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CC-1  State Greenhouse Gas Reporting 

 

 

Policy Description 

GHG reporting reflects the measurement and reporting of GHG emissions at a statewide, sector, 
or sub-sector level to support tracking and management of emissions.  GHG reporting can help 
sources identify emission reduction opportunities and reduce risks associated with possible 
future GHG mandates by moving “up the learning curve.”  Tracking and reporting of GHG 
emissions would also help in the construction of periodic state GHG inventories.  GHG reporting 
is typically a precursor for sources to participate in voluntary GHG reduction programs, 
opportunities for recognition, a GHG emission reduction registry, and to secure “baseline 
protection.”  Further, developing a GHG reporting program could enable the state to influence 
the development of GHG reporting practices throughout the region and nation and build 
consistency with other state or regional GHG reporting programs.   

Policy Design 

The CCAG recommends that New Mexico develop and implement a GHG reporting program 
with the characteristics noted in the accompanying GHG Reporting Design Options Matrix.   
Key elements include: 

- Subject to consistently rigorous quantification, GHG reporting should not be 
constrained to particular sectors, sources, or approaches, in order to encourage GHG 
mitigation activities from all quarters. 

- Mandatory GHG reporting should be phased in by sectors as rigorous, standardized 
quantification protocols, base data, and tools become available, and as responsible 
parties become clear.  Entities should be allowed to report GHG emissions voluntarily 
before mandatory reporting applies to them; and the state, municipalities, and other 
jurisdictions should be allowed to report emissions associated with their own activities 
and any programs they may implement. 

- Reporting should be applicable to all sources (e.g., combustion, processes, vehicles, 
etc.) but using common sense regarding de minimis emissions. 

- The goal should be reporting of “organization-wide emissions within New Mexico” but 
with greatest possible “granularity” in order to facilitate baseline protection.  (Example: 
“Rolling up” an organization’s individual “facility” and “field” emissions reports within 
a reporting database would provide organization-wide totals in New Mexico). 

- Reporting should occur annually on a calendar-year basis for all six traditional GHGs 
and, to the extent possible, for black carbon. 

- Reporting of direct emissions1 should be required; reporting of emissions associated 
with purchased power and heat2 should be phased in, and voluntary reporting of other 
indirect emissions3 should be allowed. 

                                                 
1 Defined as “Scope 1” emissions in the GHG Protocol. 
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- Every effort should be made to maximize consistency with federal, regional, and other 
states’ GHG reporting programs. 

- GHG emissions reports should be verified through self-certification and NMED spot-
checks; to qualify for future registry purposes, reports should undergo third-party 
verification. 

- Project-based emissions reporting should be allowed, when properly identified as such 
and quantified with equally rigorous consistency. 

- The reporting program should provide for appropriate public transparency of reported 
emissions. 

• Goals:  Implementation of a New Mexico GHG Reporting Program as early as possible. 

• Timing:  ASAP, preferably by 2008. 

• Coverage of parties:  Probably NMED. 

Implementation Mechanisms 
Reporting protocols, opportunities, and, in the case of mandatory reporting, underlying 
regulatory requirements. 

Related Policies/Programs in Place 

Many sources in New Mexico report criteria pollutant emissions in order to comply with various 
federal and state regulatory programs.  Most electric generating stations are also required to 
report CO2 emissions to the Energy Information Administration (EIA).  Some sources may 
report GHG emissions on a voluntary basis to federal, state, or privately-run programs.  
Otherwise, there is no broad, statewide GHG reporting program in New Mexico. 

Types(s) of GHG Reductions 
GHG reporting is an enabling policy to encourage management, and ultimately reduction, of 
GHG emissions.  It does not reduce GHG emissions itself per se. 

Estimated GHG Savings and Costs per MTCO2e 
Not applicable. 

Key Uncertainties 
Uncertainties exist with respect to quantification of some GHG emissions from some sources, 
but standard quantification protocols are rapidly being developed and accepted widely.  There 
remain significant uncertainties with respect to how various state, regional, and/or federal GHG 
reporting programs may develop. 

Additional Benefits and Costs 
Not applicable. 

Feasibility Issues 
None cited. 

