GHG Reporting Guidelines - www.defra.gov.uk

IEMA East of England workshop  

The following summary outlines points raised at this workshop held in Cambrige on 28th July 2009.  Seventeen IEMA members attended and participated with Defra officials in the workshop session (one of 9 IEMA regional consultation workshops taking place throughout July & August 2009). The final outcomes will contribute to a collated IEMA response, which will be sent to Defra prior to the formal consultation deadline.  

Two themes were set out for the workshop sessions. These along with discussion outcomes are set out below;
Theme 1: What and how to measure and estimate

Does the guidance help you to understand what and how to measure? Were there any gaps or things that you found difficult to understand? How could we improve these areas? Did you find the small business worked example useful?

Outcomes and comments from group work 
The draft guidance was recognised as an effective and sensible series of principles / advice that would help larger organisations to start to measure and estimate their GHG footprint.  There is a good tie in with GHG Protocol and existing practice, with several useful appendices. A major challenge was noted in the difficulties that will be faced getting business to adopt the guidelines and to start committing to emissions reduction (recognised as an issue that needs addressing).  In terms of the guidance however, there was general support on the direction.  A number of general and specific comments were made as follows;  
1. While there was general support for Scopes 1 and 2 there were notable concerns over scope 3 boundary setting and a suggestion that further clarification is required. 

2. There was general consensus that Scope 3 should be mandatory.  However, concerns were expressed regarding an organisation’s ability and capacity to be able to devise a methodology for data collection and then to collect the appropriate data.  Many SMEs may not have the information readily available and certainly not in usable formats.  This is a key barrier for the guidance to be adopted.  A role for IEMA?
3. Many organisations will not have the knowledge, skills and data collection methodologies to be able to systematically measure & report.  A role for IEMA?
4. While the group felt that intensity ratios had a role to play, there was general consensus that the guidance should stress the importance of absolute reduction targets.  

5. There was concern that biofuels and biomass had not been given appropriate coverage in the guidance, particularly with regard accounting methods.
6. Improved metrics for transport and logistics (Pallet per km and Container per km) needed to be incorporated within the guidance.

7. There is some concern over the references to non-UK based companies and divisions. The document’s geographic reach (‘global’ references) are noted but there is a feeling that this should be clearer. As an example direct guidance might be given that facilities abroad should only be included where they are linked to a UK HQ (and excluded if linked to a non UK HQ)? 
8. Can the guidance encourage different sizes of organisation (micro, SME, plc) to adopt different levels.  While standard practice is useful it may be defined differently for different sized organisations, what maybe standard practice for a micro sized enterprise would not be deemed as standard for a global plc for example.
9. Can IEMA define a minimum level of competence needed to report across the Scopes which would help organisations establish the write cpd for staff who may have or be given responsibility for measurement and reporting.
10. The guidance relevant to outsourced services is noted.  There is debate over exactly what should be included and concern that out-sourcing can hide certain emissions. Recognised as a difficult area.

11. Concern exists on the need for a level playing field for consistency of data

12. Water should be given prominence in Scope 2.

13. In annex H some concern exists over normalisation which it is felt could skew comparable records. 

14. Renewables is seen as an area that requires further consideration in terms of how you should measure offsets relative to fossil fuels. Reporting guidance does address this but further guidance on measurement would be welcome

15. Call made for longer term and ‘blue sky’ thinking by Defra / DECC in terms of integration between known future developments (this, CRC, carbon neutral consultation etc) and the need for consistency in terms of identifying what data is required.
16. Further clarification and clearer direction would be helpful on the use of net / gross factors.

17. Concern that updates on default values would lead to possible historic and on-going consistency issues (as baseline data would be affected).
18. Uncertainty is an issue with regard to scope 3 waste values due to waste hierarchy and lack of knowledge on what waste carriers will do (and also lack of sufficient default values on waste?).

19. While some organisations may currently report CO2 the move to the full set of green house gases may prove considerably challenging for thousands of organisations.  What support will be provided?  Can IEMA work with Defra and DECC to support individuals and companies?
Theme 2: What and how to report
Do you agree with the emissions data and supporting explanations that we recommend you report? Do you have suggestions on how this could be improved? Do you see the benefit of publically reporting this information? How much information do you think you will need to provide for your stakeholders? What sort of information will you be seeking from your suppliers? 
1. Suggestion that given the large number of reporting requirements on companies, the ‘report’ should be flexible in the extent that it may appear within a wider CSR report, EMAS public reporting requirement, within financial annual report, etc
2. It was unclear how an SME would be expected to report in terms of where to locate its GHG report or if expectation might be for a separate report?

3. Acknowledged that CO2(e) is the logical reporting measure but some concern exists that the public may not understand the data (may not find the reports valuable)

4. Some uncertainty over who is the public in this context - e.g. is it your investors, suppliers, customers, the government, local community?  It was felt that investors, suppliers, clients and shareholders may be most likely interested parties.  Some clarification and further explanation on the public audience would be helpful.
5. Request was made that for guidance and spreadsheets these should strive to be as simple as possible.

6. Some concern over calling this global guidance but implementation is (thought to be) in UK only? 
7. Suggested that further clarity is required on scope 3 and that information should not be included that has no benefit 
8. Interest in relation to what the thresholds for reporting might be and whether it could (or should) include SMEs
9. Guidance for SMEs will need to be streamlined (e.g. simple and short and how to link and use existing systems)
10. Exceptions and flexibility are acknowledged, but suggested that some further explanations and descriptions of these areas would be helpful
11. Suggested that reports could use graphs / visuals for public
12. A greater breadth of examples across sectors, some dealing with more complex reporting.
General issues
· Concerns exist over potential double reporting (through situations such as outsourcing)

· Government needs to address consistency of CO2 reporting. There are various developments in this field with CRC, EUETS, CCA, GHG guidelines, etc.  Several appear to follow different structure and criteria. Difference is sometimes required but concern exists over the extent (number) of developments and the consistency issues between them
· Will the guidance actually encourage better measurement or reporting?  The business case needs to be made and linked to existing business support structures such as Business Link and Envirowise.

