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IEMA Scotland workshop  

The following summary outlines points raised at this workshop held in Edinburgh on 29th July 2009.  Sixteen IEMA members attended and participated with Defra officials in the workshop session (one of 9 IEMA regional consultation workshops taking place throughout July 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?

· The draft guidance was recognised as an effective and sensible series of principles / advice that would help organisations to start to quantify their GHG footprint.  There is a good tie in with the GHG Protocol and existing practice, with several useful appendices.  An important point made was the need to ensure consistency, as far as possible, with international standards to ensure a level playing field.  In terms of the guidance, there was general support on the direction.  A number of general and specific comments were made as follows:
· Concerns were reflected on how the guidance might be used in relation to the UK national carbon account.  Although the point is clarified that data reported by organisations would not be used for the establishment of the UK’s direct carbon footprint, this might need to be made more explicit in the guidance.  

· An issue linked to the above point relates to potential double-counting, where one organisation’s Scope 1 emissions are another organisation’s Scope 2 or 3 emissions.  Given that the intent of the guidance is to stimulate organisations to manage and reduce their GHG emissions, greater clarity on this might be beneficial.

· Some concern was raised regarding potential future requirements for data being independently validated.  Although the intent of the guidance is currently as being a voluntary reporting guide, the potential for mandatory reporting and in particular, third party verification (especially through peer pressure) were of concern.
· A specific issue was raised around the use of conversion factors.  Note was made by the group that, over time, conversion factors will change (e.g. as changes to the UK’s electricity grid mix are affected by a greater proportion of renewable energy).  The guide will need to make clear that the correct conversion factors need to be used for the relevant year and that, if organisations intend to re-state or re-calculate their baseline data, they should use conversion factors for the relevant year and should not re-calculate previous years emissions using a current year conversion factor.

· The worked examples used were considered to be helpful, however it would also be good to include some more complex ones linked to sectors which might have specific difficulties.  For example, construction companies which run a significant number of projects across many different non-owned sites, would be helpful.

· The group felt that additional guidance could be provided in terms of data quality, accuracy and confidence – possibly be showing a hierarchy.  Explicit reference to the differences between measurement, calculation and estimation etc as part of overall GHG quantification would be useful – with practical examples given (e.g. litres of diesel fuel used vs business miles driven).
· The guidance should be more explicit in requiring companies to provide a narrative with their GHG report, as this will provide a better means for people understanding the context of the emissions that are reported.  While the example corporate carbon footprint on page 7 of the guide is a good way of reporting the carbon balance sheet – there is no link to the recommendation on page 25 which recommends written explanations to be provided.  There is a real likelihood that users of the guide will simply seek to reproduce the summary on page 7. 
· Related to the point above – Section B, part 9 highlights the need to set reduction targets for achievement over a 5-10 year period.  However, this seems to be completely divorced from the example on page 7 which simply reports data for the current year and one previous year.  A potential consequence is the reporters will simply focus on making annual improvements, at the expense of making step changes in performance over a longer time period.

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? 
· The group felt that it would be helpful for more sector specific intensity ratios to be included in the guidance.  In addition, the way that intensity ratios are presented in the example report on page 7 would leave a user of the report with no understanding of the basis of an organisation’s intensity ratio.

· A issue was raised over subcontractors and the need to ensure that all scope 1 and 2 emissions for all subcontractors are properly apportioned.  This can be especially important in cases of PFI etc.


· An important issue was raised in relation to restating the baseline in the event of outsourcing and disposals/ acquisitions.  More guidance on how to report in this context would be helpful.

· More guidance should be provided on the quantification and reporting of GHG emissions from biomass and other alternative fuels (e.g. waste derived fuel)


· 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).

· It was recommended that specific guidance could be provided to organisations that are new to reporting and to SMEs, possibly as separate document.
General Discussion Points

The following points were raised in open discussion:

· Greater clarity should be provided over the reporting/ accounting for green tariff (and its relationship and potentially different treatment with the Carbon Reduction Commitment)


· The extent to which the application of the guidance will lead to supply chain reporting requirements.  The general feeling was that by setting a common reporting requirement, organisations should over time have greater confidence in the quality of supply chain data. 


· In order to facilitate supply chain reporting, consideration should be given to how organisations might report elements of their total footprint relevant to the products/ services of particular customers.


· There is likely to be a need for sector guidance/ examples of sector application in the future.
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