                                                                                                                                                             
2 Defined as “Scope 2” emissions in the GHG Protocol. 
3 Defined as “Scope 3” emissions in the GHG Protocol. 
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Status of Group Approval 

Complete. 

Level of Group Support 
Unanimous consent. 

Barriers to Consensus 
None. 
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Principles for GHG accounting and 
reporting from the GHG Protocol: 

1. Relevance 

2. Completeness 

3. Consistency 

4. Transparency 

5. Accuracy 

6. Enabling of other goals 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Potential Goals of GHG Reporting: 

1. Identifying reduction opportunities 

2. Reducing risks (e.g., move up learning curve) 

3. Tracking GHG emissions; assisting the state 
in constructing annual inventories 

4. Participating in voluntary programs 

5. Participating in – or preparing for – 
mandatory programs 

6. Precursor for registry participation 

7. Opportunities for public recognition 

8. Public reporting 

9. Consistency with other programs 
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Design 

Element 
Options 

Design 
Considerations 

Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

1. Type of 
Program 

• Voluntary 
• Mandatory 

• May need or want to 
constrain sectors and/or 
sources (e.g., applicability) 
and/or “phase in” 
reporting requirements. 

• Mandatory, conditioned on: (a) 
Standard quantification protocols & 
tools (i.e., strive to avoid differing 
protocols over multiple 
jurisdictions); and (b) Determination 
of responsible parties in sectors 
where necessary (e.g., Residential, 
Transportation).  Apply common 
sense. 

• “Phase in” mandatory reporting by 
sector, but allow voluntary 
reporting by other sectors & sources 
until they are required to report. 

2. Sectors 

• All sectors 
eligible 

• Limited to 
certain 
sectors 

• Participation in some 
sectors may be limited by 
availability of standard 
quantification methods. 

• May need or want to 
“stage” participation (e.g., 
start small & expand). 

• If limited, to which 
sectors? 

• Include all sectors, but only as 
quantification protocols and data 
availability enables equally rigorous 
treatment across sectors (in order to 
have consistency & integrity when 
ultimately linked to a registry). 

• Recommend “Phasing In” of sectors as 
quantification protocols and data 
become available. 



 
 

Design Design Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

 Options 
Element Considerations 

3. Sources 

• All 
• stationary 

combustion 
emissions 

• mobile 
combustion 
emissions 

• process 
emissions 

• fugitive 
emissions 

• Could limit sources even 
within sectors, (e.g., via 
types, size thresholds, etc.). 

• Broader array promotes 
inventory building, public 
information, identification 
of GHG strategies, etc. 

• Reporting should be open to all 
sources. 

• As with sectors, “Phase In” 
mandatory reporting based on 
availability of: (a) Standard 
quantification protocols; and (b) 
Adequate base data (e.g., for 
different fuels, etc.) for specific 
source types. 

• For mandatory sources, apply 
common sense regarding diminishing 
returns (e.g., de minimis emissions, 
cutpoints, etc.). 
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Design Design Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

 Options 
Element Considerations 

4. 
Organiz-
ational 

Boundary 

• Entity-wide 
(e.g., 
corporation-
wide) 

• Facility or 
field 

• Emissions unit 
or source 
point 

• Other (?) 

• Clear definitions needed to 
avoid double-counting 
where shared ownership 
exists. 

• Should strive to have 
design be consistent with 
possible future directions 
(e.g., mandatory reporting 
would not be enforceable 
above the facility level). 

• Combinations are possible 
(e.g., finer resolution 
aggregated or “rolled up” 
to a greater whole). 

• Reporting goal:  “Organization-wide 
emissions within NM” with greatest 
possible “granularity” to facilitate 
baseline protection. 

• Normally, this equates to emissions 
from in-state facilities, but not all 
sources are “facilities” (e.g., natural 
gas production has “fields”). 

• “Rolled up” total of “facility” and 
“field” emissions reports in a 
reporting database would provide 
total “organization-wide emissions 
in NM.” 

5. Reporting 
Period  

• Annual 
   - Calendar 
   - Fiscal 

• Other 

• Should strive for 
consistency with other 
reporting programs. 

• Annual emissions on a calendar year 
basis. 

6. 

