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WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol’s  
Principles for GHG accounting and reporting: 

1. Relevance 
2. Completeness 
3. Consistency 
4. Transparency 
5. Accuracy 
6. Enable other goals 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Potential Goals of GHG Reporting: 
1. Identifying reduction opportunities 
2. Reducing risks (e.g., start 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 recognition 
8. Public reporting 
9. Consistency with other programs 
10. Others? 
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Design 

Element 
Options Design Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

1. Type of 
Program 

• Voluntary 
• Mandatory 

• May need or want to constrain 
sectors and/or sources (e.g., 
applicability). 

• Mandatory GHG reporting for 
major sources is in place in some 
states (ME, CT, NJ) and anticipated 
soon for several others in 
Northeast and Far West. 

• Mandatory, once (a) standard 
quantification protocols & 
tools are available for a sector 
(to avoid differing protocols 
over multiple jurisdictions); 
and (b) responsible parties are 
clear (e.g., 
Residential/commercial, 
Transportation).   

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

• The State may also register GHG 
reductions from programs. 

2. Sectors 

• All sectors 
eligible 

• Limited to 
certain 
sectors 

• Participation may be limited by 
availability of quantification 
methods; may need to “stage” 
sector participation. 

• WRI calculation protocols: 
Stationary combustion, mobile, 
Electric power, cement, iron & 
steel, aluminum, pulp & paper, 
wood products, lime, ammonia, 
purchased heat or power, others. 

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

• Phase In sectors as 
quantification protocols and 
data become available. 
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Design 

Element 
Options Design Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

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, use 
common sense regarding 
diminishing returns (e.g., de 
minimis emissions, cutpoints, 
etc.). 

4. 
Organiz-
ational 

Boundary 

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

• Facility 
• 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 to a 
greater whole). 

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

• This generally equates to 
emissions from in-state 
facilities, but not all sources 
may be “facilities.” 

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



GHG Reporting Design Options Matrix, AZ CC TWG, April 14, 2006 
 

 

   
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 4 Center for Climate Strategies
www.azdeq.gov  www.climatestrategies.us 

 

 
Design 

Element 
Options Design Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

5. Reporting 
Period  

• Annual 
   - Calendar 
   - Fiscal 
• Other 

• Should strive for consistency 
with other reporting programs. 

• Annual emissions on a calendar 
year basis. 

6. 
Greenhouse 

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 
Black Carbon emissions as well. 

7. 
Scope of 
emissions 
covered 

• 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 
current reporting requirements, 
but may omit GHG reduction 
opportunities or encourage 
direct-indirect trade-offs.  

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

• Goal:  Greatest detail and 
greatest consistency, applied 
with common sense (e.g., to 
emissions above 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. 
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Design 

Element 
Options Design Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

8. 

Emissions 
Quantifi-
cation & 

Monitoring 

• Calculation 
methods & 
tools 

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

• Should strive to use current best 
practice methods, such as GHG 
Protocol calculation tools, and 
to have consistency with other 
reporting programs. 

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

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

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

9. Verification 

• 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 ADEQ 
do spot inspections. 

• For ultimate Registry purposes, 
have 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 

Element 
Options Design Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

11. 

Project 
Level 

Reporting 
or “Offsets” 

• Yes/No 
• Constrain 

• WRI: Raises quantification, 
baseline, “additionality,” 
secondary effects, reversibility, 
and double-counting issues. 

• location of co-benefits achieved. 
• May be most useful when there is 

an externally-imposed constraint 
(e.g., a “Cap”). 

• Primarily useful as a registry 
function. 

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

• Allow for voluntary reporting 
of properly quantified 
mitigation projects. 

 

12. Other(?) •  •  •  

 


