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Abstract
Carbon Neutrality is a new concept that lacks athpaccepted definition. There are
diverse definitions and many different carbon raityr programmes available in the
market. The availability of so many diverse defonis and programmes can create
confusion about what consumers are buying and whethnot it is of a reasonable

level of quality.

This thesis’s aim was to analyse a selection ofammes from the Carbon

Neutrality market to gain a greater understandingpatent, process, and criteria that
comprise carbon programmes. As there was a lalitedture available on Carbon
Neutrality; this thesis developed a series of datéhat were developed from a
literature review of the broader literature of enmimental. The literature review
focused on potential market failures, environmergpbrting and eco-labels, which
identified issues such as information asymmetigk & transparency, and adverse
selection. Of the Carbon Neutrality service prevedasked to participate in this thesis,
the majority declined, as a result two were analy3é&e Carbon Neutral Company,

and CarbonZero.

The analysis showed that the programmes use mangpball, of the criteria
identified by this thesis as necessary to proviigate and comprehensive Carbon
Neutral accreditation. The programmes varied @irttiefinitions of what is Carbon
Neutrality. This was illustrated by which sectiamigheir programmes were voluntary
and which were mandatory. This thesis came to d¢helasion that as an undeveloped
market there are issues around what should bededlin a programme. The criteria
developed by this thesis also have the potentibétased for analysing environmental
reporting standards and eco-labels. Furthermoraadstof communicating a
programme’s content and the outcome of CN accrsatitaaried, exhibiting both
positive and negative aspects addressing issubsasuaformation asymmetry and
adverse selection.
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1.0 Introduction

Climate change is an important issue facing thddmoday, and has given rise to
organisations like the International Panel on Ctentahange (IPCC) which is
dedicated to reviewing the science of climate ckaargl its impacts.

In theClimate Change 2007: Synthesis Report SummarydibeyPMakers(2007; 2)
the IPCC states that warming of the climate systeamequivocal and that regional
changes are affecting natural systems. There ipdtential for many negative
impacts to occur because the global climate chgnagna result of anthropogenic
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions being releasedhe tmosphere. Furthermore
the IPCC (2007; 5) states th&lobal GHG emissions due to human activities have
grown since pre-industrial times, with an incread&0% between 1970 and 2004".
Increasing emissions need to be addressed to askidf severe impacts stemming
from climate change. Kelly and Kolstad (2001; 1&8)isit the ‘Malthusian spectre’
stating thatthere are two ways to damage the global environntkréctly GHGs and
indirectly emitting GHGs by generating more peopldiis emphasises the need for
GHG abatement, which will need to increase in lighihcreasing population growth.
Coasian theory (Daly and Farley, 2004; 177) woudtiade that the production of
GHGs would be reduced until the marginal benefgpraiduction would equal the
marginal cost to the planet. However due to théaloature of climate change and
the fact that many vulnerable developing productigstems and economies are
reliant on GHG producing technologies, restrict®igG production is difficult
without causing negative side effects. Accordin@tasian theory the high
transaction cost of reducing GHGs would requireggornent intervention; this has
led to the formation of the Kyoto protocol. The Kggrotocol, was adopted in 1997,
led to binding targets for 37 industrialised coigg(UNFCCC, 2008). This allows the
trade of GHG emission reductions and removals b&tve/oto signatory countries.
In response to this, and independently, voluntarpan trading markets have

developed both regionally and nationally (Europaad Chicago Markets).



In 2006 the Oxford University (Oxford universitygss (2006) word of the year was

carbon neutral. It was defined as follows:

‘Being carbon neutral involves calculating yourdbtlimate-damaging carbon
emissions, reducing them where possible, and thkEmbing your remaining
emissions, often by purchasingabon offsetpaying to plant new trees or investing

in “green” technologies such as solar and wind powe

Leguet and Bellassen (2007; 2) define a carborpfottas a certain amount of
gaseous emissions that are relevant to climategehand associated with human
production or consumption activities. They intetpgZarbon Neutrality (CN) as the
state when actual emissions are equivalent to cosgped emissions.

The Total Environment Centre (TEC) (2007; 2) ddseCN as:

‘Carbon neutrality does not mean emissions have begated entirely by offsite
measures; it represents a higher quality of actigrchanging business-as-usual
behavior as the bulk of the response to global wiagin

These definitions illustrate differences betweanuhderstandings of what CN is
exactly. The Oxford dictionary’seducing emissions where possitded TEC's
mandate for reducing emissions instead of offsgtiiem entirely show an important
aspect of CN; that of reducing emissions. Rathan golely offsetting the emissions
of an organization seeking CN, reducing emissitiosvs a commitment to addressing
the issue of climate change rather than buyin@gipearance of being green through
offsets. The definition of a carbon footprint &sman production or consumption
activities’ details another point, that of what boundarieoanass an organization’s
emissionsCN accreditation organizations need to clearlyraefiow boundaries
apply to a reporting organization’s footprint. Lifgcle emissions of products, and
emissions produced by subsidiaries are two exangblesw an organization’s

emissions may not be readily apparent, or easibutable.

As illustrated by the three different definitionis@N listed above - the first provided
by a dictionary, the second from academia, andtiné from industry- there is great

diversity in how the term is used. This has imglmas for consumers seeking to



purchase CN as the quality of the CN they purclapends on the definition used by
the programme of CN purchased.

Trexler and Kosloff (2006) state that no commordgepted standards for what CN is
exist, however the World Resource Institute GHGgwol and the 1ISO 14064 series
provide methods for measuring, reducing, and ntitiga(through offsets) carbon
emissions. These are the three basic steps a @xapnme would typically carry out
to achieve CN. The inconsistencies and fragmeamtatf definitions and requirements
used by CN programmes means that the programmastoaasily be compared and is
therefore cause for consumers to be wary with gg@nding in the burgeoning CN

market. This situation has the potential to stabet€N market’s growth.

Gillenwateret al. (2007) postulate that the uncertainty producethbyhost of
independent ‘programmes’ operating in a vacuumautitommon standards also has
the potential to discredit market-based environm@gmtlicies as a means of
addressing climate change. Market-based mechasigalisas CN programmes are an
important tool to reduce the environmental damagesed by industrialized society.
There needs to be standardization and control wthere is evidence of market
failures or where it is apparent that the mechamnssmefficient. Gillenwateet al.
(2007) identify information asymmetry, transpareacyl accreditation rigor as
problems that similarly exist within the developrhefproduct programmes for,
amongst other sectors, organic foods and susta&ifiatdst products. These problems
can create further consumer distrust and need smldeessed to ensure that the market

provides comprehensive and accurate programmes.

