuality, absolute GHG emissions could be increasing.  

Other policy based efforts to reduce GHG emissions have focused on absolute emission reductions.  For example, the Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM) has eight member states that have pledged absolute emission reductions.

2.  Entity Wide Reporting on a Corporate Level

While the proposed revisions encourage reporting at the highest level of meaningful aggregation, allowing too much flexibility could lead to high emitting units falling outside the boundary of a self-defined reporting entity.  The credibility of the program will be compromised if this were to occur.  Plant level reporting that rolls up to corporate wide reporting would fulfill DOE’s inventory requirements for large emitters while allowing local and state review of emissions data.  

3.  A Single Federal Program

Having to participate in two separate programs to meet GHG emission reductions is confusing, redundant, and costly for both the government and participants.  EPA and DOE need to determine which agency is best suited to administer a GHG program and go forward with one agency as the administrator.  A program should include both technical assistance to determine plans and methods to reduce emissions and a means to record emissions and assess status.

4.  A Single Registration Process (Not a Two-Tiered System)

The proposed revisions permit both a “reporting” of emission reductions that occurred between 1990 and 2002 and a more rigorous “registration” process for large and small emitters after 2002.  Emission reductions that occur after 2002 can also be simply “reported” if it is desired not to fulfill registration requirements.

The primary difference between reporting and registering emissions is the registration requirement to annually conduct either an entity-wide inventory of emissions for large emitters (greater than 10,000 tons Ce) or, for small emitters (less than 10,000 tons Ce), a complete assessment of annual emissions associated with the type of activity(ies) reported.  Small emitters must also certify that reductions must not be caused by actions likely to increase emissions elsewhere within the entity.   Fulfilling this latter requirement is comparable to conducting an entity wide inventory, so the incremental effort to conduct an inventory should be small.  

The SEO feels that both these requirements for registration strengthen the emissions database and inspire confidence in the program.  As such, we recommend registration including an entity wide inventory.

5.  Third Party Verification of Emissions Data

The proposed revisions encourage third party verification of emissions data but do not require it.  The SEO feels that any hope for carbon trading programs will hinge on the confidence that would-be traders have in registered reductions.  If reductions are not verified by independent third parties, then carbon traders may lack confidence in the “currency.” This lack of confidence will manifest itself in low market prices for carbon and attendant disinterest in further reducing emissions.  As such, it is felt that requiring third party verification will lead to more robust carbon markets.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into this process.

Sincerely,

Larry Shirley

Director

Cc:
Robert Powell, DOE-ARO Director, Office of EERE


Carlton Myrick, Department of Administration

                         Larry E. Shirley, Director


             State Energy Office





Michael F. Easley, Governor
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