Green-
house 
Gases 

Included 

• Six “Kyoto 
gases” (CO2, 
HFCs, CH4,       
N2O, PFCs, SF6) 

• Other 

• Should strive for 
consistency with other 
reporting programs. 

• Broader array promotes 
inventory building, public 
information, 
identification of GHG 
strategies, etc. 

• Include all six “Kyoto Gases” (emitted 
above de minimis levels) 

• Include, or provide a placeholder 
for, reporting of Black Carbon 
emissions as well. 
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Design Design Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

 Options 
Element Considerations 

7. 
Scope of 
emissions 
covered4

• Direct 
- “Scope 1”  

• Indirect 
- “Scope 2” - 

Indirect from 
purchased Heat 
& Electricity 

- “Scope 3” - other 
indirect (e.g., 
outsourced 
activities, 
employee travel, 
etc.) 

• Both 

• May need or want to 
“stage” coverage (e.g., 
start small & expand). 

• direct emissions are most 
like typical reporting 
requirements, but may omit 
GHG-reducing 
opportunities or 
encourage direct-vs-
indirect trade-offs.  

• For many entities, most 
GHG emissions are from 
indirect sources.   

• Goal:  Greatest detail and greatest 
consistency, applied with common 
sense (e.g., regarding de minimis 
levels). 

• Require reporting of direct “Scope 1” 
emissions ASAP. 

• “Phase in” required reporting of 
indirect “Scope 2” emissions, but 
report them separately for greater 
transparency. 

• Allow voluntary reporting of “Scope 
3” voluntary; phase it in if/when 
similarly rigorous protocols exist. 

                                                 
4 “Scope 1, 2, and 3” emissions as defined in the GHG Protocol. 
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Design Design Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

 Options 
Element Considerations 

8. 

Emissions 
Quantifi-
cation & 
Monitor-

ing 

• Calculation 
methods & 
tools 

• Direct 
measurement 
(e.g., CEMs, 
Stack Testing) 

• Should strive to use 
current best practice 
methods, such as GHG 
Protocol calculation 
tools. 

• Strive for consistency with 
other GHG reporting 
programs. 

• Some “other” or “home 
grown” approaches may be 
necessary in NM (e.g., 
Flashing emissions; IPIECA; 
API’s SANGEA; etc.). 

• Develop a “Hierarchy of 
Consistency,” whereby quantification 
protocols are applied in a priority 
order (e.g., EPA, IPCC, WRI/WBCSD, 
IPIECA/API, …). 

• Maximize consistency with existing 
reporting requirements (e.g., CO2 
reporting for Acid Rain sources 
should echo their current CO2 
reporting to EPA). 

9. Verifi-
cation 

• state 
verification 

• 3rd party 
verification 

• self-
certification 

• If mandatory, the state may 
be able to use current 
verification procedures 
for criteria pollutants.  

• CCAR does 3rd party 
verification. 

• For reporting, allow “Self-
Certification,” and have NMED do 
spot inspections. 

• For ultimate Registry purposes, 
require 3rd-Party verification. 

10. 
Public 

Access & 
Reports 

• Internet access 
and/or Online 
reports 

• Paper reports 
• Both 

• “Confidential Business 
Information” (CBI) 
concerns 

• Allow sources to report GHG 
emissions electronically. 

• Provide electronic public access to 
GHG emissions reporting data that is 
“rolled up” to a level such that CBI is 
reasonably protected. 
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Design Design Preliminary TWG 
Recommendation to CCAG 

 Options 
Element Considerations 

11. 

Project 
Level 

Reporting 
or 

“Offsets” 

• Yes/No 
• Constrain in 

some fashion 

• May be most useful when 
there is an externally-
imposed constraint (e.g., a 
“Cap” or other regulatory 
requirement). 

• location of co-benefits 
achieved (may not be in 
NM). 

• Raises concerns about 
quantification, baseline, 
“additionality,” secondary 
effects, reversibility, 
ownership, double-
counting, and verification. 

• Primarily useful as a registry 
function and when a regulatory 
requirement exists to “offset.” 

• needs accepted project-based 
quantification tools and  protocols 
(now starting to arrive, e.g., 
WRI/WBCSD). 