Market accreditation processes with comprehensiteria and quality assurance may
be more costly than cheaper options that may haaker criteria and assurance.
Consumers will want to pay the least amount fohlggality programmes. This may
lead to the price being dictated by demand, thedetgouraging high quality and cost
accreditation programmes through the propagatidowicost programmes and
scarcity of adequate information. Consumers nefairiration on the quality and
content of CN programmes in order to make a cladriaformed choice. This needs
to be both market-wide and within individual progwaes to allow consumers to
make comparisons. It must also ensure that pooogirgmmes within the CN market

do not misrepresent themselves at the cost of highedity programmes.



Where buyers cannot easily evaluate the quality@dod or service, there is a clear
need for quality assurance mechanisms. Without swedhanisms, competitive
pressures force sellers to minimize quality andtltransparency in order to mislead
consumers as to the quality of their programmede@iateret al.(2007) state that
this situation will result in bad projects driviggod projects out of the market,
leading to what is called a ‘market for lemons’isTeéhows a need for mechanisms
within the market that clearly differentiate betwdew and high quality programmes.

Harris (2007) identifies the issue that customefgrence for benefits additional to
CN such as sustainable development and consenalioraccounts for the high
prices sometimes observed, forcing these co-bsraiit of the market, although
offsets (as part of CN accreditation) can providgtainable development and

conservation at little extra cost.

Internally reducing GHG emissions as part of CNraditation can be seen as a costly
co-benefit. In some cases, reducing reporting azgéion’s GHG emissions is more
costly than offsetting them. This can lead totaagion in which an organisation only
offsets their emissions, and does not reduce #utiral output of GHGs. Depending
on the definition of CN being used, emissions réidus as part of the accreditation
process may be mandatory. ldentifying the prograsthat require reductions from
the ones that do not is important to allow accucatessumer choice. It could even be
argued that CN without emissions reductions istme CN as it does not show a

commitment to reducing emissions.

Despite market uncertainty a wide range of busegase still looking at becoming
carbon neutral, either to gain a larger marketesbharselling a green product or to
avoid negative impacts related to future regulatiothis carbon constrained world.
Ensuring consumers are assured a degree of cooéidiegitimacy, and security, will
lead to an increase in market security for CN.sThesis aims to gain an
understanding of the CN market though a literataveew, developing criteria for
analysing a programme’s quality, and an analysevaflable CN programmes with
the goal of providing examples of points of conegree in the criteria and processes

used in carbon neutral certification.



2.0 Methodology

2.1 Research question
What does the literature on accreditation andfeztion suggest are vital elements

for consumer assurance programmes, and to whatteddaehe two Carbon Neutrality

programmes examined meet these standards?

2.2 Aim and Objectives
This thesis aimed to increase understanding o€tiienarket through an analysis of

CN certification programmes. To achieve this; tase studies were carried out that
analysed CN programmes. It was initially decidedrufp examine three programmes
for this thesis; however, only two participated, f@asons which are discussed later
It may have been the letter attached to the e-toaild have been off putting to

programme providers; the letter is listed in Appgritd

The criteria used in the case studies were bas@dsarnvey of the literature on
environmental standards, consumer informationrmédion asymmetry, assurance,
and corporate transparency. The analysis focusedeocontent of CN programmes
and how they provide accuracy and quality to tip@reng organisations that

purchase them.

The following objectives were identified to achiawés thesis’s aim:

A. To gather the available literature relevant toghality and accuracy of
programmes of CN, with the goal of identifying paial market failures,
differences, and common criteria and processes.

B. To create a ‘best practice’ check list of critdoaanalysing CN programmes;

C. To use the ‘best practice’ criteria to assess tigpbgrammes;

D. To analyse the data to from the assessment ofithpr@grammes to identify
the pros and cons of the selected programmes;

E. To use the findings of the analysis in light of throader literature gathered by

this study to make observations and suggestiornthégrowing CN market

10



2.3 Methods
The methodology for this thesis was based on Niles@l. (2004) study on European

eco-labels. This thesis used the Nilssbal. method of identifying programmes
available in the market through literature reviems online newspaper searches.
Although Nilssoret al. used interviews with industry experts to idenpfpgrammes
and gain a more in-depth understanding of eco4altiels aspect of their methodology
was omitted due to time constraints. Instead,ttiesis relied on detailed research
carried out through the literature review to prevah in-depth understanding of the
market and content of CN programmes. This aimda/pass the need to carry out
interviews with programme providers to gain a geeanderstanding of CN

programmes.

Rather than basing the study on consumer expegsatioa programme’s content (as
Nilssonet al. did) this thesis analysed the literature on qatié aspects of
programmes and what potential market failures nf@gtthem. Consumer
expectations were not included. This is becaus€tenarket is new and consumer
knowledge of the concept and processes involvéiNrseems to be low due to the
concept’s relative newness and the complexity welin the CN accreditation

process.

A literature review was chosen because it usesnmdton developed by a wide range
of experts to address the certification and actagdn issues. This aids analysis by
providing diverse and in-depth view points and sssents carried out at an academic
level. Extracting from the literature both the ipgs and negative aspects of
environmental accounting, reporting, and eco-latglkhllowed this thesis to gather
common aspects of similar studies to apply the@Nagprogrammes. This was also
done because there appears to be a dearth ofstudi@N certification programmes.

The literature review enabled this thesis to idgrtiseries of criteria that could be
used to analyse programmes of CN available in thikket. These criteria were laid
out to address each stage of CN accreditationnbovg measurement, emission
reductions, offsets, and third party verificatianveell as broader controls like

stakeholder dialogue that have been identifiethénliterature review. This

11



perspective allows the thesis’s analysis to focua broader range of issues rather

than the basic framework of a CN programme.

CN is a complex idea, as are market failures, enwrental accounting and reporting,
and eco-labels: all of which were researched iritemture review section of this
thesis. Complex ideas need a complex analysisattéiesses their inter-connected
and multi-faceted nature. This is why this thesisse to use a qualitative research
methodology based on the use of criteria extraittad the available literature. This

allows a more in depth review of a small sectiom oew market.

2.4 Theoretical framework
This thesis is based on the view of Stern (2008ha) GHG emissions are

externalities and represent the biggest markaitrfathe world has seen, and that the
externality of GHG emissions needs to be addrelsgdmbth market based and
governmental tools. Carbon Neutrality can be &ecéfe tool to enable businesses or
other organisations to reduce and offset their Gssions.

