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Chairman Mary Nichols and Members of the Board

California Air Resources Board

1001 I Street

Sacramento, California

March 11, 2016
RE: CARB 2016 Cap and Trade Regulation Amendment Comments
Dear Chairman Nichols and Members of the Board,

Camco International Group, Inc. (Camco) is pleased to have the opportunity to submit the following comments for potential revisions to the ARB Cap-and-Trade Regulation. Camco is a representative for 23 offset projects within the ARB Cap-and-Trade program, having issued over 1 million ARB Offset Credits (ARBOCs) from 54 project reporting periods. Camco has extensive experience in documenting and qualifying emissions reductions as offset credits and we provide the suggestions below with the aim of improving the efficiency, predictability and fairness of the ARB program in order to stimulate additional activity within the emissions reduction and offset sector.
General Regulation
· Invalidation and regulatory compliance considerations:

· We recommend that the regulatory compliance language of the regulation is revised so that a regulatory violation or non-compliance only impacts a project’s potential to claim offsets if the violation or issue is deemed to be material to the offset project. The current language appears to leave very little discretion to regulators and verifiers with regards to the significance, duration and impact of any breach of regulations by a project facility. We have seen instances where minor infractions or changes in the interpretation of permit language could potentially result in significant loss of credits (income) for a project. These breaches, although within a project boundary, may have no impact on the number of offsets generated, have often already been addressed to the satisfaction of the relevant regulatory authority and the uncertainty created discourages future participation in the offsets program. 
· We recommend that the regulatory compliance language be revised so that a material violation or issuance of non-compliance results in a loss of offsets only for the period of non-compliance and not an entire reporting period.  Depending upon the nature of the violation, a facility that is deemed to be out-of-compliance can become compliant within a short period of time and the inability to generate offsets for the entire reporting period is overly punitive.
· Global Warming Potential of Methane:  We recommend that the GWP of methane used in the ARB Cap-and-Trade Regulation offset calculations be 25 (instead of 21), so that this value is consistent with EPA and international guidelines as well as other State of California Agencies (see CDFA - Dairy Digester Grant Program).  For EPA reference of methane GWP = 25, please refer to EPA – 40 CFR 98 effective 1/1/2014, page 21. Given the increasing focus on short-lived climate pollutants by officials and regulators state-wide and federally increasing the GWP would seem to be a straightforward way to further encourage the development of methane reduction projects. 
Comments specific to the Livestock Projects Compliance Offset Protocol:
· Use of Site-Specific Bo (Equation 5.8):  We recommend revising Equation 5.8 of the Livestock Protocol to add a footnote allowing OPOs or APDs the option to use a site-specific Bo for digester effluent when calculating methane emissions from the BCS effluent pond.  This option was included in the October 20, 2011 version of the Livestock Protocol, but dropped from the November 14, 2014 Livestock Protocol.  The option of using a site-specific Bo (with supporting laboratory data and documentation) is relevant as use of site-specific data is a more accurate reflection of the methane producing potential of the Project digester effluent that is going to the effluent storage pond.  
· Data Substitution (Appendix B – Table B.1.):  We recommend a revision to the language in B.1 related to Data missing for a period of Greater than 1 week.  The current Table indicates that Zero BDE be applied to the device in question with missing data of any parameter for more than one week. Such approach is reasonable if the missing parameter is operational activity, however such approach to missing flow data is overly punitive if the operational activity was effectively monitored during the period of missing flow data.  For example, if flow data to an engine was missing for 8 days, but the kilowatt hour production meter was effectively monitored for the entire 8-day period, then the missing flow data should be calculated according to the Data Substitution guidance and the BDE of the engine should be considered for that time period.  We thus recommend the language be revised to allow actual monitored BDE to be applied to data substitution of flow data for greater than one week.  If operational activity was not monitored during any portion of the missing flow data – then zero BDE be applied. 
We would welcome the opportunity to have further dialogue with ARB staff to discuss these comments and the improvements we suggest.

Yours sincerely,

Charles Purshouse

Vice President – Renewables and Environmental Markets
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