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Notes: Potential Goals of a GHG Registry: 

  
1. Recording of GHG reductions (vs. emissions) • Builds upon GHG Reporting Design Options 

Matrix 2. A central, independent repository for credible 
info about GHG emissions activities  

• Some Reporting preferences could be 
outweighed by Registry needs, particularly if a 
regional registry uses different 
specifications. 

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

4. “baseline protection” – enabling early action 
current or future credit for trading • Key:  Ensure flexibility, so as to be able to 

register reductions from policies (e.g., cap & 
trade), programs (e.g., state EE/DSM, 
sequestration, etc.), projects, and offsets. 

5. An incentive to track & manage emissions, seek 
productivity and energy efficiency gains, & 
accelerate learning curve regarding 
competitiveness & carbon markets • Note: Efforts to develop a national approach 

via a “Registry Alliance” are increasing. 6. Enhance public recognition and demonstrate 
good corporate citizenship  7. Possible vehicle for regional, multi-state, & 
cross-border cooperation   

 8. Others?
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Design  

Element 
Options 

Design 
 Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

1. 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 / Some / No 
• 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. 
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Options 

Design 
 Considerations 

Preliminary 
Recommendation 

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. 

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

1.9 Others? •  •  

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

2. Technical Issues 

2.1 Treatment of minority 
ownership 

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

• GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

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

• GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

2.3 Quality Assurance; 
Uncertainty Analysis 

•  • GHG Protocol • Comport with GHG Protocol. 

2.4 
Regulatory guidance 
(Protocols, guidance 
documents, etc.) 

•  •  
• New Mexico should offer 

reasonable guidance and tools 
to encourage participation. 

2.5 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. 

2.6 Others? •  •  •  
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Recommendation 

3. Administrative & Operational Issues 

3.1 Location (Agency) 
• NMED 

• Other Agency?   

• New entity? 

• Potential for a regional 
registry 

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

• If regional, then TDB. 

3.2 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. 

3.3 Cost 

• Transaction fees 

• Participant dues 

• Publicly supported? 

• Other? 

• Development costs 

• Ongoing operating costs
• Costs should be borne 

principally by participants. 

3.4 Oversight & Management 

• NMED 

• Publicly appointed 
board? 

• Other? 

•  

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

• If regional, then TDB. 

3.5 Reporting of Results; 
Recognition 

• Low-key results 

• Pro-actively recognize 
achievers 

•  
• Registry should reach out with 

results and recognition. 

3.6 Others? •  •  •  
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