This thesis is based on the view that climate chas@ne of the biggest issues facing
mankind. Studies carried out by the Internatioreaid? on Climate Change (IPCC)
(2007; 53) have found thaanthropogenic warming could lead to some impads th
are abrupt or irreversible, depending upon the ratel magnitude of the climate
changeé To prevent any such impacts, change needs &ffbeted in the form of

both policies but broader societal change in behavand consumption practices.
This thesis agrees with the IPCC (2007; 45) théth' current climate change
mitigation policies and related sustainable deveb@nt practices, global GHG
emissions will continue to grow over the next fewadles’ Current policies and
behaviour are not sustainable and are leading tocaease in emissions.

Stronger and more numerous tools need to be impidén both the policy and
business arenas to slow the increase in emissitieslPCC (2007; 56) states that the
‘capacity to adapt and mitigate is dependent onassecbnomic and environmental
circumstances and the availability of informatiamdatechnology’Processes need to
be implemented where incentives for reductions ldf3S are going to be effective,
and have a broad impact. Policies such as puttprgca on carbon and trading it,

along with offsetting are important steps in thisqess, from which CN is the logical
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next step. Therefore the aim of thesis is to i@aanderstanding of the CN market as
this is a key area in a broader swath of tools diategeducing human impacts on the

climate.

There are few studies on the quality of CN prograsias the CN market (and
concept) are relatively new. As a result therediffering definitions of what CN is
and a lack of standardisation of programmes availalthe market. This has lead to
variability in the content and application of thggegrammes. Although regional
accreditation programmes may have mitigated the&sdegree, there are still issues for
areas not covered by regional agreements or fmhpsing programmes across
regional boundaries. The global nature of the miamkeans that purchasing of
programmes can occur in different regions and sGiMgprogrammes even have
offices in different regions. Therefore this thess its scope at an international level
rather than a local one.

This thesis is also predicated on the view thaticedns in GHG emissions are an
important part of Carbon Neutrality. Making emis@aeductions is an important part
of changing behaviour from consuming unnecessaguats, and by changing an
organisations business practice. This has flowffat#s in changing an organisation’s
practices and behaviour and by sending market lsigngugh purchasing preference
that low carbon products are preferable.
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3.0 Literature review

Market information between producers and consuimseasymmetric in the carbon
neutrality (CN) market. The methods, criteria, lgyaand comprehensiveness of the
CN processes are not always available to the comsand involve a lot of complex
information, which may not be readily understanddblthe layperson. To become
well informed, consumers would need to researclyttadity of the product, but to do
this they would have to:

* Be able to afford the time and money spent seagchin

* Have information that is readily available and wstindable;

* Find information that is reliable and not misleagdin

Not all consumers have the time, knowledge, or sst@ the information to incur
these search costs. Regulations or incentivethéproducers to produce higher
quality product is one solution. Third party audit(and certification) and quality
labels have been used as alternatives in certaer atarkets, such as timber (e.g. the
Forest Stewardship Council) and fisheries (e.g. Maeéne Stewardship Council’s
Certification; Forest and Bird’s “Best Fish GuideJhis section of the thesis aims to
study the relevant literature about environmerahélling and/or certification of
goods as well as assurances, motivations for pamtpaccreditation, and solutions

for market failures in the environmental goods aed/ices markets.

3.1 Actors and the nature of the demand for CN
In the market for environmental standards thereaaseries of actors consisting of:

consumers; producers; providers of standards etadais (government, NGO,
producer accord, consumer group etc); and thirty @arditors, and potential
regulators who may step in.

Okereke (2007; 475) states that motivations ararcegl as those factors that closely
relate to the innate concern of business for pesfd comparative advantage. Drivers
are considered to be the factors that are rooteddar societal pressures and concern
for the environment. Motivations for a corporatgeeking CN accreditation is an
important aspect as it denotes whether or not ith@nisation is committed to

reducing their GHG footprint or solely interestedncreasing market share.
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Okereke (2007; 480) lists motivations for corpor@tgon on climate change:

1. Profit;

2. Fiduciary obligations: The nature of fiduciary ofdition is that a party places
trust and confidence on another, and subsequerpgcts the party to which
confidence has been given (the fiduciary) to achemalf and in the best
interest of the party by exercising their professioexpertise and discretion;

3. Competition for credibility and subsequently fordeage in climate policy
development circles;

4. Potential business loss or risk stemming from ilmacagainst climate change;
and

5. Ethical considerations.

The following are examples of drivers for corporatéion on climate change as
identified by Okereke (2007; 282):

1. Energy prices: industrialized countries rely uparesgy to power their
economy; rising energy prices as a result of clengtange will likely impact
a company’s performance. Thus, from a corporatigaswell as the
individual’s) perspective, there is a need to aticbmate change or at least
implement some energy efficiency measures.

2. Market shifts: a consumer driven shift in the matkevards more climate-
friendly companies cannot be ignored without paédigtiosing some market
share. Therefore, a company must adjust its prastaccordingly or else risk
losing business;

3. Regulation and government directives: present aiaré regulations are a
main driver for action;

4. Investor pressure: The pressure from shareholdersveal GHG impact
assessment reports could signal a wider social geamhich acknowledges
the relevance of climate change to all aspectauofiges and calls for action
on its mitigation; and

5. Technological change: while this may not be a driitas a provider of
change that improves the ability to change. Ambatfger things,
technological change can provide economic gairthéreduction of
production costs and improved efficiency and titeicgion in cost and

development of climate friendly technology.

15



Darnall (2003; 482) states that motivations arefdinenal and informal forces exerted
on organisations by institutions on which they @ependent. Such pressures include:
regulatory forces; market pressures such as mandatsuppliers and demands from
customers; cultural and social expectations, anaficny, which is actions taken by
organisations to model themselves on other ensagriOrganisations must respond to
external influences if they are to retain a contpetiadvantage in the market. This
can involve reacting to stakeholders demands goreting to governmental pressure
to avoid legislative restrictions being imposed.
Le Grand (1995; 1) lists motivations that couldaipplied to producers choosing to
provide (or adhere to) programmes:

e Altruism: for purely moral purposes;

» Self interest: Market share, which can include proddifferentiation; and

» Passive recipients: Or to ensure that other busessio not gain an

advantage over them by adopting these programmes.

Motivation can also drive an organisation to boviai@es within or outside of the
market and seek to become accredited through emagatal reporting, and thus reap
the benefits which will be in part tied to their tivation.

