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IEMA North West workshop  

The following summary outlines points raised at this IEMA workshop held in Manchester on 15th July 2009.  Eight IEMA members attended and participated with Defra officials in the workshop session (being one of 9 IEMA regional consultation workshops taking place throughout July). 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 workshops. These and discussion outcomes are set out below;
Outcomes and comments from group work 

The draft guidance was recognised as outlining effective principles and guidelines, that would be helpful for larger organisations to measure and estimate their GHG footprint.  There is a sound tie in with GHG Protocol and existing practice, with several useful appendices. An issue was identified with regard to the relationship of the guidance to other long standing and recent developments (e.g. EU ETS, CRC, IPPC.. etc) and the need to not ‘overload’ companies. There was support on the direction of the guidance, although a number of general and specific comments were made as follows;  
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?
1. The guidance does help to outline what and how to measure. Practitioners within companies indicated that it probably goes beyond current reporting, which in many instances is Carbon only at this stage.  The guidance however was welcomed as a valuable contribution that could be helpful (particularly for larger companies with the resources and expertise to read and use it).

2. The guidance could be improved by a clearer tie in to existing reporting and management systems (such as EMAS, ISO14001, CRC, etc).  It is acknowledged that the guidance does draw connections (notably with CRC in a specific appendix). This comment however relates to the business need for simplification and the need to use existing business systems wherever possible.

3. It was noted that there are some significant differences between requirements of the Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) and the GHG reporting guidelines (for example transport is outside of the CRC). There is concern that such discrepancy should be minimised as far as possible (otherwise this could cause frustration and reduce potential uptake)

4. Targets were discussed and the need for SMART targets suggested that are relevant (related) to activities. The related and normalised targets of Annex H were acknowledged.  Some concern will exist for diverse companies with a range of activities - e.g. should they split out and normalise to all activities (which could be unwieldy) or simply link to overall turnover.

5.  Land use was discussed as being a gap within the guidance.  There is currently some uncertainty on the following;
· How negative land based activities would be accounted (e.g. the loss of carbon following tree felling on the organisation’s land or disruption to peatland and hydrology etc)?

· How positive activities would be counted (e.g. woodland creation within a company’s landholding or use of wood chips within a CHP plant on site)

Both of the above were viewed as reasonable to account for in principle. Further (more available) guidance default values would be very helpful (along with guidance on use). 

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. There is some concern over the guidance references to non UK based companies and divisions (overseas emissions). There is a feeling that this should be clearer
2. Lower level for SMEs and B+Bs –  It was felt that the guidance and reporting requirements could be simpler for SMEs.
3. Local Authority – It was suggested that local authorities could use the guidance to engage their local businesses that fell within their local authority area – particularly where the Local Authority had committed to NI 186. 
4. Emission Factor Hierachy – It was felt that organisations should be given guidance on which emission factors to use to improve relevance and accuracy (i.e. site or process specific over national average factors). The specific case of the carbon content of coal was raised and it was highlighted that the DECC/ Defra standard emission factor for coal was an industry average and that the carbon content of coal varied markedly.  
5. Scope ‘Terminology’ – There was feeling that ‘scope’ terminology could be off putting for smaller organisations in particular. It was argued that often some scope 3 emissions like waste production and water use were just as easy to control as electricity and onsite energy use.  There was discussion about using an ‘onion’ model to show what organisations could do from the outset (e.g. all utilities and waste) and how they could progress from this initial starting point. This would involve ignoring the three ‘scopes’  (helping to pursue low hanging fruit vs insignificant emissions)
6. Communication of guidance –It was suggested that the guidance needed to be supported by a comprehensive communications campaign to get the guidance used more widely. 

7. De minimis thresholds – It was suggested that organisations should only have to report on greenhouse gases where they were material in the context of their wider corporate emissions.
8. Fix Factors – There was some discussion around having fixed emission factors as standard practice and best practice being to use annual updated emission factors. It was felt that this could be easier for SMEs in particular. 
9. Intensity and absolute targets = best practice. It was felt that organisations should set both intensity and absolute targets as best practice.  

10. Include domestic offsets – There was discussion about including domestic ‘offsets’ within the deductable net line.

11. Value emission factors – Emission factors based on £ spent could help organisations to start to estimate their scope 3 emissions and could help them to prioritise which scope 3 emissions to focus on. 
General

1. Concern exists that the guidance could not be used (at least not initially) for comparisons between companies.  Comparison of own performance over time would be possible

2. Suggestion made that longer term reduction achievement as a percentage (e.g. over 5 years?) might be something that could inform comparisons.

3. Longer term targets were suggested as being suitable in this area (enable investment and achieve more significant reductions)

4. Suggested that sector associations could assist with future specific guidance