• Allow for voluntary reporting of 
properly quantified mitigation 
projects. 
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CC-2  State Greenhouse Gas Registry 

 

 

Policy Description 

Measurement and recording of GHG emissions reductions at a macro- or micro-scale level in a 
central repository with a “transaction ledger” capacity to support tracking, management, and 
“ownership” of emission reductions as well as to encourage GHG reductions, to enable potential 
recognition, baseline protection, and/or the crediting of actions by implementing programs and 
parties in relation to possible emissions reduction goals, and to provide a mechanism for 
regional, multi-state, and cross-border cooperation.  Subject to appropriately rigorous 
quantification, GHG registration should not be constrained to particular sectors, sources, or 
approaches so as to encourage GHG mitigation activities from all quarters. 

Policy Design 

The CCAG recommends that New Mexico develop and implement a state GHG registry and/or 
participate in a regional GHG registry building off the GHG reporting program recommended in 
CC-1 and providing adequate verification, allowing project-level reporting, and with costs borne 
primarily by participants.  Other recommended characteristics are noted in the accompanying 
GHG Registry Design Options Matrix.   Key elements include: 

- Geographic applicability at least at the statewide level and as broadly (i.e., regionally or 
nationally) as possible. 

- Allowing sources to start as far back chronologically as good data exists, as affirmed by 
third-party verification, and allowing registration of project-based reductions or 
“offsets” that are equally rigorously quantified. 

- Incorporating adequate safeguards to ensure that reductions aren’t double-counted by 
multiple registry participants; providing appropriate transparency; and allowing the 
state to be a valid participant for reductions associated with its programs, direct 
activities, or efforts. 

- Striving for maximum consistency with other state, regional, and/or national efforts; 
greatest flexibility as GHG mitigation approaches evolve; and providing guidance to 
assist participants. 

• Goals:  Implementation of a New Mexico GHG Registry Program as early as possible. 

• Timing:  ASAP after GHG reporting is operating. 

• Coverage of parties:  Probably overseen by NMED; costs shared by participants 
benefiting from the registry. 

Implementation Mechanisms 
None cited. 

Related Policies/Programs in Place 
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None cited. 

Types(s) of GHG Reductions 
None cited. 

Estimated GHG Savings and Costs per MTCO2e 

Not applicable. 

Key Uncertainties 

There remain significant uncertainties with respect to how various state, regional, and/or federal 
GHG registry programs may develop.  Involvement in early registry implementation – as issues 
are deliberated among states – will advantage New Mexico in their ultimate outcome. 

Additional Benefits and Costs 
None cited. 

Feasibility Issues 

None cited. 

Status of Group Approval 
Complete. 

Level of Group Support 
Unanimous consent. 

Barriers to Consensus 
None. 
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WWW.NMCLIMATECHANGE.US  
 

Cross Cutting Issues Technical Working Group 
GHG Registry Design Options Matrix  

August 7, 2006 
 
 
Notes: 
• Builds upon GHG Reporting Design Options 

Matrix 
• Some Reporting preferences could be 

outweighed by Registry needs, particularly if a 
regional registry uses different 
specifications. 

• Key:  Ensure flexibility, so as to be able to 
register reductions from policies (e.g., cap & 
trade), programs (e.g., state EE/DSM, 
sequestration, clean cars, etc.), projects, and 
offsets. 

• Note: Efforts to develop broad regional 
and/or national approaches to GHG registries 
are increasing. 

 
 

 

Potential Goals of a GHG Registry: 
1. Recording of GHG reductions (vs. emissions) 
2. A central, independent repository for credible 

information about GHG emission reduction 
activities. 

3. A “transaction ledger” providing data 
management & accounting that is critical for 
trading (with or without a cap). 

4. “baseline protection” providing credit for 
entities undertaking early action against 
current or future requirements. 

5. An incentive to track & manage GHG emissions, 
seek productivity and energy efficiency gains,  
and accelerate learning curve regarding 
competitiveness and carbon markets. 

6. Enabling public recognition and 
demonstrating good corporate citizenship. 

7. Possible vehicle for regional, multi-state, and 
cross-border cooperation.
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Design  

Element 
Options 

Design 
 Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

 Key Design Criteria  (beyond GHG Reporting Design Options Matrix) 

1.1 Define geographical 
boundaries 

• New Mexico 

• Regional (or broader) 

• Span of control 

• Cost, economies of 
scale, & broader = 
better? 