3.2 Types of programmes or quality assurance ideriited
Methods of environmental certification can addr@s@ade range of environmental

practices, such as: production methods, resoufiogeety, environmental
management systems, offsetting pollution, and poluabatement, among other
things. The focus of environmental certificati@andiffer between industry and
company.

While comprehensive programmes can be effectingy; tan be useless if adherence
is not assured. Some methods available to ensllierence to certification
programmes are: incentives or reciprocity, repomatnechanisms, legislation
(standards and liability), auditing, and third gaetporting. Each provides varying
levels of detail and effectiveness, and is unlikelype applicable over all industries
and environmental issues. Popular programmeseftification are available widely

in the market, a well known example being the I18€es of standards.
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3.3 Environmental standards
The main methods of environmental certificationradded by this thesis are eco-

labels, quality assurance, third party assessmadtauditing, reporting. By reviewing
these methods the potential failures and strergjttise environmental certification

markets can be examined.

3.4 Eco-labels
Banerjee and Solomon (2003) describe the purposewfabels as making relevant

environmental information about a product availabléhe appropriate consumers
through the product label. This disclosure is ahoétof providing information to
consumers to allow them to make an informed detisiothe nature of the product.
By influencing consumer choice, labels influencedurcer behavior towards being
increasingly environmentally friendly in an attenbpincrease their market share.
Also, by providing information (if accurate and dédg understandable) to the
consumer, the disclosure partially addresses thikentailure of information
asymmetry on a good’s environmental qualificationghe data must be
comprehensive and accurate, as misleading datasttirt the market.

The reputation mechanism can influence the consarperceptions of the efficacy of
eco-labels. Graafland and Smid (2004; 283) argatliecause these labels make it
easier for stakeholders to identify the actionthefcompany, labelling will enhance
the working of the reputation mechanism as well alfmv market segmentation. If,
however, there is an abundance of eco-labels im#dm&et, consumer distrust of this
method can develop.
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Truffer et al. (2001; 888) provide four different definitionswhat eco-labels can
consist of:

» Eco-labels are an investment in the quality of adurct or service which states
that it has been produced using a sustainable praar environmentally
friendly materials;

» Eco-labels are information providers that enablémwolved consumers to
make informed decisions in the messy environmemtiefegulated market,
where there is a need for higher-aggregated infdromaand guidance;

* An eco-label is a differentiator: providing a disttive symbol revealing
differences between more sustainable and lessisabta practices, which
consumers might have been aware of but which thelg eot identify in the
market; and

» Eco-labels can represent an ideal such as sustdityand therefore ensure
that the criteria on which this ideal is based arkerent in the production of

the good or service.

Summing up the different categories, eco-labelsigeminformation allowing
consumers to avoid transaction costs, and makemef® decisions, and bypass the
market failure of information asymmetry. This al®goods to be differentiated,
enabling consumer preference for environmentaigntily goods to be accurately
expressed. As such, the label needs to be commigkeand accurate as well as being
viewed as trustworthy.

Truffer et al. (2001; 889) explain that the potential market sladran eco-label
depends on whether the label is easily recognigedteustworthy indicator by the
relevant consumer segments.

Recognition and consumer trust can be achievedighraccountability and
transparency, both of which are related to thereadfithe information provided to the
consumers. If the label does not provide the necgssformation, then there is an
increased chance that it will not differentiatelitsrom other goods or labels in the

market.

Transparency in the label’s accreditation critamna assessment processes are very
important factors which restrict labels from bemgsleading, thereby enhancing

accountability. If transparency is not assuredn thenarket could develop with poor
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eco-labels providing an incentive for unscrupulpuzducers to use labels that do not
require environmentally sound practices. Not ordgslthis reduce the incentive for
positive environmental practice, but it also creatistrust by the consumers which
will ultimately reduce the amount of potential matrkhare of all eco-labels.

Truffer et al. (2001; 891) identify accountability as an impotttactor that depends

on the ability of the labeling organization to gauatee that the necessary criteria have
been applied to the product in a transparent afgttibe manner. The criteria for
which the eco-label is awarded needs to be cletalgd and credible, otherwise the
claims of being environmental friendly can be abvadjed, thereby damaging the
reputation of the label. Nilssat al. (2004; 517) assert that credibility tools are
needed to build a positive reputation on the qualsisurance aspect of the label. This
can consist of tools such as third party accradmatr verification of the eco-label
claims, as well as governmental standards enshimiegjislation. These tools must
be readily understandable by the consumer andtalbe differentiated from other,

potentially false claims, in order to be effective.

Truffer et al. (2001; 889) maintain that consumer behavior wédballepend on the
applicability of the label for producers and consusn The result of the assessment
will depend crucially on its completeness, i.e. ¢in@ironmental impacts selected for
comparison and the applied minimum standards.h@etare many different eco-
labels for many different environmental issuesrghs a chance that by not
addressing the issue most thought about by consutaéel providers will fail to
corner a section of the market. Poor, incompletewrminimum standards will also
fail to gain an effective share of the market. aRdl must address relevant problems

in an effective manner: failure to do so will rédnla low market share.
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Other potential failures are identified by Bruceldmoiya (2007; 276-277):

1. The free rider problem: A distortion in the marketelation to the demand
for eco-labels by consumers who do not buy thdawoeled product, but
benefit from the environmental gains of other pidwachieving specific
environmental standards;

2. Over investment in pollution abatement and reductibinvestment in the
environment: either the label requires too muchaar little abatement which
causes the market to become inefficient or theremwiental standard to
become too low; and

3. Transparency and variability of the labels clainfg¢he eco-label is

unverifiable then the consumer cannot effectivetyose their preference;

All of these potential failures identify issuestthdabel needs to address. They
identify gaps between the product’s perceived ardah environmental performance

and the ability of consumers and producers to maran the market.

Graafland and Smid (2004; 257) state that anotineect issue with eco-labels is
whether a label can represent an ‘ideal’ like soatality (or Carbon Neutrality). The
static usage and application of an unresponsivdaam only evaluates products as
they exist in the marketplace today, and on pupkdown technologies. Because CN
can be described as having an evolving definitooras being an ongoing goal rather
than a set series of practices, using an eco-abeld be misleading. Furthermore,
evolving definitions or differing definitions ledadwards different programmes
claiming to represent the same thing, in effecplap being compared with oranges’.
Again, the CN process can be misleading if theediffices between the process and
the perceptions of the buyers are not addresseatledffs between these views need
to be dealt with carefully. Bruce and Laroiya (20890) state that neither sticking to
scientific process only, nor opportunistically tmling customer perceptions will
provide a satisfying answer. An eco-label must camicate its information
accurately, reaching a balance between sound scartthe understanding of

consumers.
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Despite the potential failures, Bruce and LaroB@Q(; 891) state that eco-labels still
have a place in the market. Labels have been sngsessful in complex product
sectors like sustainable wood products, and ordaoit, which were developed in a
joint effort uniting representatives of the envimoentally motivated firms and

environmental NGOs.

