
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
DRAFT ADIPIC ACID PRODUCTION PROTOCOL VERSION 1.0 

 
 
One commenter provided a set of five comments during the public comment period for the 
Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) draft Adipic Acid Production Protocol Version 1.0. Staff from 
the Reserve provides responses to the comments below. The public comment period for the 
draft protocol was July 31, 2020 to August 31, 2020.  
 
The comment letter can be viewed on Reserve’s website at  
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/adipic-acid-production/.  
 
 
COMMENTS RECEIVED BY: 
 

1. ClimeCo Corporation  
 
 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/adipic-acid-production/
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1. General - Overall, ClimeCo is extremely pleased with the protocol and believes it will create 

an important mechanism to incentivize significant GHG reductions that would not have 
occurred otherwise. Adipic acid production is an extremely emissions intensive process. 
Despite never having the opportunity to participate in carbon markets, facilities in the United 
States have already shown leadership in reducing a portion of their emissions voluntarily. 
Creating a market for the incremental emission reductions above-and-beyond historical 
voluntary reductions will incentivize additional reductions and ensure facilities continue to 
voluntarily abate. This protocol is an impactful step towards significant greenhouse gas 
reductions in the United States. 

 
RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and continued support in development of this 
protocol.  

 
2. Baseline Lookback Period - Currently, both the dynamic and static baseline approaches 

use a “baseline look-back period defined as at least the five most recent calendar years of 
operations … starting in 2015”. We believe that the Reserve should limit the baseline look-
back period to 5 calendar years and not extend beyond that length of time. Anchoring the 
look-back period to a single year rather than a set number of years does not align with 
programmatic precedent, which has largely been set at a 3-year look-back. Moreover, 
extending the baseline indefinitely into the future is an oddity that can create inequality 
between projects – for example, if a project were to start in 2030, the lookback period would 
be 15 years which could include significant market changes. A 5-year lookback is a sensible 
compromise of including representative data that will appropriately determine the amount of 
historical voluntary abatement. 
 
RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and extensive engagement in development of 
this protocol. Please note that whilst we strive to create standardization across our program, 
we always carefully study and accommodate the specific circumstances of each project 
type. In the development of this protocol, we engaged extensively with members of the 
workgroup on various issues related to setting baseline requirements, and additionality more 
broadly. Based on those discussions, and based on specific aspects of the U.S. adipic acid 
production sector, we developed the baseline approach for this protocol. You are correct 
that this approach differs from approaches taken in our other protocols, but we believe the 
approach is appropriate for this protocol.   

 
3. Treatment of Outliers in the Baseline Evaluation - Similarly, we believe the Reserve 

should consider changing how they address outliers in the baseline variability test 

(summarized in Table 5.2).  The outlier elimination process is abnormal and out of line with 

standard statistical methods. In a typical outlier evaluation test, if the data are determined to 

be variable beyond 2 standard deviations (or whatever standardized method is chosen), the 

data should be reviewed for errors and anomalies, with the abnormal data removed as 

appropriate. 

 

By replacing outliers with the highest historical abatement efficiency (AE), the Reserve will 

be making the final baseline less representative of overall operations. This strategy creates 

a disproportionate increase in the baseline level (and thus a lower credit yield) for a facility 

that has had variability in their historical AE. We do not believe it is the Reserve’s intention, 

as this test will specifically increase the baseline for a facility simply because it has variable 

abatement in the past. Variable abatement should not generally be considered problematic, 
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as facilities were abating voluntarily and making abatement decisions based on several 

maintenance and operational factors. Ultimately, we do not believe this strategy is in line 

with the Reserve’s goal of creating a representative baseline. 

 

Finally, we also disagree with the one-directional nature of outlier removal. If the spirit of the 

evaluation of variability is to create a representative baseline, only eliminating low-AE 

outliers and not high-AE outliers is inappropriate, abnormal, and biases the data. We believe 

this, as well as the aforementioned replacement technique, are not statistically sound and 

will result in a protocol with unequal treatment among facilities. 

 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and multiple follow up discussions. Following 

extensive workgroup discussions on this issue, we developed this approach to deliberately 

introduce conservativeness. Each time we develop a protocol we need to balance the desire 

to make baselines representative, with broader goals to make the protocol more 

conservative. We were asked by members of the workgroup to ensure the protocol is 

conservative, and this is one means by which we have chosen to do so. We believe this 

mechanism will allow us to develop baselines that are representative, while introducing 

conservativeness, and also still providing significant incentive for projects to voluntarily 

abate beyond baseline conditions.  

 

4. Baseline Calculations - First, we are happy with the Reserve’s decision to use the average 

of the look-back period to set a baseline of historic voluntary abatement. We believe it is 

important that facilities are credited only for the incremental emission reductions above-and 

beyond their voluntary efforts; however, we also would like to acknowledge that historical 

abatement has been primarily voluntary and has never been incentivized by carbon 

markets. Setting a baseline using historical average abatement levels is fair, conservative, 

and in-line with how baselines are set in other Reserve-approved protocols. This feedback is 

notwithstanding of our feedback on the length of the lookback period, which we believe 

should be limited to 5 calendar years. 

 
RESPONSE: We thank you for your feedback and appreciate your participation in this 

process. 

 

5. Leakage - We are also pleased with the strong leakage protections that the Reserve has 
included in protocol development. As the Reserve is aware, leakage did occur in early Clean 
Development Mechanism projects from adipic acid production. While the financial incentives 
that led to such leakage are extremely unlikely to occur in the United States, we believe the 
Reserve has made the right choice in explicitly calling out the issue and adding protective 
measures against it. 

 
RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments.  