• Statewide at least, but as broad 
as possible, consistent with best 
practices 

1.2 Verification  
• State verification 

• Third-party verification 
• See GHG Reporting 

Design Options Matrix 
• Third-party verification 

1.3 Base Year  

• Single specified year 

• Single entity-chosen year 

• Average of multiple years 

• Adjustment rules? 

• Flexibility vs. Simplicity

• Must have good data 
for Base Year. 

• NM Executive Order 

• Unless otherwise required for a 
specific purpose, allow entity to 
choose base year.  (This allows 
entities to go back as far as good 
data exists.) 

1.4 Project-level submittals • Yes / No / Constrain 

• Against what baseline?

• Additionality issues 
(what would have 
happened anyway? 

• Yes, keep as open and flexible as 
possible, but have third party 
verification and require solid 
quantification protocols. 

1.5 “Offsets” • Yes / No / Some 
• Co-benefits location? 

• Nature / character? 

• Yes; door should be open to spur 
others to act and possible 
regional action. 

• Offsets assume a GHG reduction 
obligation, then work in concert 
with it. 

1.6 Start Date •  
• Establish a “to be in 

operation” date? 

• Mandatory reporting starting in 
2008; registry to follow ASAP for 
sectors/sources as high quality 
quantification protocols allow.

1.7 Ownership 
• Example:  Who owns 

reductions from energy 
efficiency? 

• Risk of double-
counting 

• Must have adequate safeguards 
and protocols to ensure no 
double counting. 
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Design  

Element 
Options 

Design 
 Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

1.8 Transparency •  •  • Must have adequate transparency 
to ensure quality. 

1.9 Consistency •  •  

• Strive for consistency and 
compatibility with related 
programs (as done with 
Renewable Energy Certificates 
(RECs)). 

 Technical Issues 

1.10 Treatment of minority 
ownership 

• Multiple ways OK (e.g., 
equity share, financial 
control), but must be 
consistent 

• GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

1.11 Merger & acquisition issues • Such changes often 
require recalculation. 

• GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

1.12 Quality Assurance; 
Uncertainty Analysis 

•  • GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

1.13 
Regulatory guidance 
(Protocols, guidance 
documents, etc.) 

•  •  
• New Mexico should offer 

reasonable guidance and tools to 
encourage participation. 

1.14 Data flow; filing methods, 
etc. 

•  
• Confidential Business 

Information (CBI), 
legal authority, etc. 

• Retain state authority, ensure 
adequate data protection, and 
use web filing to the greatest 
extent possible. 



 
 

Design  Design Preliminary 
 Options 

Element  Considerations Recommendation 

 Administrative & Operational Issues 

1.15 Location (Agency) 
• NMED 

• PRC or Other Agency?   

• New entity? 

• Potential for a 
regional or national 
registry 

• Within New Mexico, NMED is 
probably the best place to house 
the registry (but adequate 
resources will be necessary). 

• If regional, then TDB. 

1.16
Software; Web Interface, 
etc. 

• NM-specific 

• CCAR, RGGR, CCX, ERT, 
EATS? 

• Other? 

• Multiple needs 
(emissions inventory, 
allowances, 
mandatory, voluntary, 
etc.) 

• Rapidly changing 
“state of the art” 

• Strive for: (A) consistency with 
other registry efforts; (B) 
flexibility to serve both 
mandatory and voluntary 
participants & sectors; (C) ability 
to change as registries evolve; 
and (D) maximum implementation 
via web capabilities. 

1.17 Cost 

• Transaction fees 

• Participant dues 

• Publicly supported? 

• Other? 

• Development costs 

• Ongoing operating 
costs 

• Ongoing costs should be borne 
principally by registry 
participants (as opposed to 
taxpayers). 

1.18 Oversight & Management 
• NMED 

• Publicly appointed board?

• Other? 

•  

• Either NMED or Public Board OK; 
but must maintain current 
positive momentum. 

• If regional, then TDB. 

1.19
Reporting of Results; 
Recognition 

• Low-key results 

• Pro-actively recognize 
achievers 

• Registry should reach out with 
results and recognition. 

•  
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