3.5 Auditing, accounting and reporting
Increasingly stakeholders of firms are demandingrenmental audits and reporting

along with financial reports. This is part of a efidnove towards environmental
responsibility in corporations.

Auditing and reporting can consist of reviewingranfs environmental record and
management practices and providing a report tanmf&takeholders. This can be
measured against a baseline standard or providachimark for future improvement
with each annual report. Adams (2004) states tlgatoa report should be transparent
and represent a genuine attempt to provide an atedich covers negative as well
as positive aspects of all material impacts.

Gray (2000; 248) states that an environmental ciasceport might be thought of as
seeking to satisfgitherthe intentions of managememtthe demands of
accountability. A report can provide stakeholdeiththe relevant information
allowing them to make decisions on a firm’s praeie present the firm in a favorable
light to stakeholders. It is important to ensurat tleports are accountable, and that
there are checks in place to ensure this. Intide@aGray (2000; 248) defines audit
as meaning the attestation to some characteristitgsreport (i.e. the financial
accounting meaning) but notes other meanings ssigtvastigative or taking-the-
pulse audits. In the case of CN, an audit attesésseries of steps leading to
accreditation. Generally this would involve; measnent of emissions, reductions of

emissions, offsetting of emissions, and verifica@md marketing.

Adams (2004; 732) defines accountability as theilgj of an account” encompassing
both the “account” itself and the process followegroviding that account to
stakeholders. CN is the accounting of a firm’s GetGissions and the methods
through they are reduced and offset by a firm. Brand Fraser (2006; 108) describe
accountability, in its core sense, as meaning tpeadled to account for one’s actions’
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and that accounting itself helps to make thing®aotable It is important for these
firms to also be accountable and provide detaégrts on the CN process. Adams
(2004; 732) assert that to be accountable, repedd to demonstrate corporate
acceptance of ethical, social and environmentalaresibilities. Such acceptance can
be demonstrated through a clear statement of valilesorresponding objectives
and quantified targets with expected achievemetatsdé report should then be
published tracking progress towards these targedsgets without reports do not
provide evidence of any gains or practices, remgethe statement of commitment to

environmental responsibility empty.

Ball et al. (2000; 2) indentifies a similar problem: that lre tabsence of clearly laid
down standards of performance the environmentabgement system itself becomes
the only available, and auditable, ‘fact’. Thisidaad to poor performers giving the
illusion of good performance through high annuahgalt is important, therefore, to
show the detail of the management system to stédketso In the case of CN this
would be the programme of CN or the process of Ciedlitation that a reporting
organisation processed through.

The information provided by auditing and reportisghe most important aspect of
environmentally informed programmes and labelifgere are various ways in which
a false reputation for environmentalism can betlyilmisinformation, a situation that
has led to the term ‘green wash’. Beilal. (2000; 6) also refer to disclosure of results
of corporate environmental reporting as an isstas iE where corporations will only
present information favorable to their image frameavironmental audit. Incomplete
reporting can be viewed as a form of ‘green waslying on the information

asymmetry between the firm and the market stakensld

Ball et al. (2000; 4) state that reporting on environmental aga@ment standards can
have a determinedly managerialist focus and cazepteore emphasis on the systems
that a company has in place to monitor and coeimglronmental performance than
on the control of that performance itself. Thislicomanifest itself in the CN market
as non disclosure of a CN programme, no reportoorganisation’s accreditation
process, or no reports on an organisation’s GH@atezh performance.
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Ball et al. (2000; 6) identify another form of misinforming ttugh reporting as giving
primacy to internal constituencies. This, duehmfiact that the information needs of
internal and external readers are fundamentalfgerdint, leads to irrelevant,
misleading, or uninformative, material being pra@dd Tools must be in place to
ensure that a CN programme addresses externahstdkes’ needs as well as internal
ones. Managerial capture, leading to the provisiancomplete information, is a
major auditing and reporting issue. O’'Dwyera awvde® (2005) warn that firms may
only collect and disseminate information if it iseimed appropriate to advance the
corporate image, rather than seeking true transpgr@nd accountability to

stakeholders. A CN programme must be designedetzept this from happening.

To aid information relevance in the reporting pss;esolutions such as stakeholder
involvement need to be provided throughout the ne@takeholders informing report
content can also aid comparisons between prograniriesy both allow this,
improving overall market transparency. O’Dwyera &wen (2005; 209) opine that
stakeholder involvement in environmental reporisiyg main requirement for
accountability, as it allows the assurance protesslighten, inform, and enable
criticism and substantive change. Such stakehah@eivement shows honesty and a
more substantial commitment to reducing environm@anipacts, which if reported
well through a comprehensive programme, shoulceas® market share and

popularity.

3.6 Quality assurance and third party assessment
Assurance is an important aspect of the processighrwhich a firm’s environmental

status is reported on. It often involves a thirdyaeviewing one or all of the
following aspects of a firm’s work: its environmahteport; management practices;
pollution output or resource consumption reporcisa report usually aims to assure
a stakeholder group of its quality, comprehensigsnand lack of bias.
Mishraet al. (1998; 280) suggest that any form of quality assce program directed
at customers is of limited value unless the supphl@ ensure that the promised
guality will actually be delivered. Thus, thereeds to be an assurance further than
just the existence of management processes that place to assure environmental
practices. The outcomes of these managementgeacteed to be documented and
reported on to prove that they are not ‘green wash’
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An issue identified by Dando and Swift (2003; 1&7independence as a critical
element of credible assurance. An assurance proridst be able to show that they
are not influenced through financial (or otherpteins by the reporting organisation.
Checks and requirements need to be present in pr@amme to ensure this.
Furthermore O’'Dwyera and Owen (2005; 209) warn ifh@ssurance practices are
designed to bring stakeholder inquiry to an eng tan potentially fail to provide a
basis for rational deliberation among organisatiamd their stakeholders. Assurance
practices need to be more than quality checks; leegl to communicate their subject
matter to stakeholders. Failure to do this can teagituations where increased
assurance does not equal increased accountabilitgrsparency, thus assurance can

fall prey to market failure.

O’Dwyera and Owen (2005; 209) identify other praobdéefaced when comparing
guality assurance programs. These are the majonsigtencies regarding the subject
matter addressed. It is important that what israsbkis uniform; if the subject of an
assurance procedure differs significantly fromrbem, such differences need to be
identified for stakeholders to avoid the assuratag&ement becoming misleading.

3.7 Market failures and the nature of Carbon Neutrdity as a good or service
Market information which details the quality of Bbguct is an important aspect in

determining a consumer’s choice. Transparency @fiodmation asymmetry are the
main market failures which impede this, althougtréhare disclosure methods that
can be used to negate them. Vining and Weimer812®&) list examples of
information disclosure that can be found in almadkareas of public policy:
» labelling requirements (such as energy efficieratyngs for appliances and
mileage ratings for automobiles),
* mandatory disclosure rules (as applied to insuraand real estate contracts),
* minimum quality standards for inputs (specificatafmmaterials in building
codes and certification requirements for healthfpssionals)
» outputs (crash standards for automobile bumpers),
* limitations on buyers (drugs by prescription anachimum age of legal
purchase for alcohol), and

» outright prohibitions (bans on substances suchastiile).
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This can be inefficient when the cost of ensuriompliance outweighs the benefit i.e.

auditing or testing is costly, or difficult.

3.8 Quiality

Azzoneet al. (1997; 700) maintain that it is essential in anyinmental report that
the document remains relevant, reliable, comprehknand comparable. They go on
to state that these criteria are required for tmuchent's success. The author of a CN
report must therefore be able to show that thaserierhave been achieved, through
implementing controls during the CN accreditatioogess.

Relevance refers to, in the case of CN, what eonssare relevant to the organisation
and therefore what boundaries are used in thesases of the GHG inventory. A
report must provide information that is relevanstakeholders as well. If a report
does not provide this information it is less useifiadl does not provide stakeholders
with information that will enable them to make infeed decisions. Furthermore, it

will not provide the reporting organisation witlyaod reputation for honesty.

Comprehensible reports enable stakeholders and ioteeested parties use of the
reports by using understandable terms and providigfigitions and explanations
where necessary. If a report is not readily undedsble, that could have an impact
on the consumer perception of the quality of tharenmental report. A report that is
difficult to understand can be seen as intentigmallsleading or could lead to

indifference due to a lack of understanding ashatvit represents.

Azzoneet al. (1997; 700) list independent verification as tlesttmeans of instilling
confidence and demonstrating to the intended auadigrat an environmental report is
both reliable and credible. Independent verifiaaimimportant as it shows the
reliability of a report, but the verifier must bedependent. An independent verifier
allows consumers and other stakeholders to seatGat report is of a certain
standard without having to see sensitive infornmatiat proves this. Independence
shows that there are no other financial or otheneations between the reporting

organization and the verifier that could influerilse outcome of the report.
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Azzoneet al. (1997; 700) identify that comparability relatesomth successive reports
from the same company over time and to reports Beparate companies at the same
time. Reports need to be compared to historigainte and to credible historical
baselines of GHG emissions. This shows progressbmas further comparisons to

be made which show a reporting organization’s rédns projects success or failure.
Comparisons between organizations’ can also hekehkblders identify industry

leaders.

3.9 Information asymmetry
Graafland and Smid (2004; 272) describe informaasymmetry as a situation which

allows the better-informed party to exploit thesl@sformed party by manipulating the
guantity, quality or price in a way that is notigadetectable to the less informed
party. In the case of environmental market prognasit can consist of:

* The process of accreditation;

» Criteria used in accreditation;

* What is revealed through accreditation;

* The weighting given to certain criteria;

* The environmental quality of the good,;

» Other unique characteristics the good may possess.

Market failure due to the public and private natofrénformation is frequently
relevant to analysis of information asymmetry beesiti helps determine the extent to
which private market arrangements will arise ton@liate inefficiency. For instance,
information about the structural characteristica gpecific house is effectively a
private good (the original purchaser of the infotiovahas little incentive to pass it
along to other potential buyers), so we see engsreaad architects selling their
services as inspectors for prospective purchakecantrast, Vining and Weimer
(1988; 282)state that information about the relative quadityepair services tends to

be a public good and therefore is rarely sold lygpe agents.
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Vining and Weimer (1988; 285-286) list the followginategories as factors that help

determine whether information asymmetry is likeydad to serious market failure:

1.

3.

The effectiveness of any information gatheringtegig, other things equal,
generally depends on the variance in the qualityrofs of a good
(heterogeneity) and the frequency with which coresamake purchases.

The potential cost of information asymmetry to comsrs depends on the
extent to which they perceive the full price ofdlbed, including imputed costs
of harm from use.

The cost of searching for candidate purchases hadull price determine

how expensive and potentially beneficial it isdonsumers to gather
information.

Another form of information asymmetry is how congimascertain the quality of the

good purchased. This knowledge can be gaineachum@er of ways that are

summarised by (Vining and Weimer, 1988; 285) indaggorisation of goods into

the following three groups:

Search goods: if consumers can determine its quglibr to purchase
Experience goods: if consumers can determine gditgjuafter purchase

Post experience goods: it is difficult or impossitd determine quality after
purchase

Alternatively, benefiting through another groupésearch or usage is a way to

subscribe to or to free ride the information semglprocess. For examp&nsumer

magazine in New Zealand regularly tests goods dafity and publishes their results.
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3.10 Reputation
De Boer (2003; 256) describes reputation as amrmmdbway to manage relationships

by developing a state in which an organizationeisl n high regard and trusted by
other parties because of its fair and honest bssipeactices. It is a method by which
a corporation can gain market share through: pesiirand recognition; assurance of
the quality of the product; and / or service imterof the relationship between the
consumer and supplier or between the supplier amduper of a product or service.

Graafland and Smid (2004; 272) postulate that temecabithe spread of information
and the watchdog function of the media and Non @Gowental Organisations (NGO),
companies are forced to uphold a good reputatibis might reduce market
imperfections caused by lack of information. HoweWethe nature of the information
on the product is not readily available, it is reretl useless, and can be used by

companies whose environmental practices are poor.

Graafland and Smid, (2004; 272) state that thetadjom mechanism only works well
if the following conditions are met:

1. The strength of the reputation mechanism dependiseoavailability of the
information about the past performance of the camypdhe more information
is available, the more transparent is the compapgdormance. The
transparency depends on factors that are both aateand internal to the
company. An important external factor is the inténed role of the media,
and NGOs

2. A good reputation only pays off in the futurehlé tompany is especially
interested in short term profits, the company tess lincentives to build up a
good reputation, because the company may havectdisa short term costs
to get a better reputation that will lead to loregm profits

3. Reciprocity: the reputation mechanism is more éffedf a good reputation is
collectively rewarded and a bad reputation colleety punished. This depends
on the reactions of various types of stakeholderthe labour, goods and

capital market.

Graafland and Smid (2004; 279) affirm that if alhditions for the reputation

mechanism are met, companies will have a strorgniinee to reduce information
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market failures by pursuing an active environmergpbrting policy, increasing
transparency offered by companies. This increaeeainforce the reputation
mechanism, because it increases access of the,ME8I@s, and other market actors
to information about the environmental performaotthe company and therefore
enables these parties to put more pressure on coesga improve their reputation.
This feedback mechanism may therefore result inem@nt towards stronger

reputation mechanisms and growing transparencgmpanies.

Informative advertising can play an important risl@éeducing information asymmetry.
Generally speaking, informative advertising caretfective when consumers
correctly believe that producers have a stake imtaaing reputations for providing
reliable information. A producer who invests hegwuil developing a brand name with
a favorable reputation is more likely to provide@ate and useful information than

an unknown firm selling a new product.

3.11 Adverse selection
When producers do not have a stake in maintainiggoa reputation, and marginal

cost is higher for higher quality, a 'market famkens' problem may arise. Vining and
Weimer (1988; 289) states that consumers percelivk price based on average
quality so that producers of lower than averagdityugoods can make a profit and
survive in the market. In the extreme, producédier @nly goods of low quality —
only 'lemons' are offered.

Producers and consumers often turn to third paidiéelp remedy information
asymmetry problems. Certification services, agenibscription services, and loss

control by insurers are the most common marketoresgs that arise.

3.12 Transparency
Florini (1999; 4) describes transparency as a @®bg which information about

existing and historic conditions, decisions, aniibas are made available, visible and
understandable. Transparency is used to negateemaformation failures, such as
information asymmetry. It allows citizens, marketsgovernments to hold others
accountable for their practices and performanairil(1999; 5) states that

transparency is, on a basic level, the provisiomf@irmation to allow effective choice.
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It can be defined as the release of relevant angpboehensive information by
institutions to stakeholders and the public rel¢varthose institutions.

CN programmes need to ensure that they releaseantland comprehensive
information on the accreditation process of theagpammes for each reporting
organisation.

This information needs to allow stakeholders to endé&cisions based on a reporting
organisations choices and performance relevamiet@€tN programmes content. To
ensure that stakeholders can make informed desision

Bushmaret al. 001; 2) lists the following corporate transparensasurement
categories:

1. Measures of the quality of corporate reporting;luding the intensity,
measurement principles, timeliness, and credibfli. audit quality),

2. Measures of the intensity of private informatioguisition, the knowledge
base and comprehensiveness of information gatrerddhe prevalence of
factors that may affect this, and

3. Measures of the quality of information disseminatithhe information must be

understandable and easy to access.

Florini (1999; 6) states that transparency can ardyk well if two conditions are met.
First the targets of the calls for transparencyadnle and willing to provide the
requisite information. CN programmes need to prewdormation relevant to
stakeholders where possible and acknowledge wiegncimnot. Secondly the
recipients of the information are able to use gvaluate the provider of the
information according to some accepted standalstbévior. Information provided to
stakeholders must therefore be understandablecdade, and allow stakeholders to
make informed decisions on reporting organisati@c&editation.

Increased transparency is hard to achieve. It aéigunires power to induce disclosure,
either by coercion, regulation, or by providingentives. Florini (1999; 3) states that
organizations would be disinclined to provide sudbrmation as it can reduce their
market share through the disclosure of unenvironahg@nactices. Commercially

sensitive information is another reason for orgainns to avoid transparency.
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If companies do not provide information about thmErformance, it is much more
difficult for NGOs and market actors to get infornebout the economic and social
effects of the company. Graafland and Smid (200%) 3tate that for this reason,
external stakeholders often demand that compaei¢ésbsparent. Companies that are
not transparent come under suspicion of hiding tgaonsequences of their
operations. Therefore CN programmes need to faigliransparency to avoid the

negative effects associated with suspicion of umenmental operation.

31



4.0 Case Studies

The following section details the case studieshenGarbon Neutrality (CN)
programmes for the research section of this thd3etailed below is a brief outline of
the process involved in accreditation for each @ogne and the data gathered from
the analysis of the two CN programmes that wereatbjof study for this thesis. The
data consists of the findings extracted from thieiga put together by this thesis and
aims to analyse whether or not the programmes aslgh@tential market failures and
provide quality assurance checks. The criteridisied in appendix 1, the results for
each CN accreditation organisation in the tablgb@relevant sections.

4.1 Carbon Neutral Company, Case study
On Tuesday the 17of February 2009, as part of the execution ofréisearch section

of this thesis, a phone call was placed to the {fi€¢e@of the Carbon Neutral
Company (CNC). Through talking to an employeehef¢company | was informed
that as the CNC was a for profit organisation tveyld not have the time to
participate in the thesis actively. | was also infed that the programme was

completely available online on their internet sit&w.carbonneutral.corfor public

viewing.
The document published on the CNC website markatetieir programme for
certification of CN was the Carbon Neutral Proto@NP). Other sources of
information on the programme include;
» the Carbon Report 2006-2007 (Published for the @NE an independent
assurance report by a third party organisation),
* the ISO 14064-1 (which is listed in Annex F of BRP as an informative
document), and
* the CNC website
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The CNP provideSts own group scheme as follows:

1.The CarbonNeutral Company organizes climate chasgessment/ monitoring
system;

2.The CarbonNeutral Company co-ordinates emissiongtadn plans;

3.The CarbonNeutral Company co-ordinates the devetoprof a carbon offset
plan;

4.The CarbonNeutral Company sources and allocatesaracredits, as required
to offset the emissions specified in the offsat;pla

5.The CarbonNeutral Company organizes verificatioogadures for all
organizations within the group;

6. The CarbonNeutral Company provides use of Carbotrisdklogos and
communications package;

7.The CarbonNeutral Company organizes registratiottenCarbonNeutral

Register.’

(CNP, 2007; 4)
The steps listed above are detailed in the CNPaaatysed against this thesis’s

criteria below.

4.2 CarbonZero, Case Study
For the week of the 16 21% of February, to execute the research sectionistltiesis

the author travelled to Landcare Research in Lm&#w Zealand to review the
CarbonZero carbon neutrality programme. It sho@lahbted that the travel and
accommodation costs were paid for by Landcare resea

CarbonZero granted the author access to the dodarmmravided to the organisations
seeking certification of carbon neutrality undezittprogramme. These are listed
online, but the access is restricted and requipzsaword.

The documents available online consisted of doctsnamvering the measurement,
management, mitigation steps, factor applicatich@sage, programme requirements,
templates for a summary reporting, a inventory regod a document about preparing
for verification, among others detailing the stepguired for certification.

It took three and a half days to fully review agsithe assessment criteria used in this

thesis, all of these documents.
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The main documents detail the requirements fonthim steps of measurement,
management, mitigation, certification and thirdtpaserification, then the marketing
aspect of using their carbon neutrality brand. dtganisations seeking carbon
neutrality are required to measure and manage Emssthemselves and have the
option of CarbonZero purchasing the offsets inrttiggate phase(if they do not take
up this offer a verifier must, in the verificatipnocess, ensure that the offsets meet

CarbonZero’s programme).

4.3 Stakeholder dialogue
Stakeholder dialogue refers to the interaction betwthe provider of the programme

of CN, the reporting organisation purchasing CNJ any other parties who have a
legitimate stake in, or relationship with the fitato parties and their actions. CN
programmes need tools in place to ensure thatrirgton is communicated clearly,
this can include disclosure of:

* The content of the CN provider’s programme,
» Disclosure of the choices and actions made by tegoorganisations, and
» Performance of reporting organisations againsptbgramme’s criteria.

Furthermore, allowing stakeholders to have inptd the programme’s content, for
instance input on industry inventory boundarieshrmation disclosure. All of these
tools aid stakeholder knowledge of the CN accréditgprocess and the practices of
reporting organisations.

The criteria used to assess stakeholder dialogulei®ihesis are laid out in Table 1
and 2.
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Table 1 Carbon Zero Stakeholder Dialogue

Section Questions Is the required  References and comments Further
criterion present comments
Stakeholder Within the programme what mechanisms ar¢ Yes Certified organisations must state in their ~ Independent

dialogue

place for addressing stakeholder issues,
feedback, and input?

Are there any mechanisms through which  Yes
External stakeholder dialogue is present? Is

this dialogue ongoing (within the reporting

period and between reports)?

Are accountability and transparency controls Yes
place to ensure stakeholders are provided w
clear and non misleading data?

Are there information disclosure policies Yes
present in the programme?

Is a contact person provided within the Yes
organisation being assessed and within the
programme certifier’'s organisation?

Is the content of the programme which is usedlo
to certify organisations made available to the
public? If so how?

Are all the assessment criteria stated clearly Yes
a manner through which stakeholders can

easily understand them?

report that there is a complaints register.  Advisory Group of
Scope three emissionthat are deemed to be industry and
relevant by the industry sector or consensu government experts
reasonable members of the publi®leasure provides advice to
1 CZ005A, 2008;7) CarbonZero
Certified organisations must state in their

report that there is a complaints register.

The third party verification process and
Summary of CertificatioReport provide
controls to ensure that non misleading data
produced.

The certification summary is designed to
provide as much information on the GHG
emissions of the organisation without
breaching commercial sensitivity

This is required to be stated in tBemmary o
Certificationdocument.

Made available to clients through internet log
in, not available to the general public
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Are external drivers (legislation, industry Yes
initiatives) influencing the companies decision
making required to be stated in the report?

"You now need to produce... A list or
diagram describing any legal, financial,
environmental, or operational responsibilities
of the company with respect to their
operations or service¢Summary of
CertificationCZ036,2008; 10)
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Table 2 Carbon Neutral Company Stakeholder Dialogue

Section Questions Is the required References and comments Further comments

criterion present
Stakeholder Within the programme what Yes Independent advisory group considers The Independent advisory group
dialogue mechanisms are in place for suggestions made by users and other (as of 2008) has at least two

addressing stakeholder issues,
feedback, and input?

Are there any mechanisms throu No
which external stakeholder

dialogue is present? Is this

dialogue ongoing (within the
reporting period and between
reports)?

Are there accountability and Yes
transparency controls are in place

to ensure stakeholders are

provided with clear and non
misleading data?

Are there information disclosure Yes
policies present in the

programme?

Is a contact person provided
within the organisation being
assessed and within the
programme certifier’s
organisation?

Is the content of the programme Yes
which is used to certify

organisations made available to

Yes/ guideline

stakeholders and makes recommendations thients of the Carbon Neutral
the Carbon Neutral Company for changes t@€Company on its board

the Carbon Neutral Protocol{CNP, 2007;

V).

No mechanisms were stated

The offset register provides detailed
information on the offsets used in the
accreditation process.

The brand assigned to the
company details the level of
carbon neutrality the organisation
achieved i.e. Carbon Neutral
organisation, product, or event.
The status of the organizations’ reduction
action plan for the emissions management
phase of the certification must be reported.
No detail is given as to how they are to be
made available.

In the reduction action plan forf@nP,
2007; 23), which is an informative template.

Through the Carbon Neutral company’s
website
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the public? If so how?

Are all the assessment criteria Yes
stated clearly in a manner through
which stakeholders can easily
understand them?

Are external drivers (legislation, No
industry initiatives) influencing

the company’s decision making
required to be stated in the repor

In Annex A of the CNP the boundaries for Also the use of 'informative
the organisations emissions inventory and fetandards' under Annex F of the
the emission inventory for emissions that ar€NP could lead to confusion as
required to be offset, differ. This could lead there are no clear standards as to
to confusion. how these are applied, and the
extent to which their application
is reported.
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4.4 Comparability and consistency
Comparability is important for comparisons to bedmaetween and within reporting

organisations. Consistency enables reproducibldtsesind ensures that comparisons

are carried out according to standard methodologi&missions inventories need tools

in place to ensure comparability and consisteniog\aill allow accurate comparisons

to be made between annual inventories and betweentories of different reporting

organisations. The criteria and results are statdébles 3 and 4.

Table 3 CarbonZero Comparability and Consistency

Section Questions Is the References and Further comments
required comments
criterion
present
Comparabi Are emissions Yes
lity and required to be
consistency listed in CO2
equivalent
(CO2e)?
Are regular Yes Reports are to be annual The report period is

reporting time
periods set? Is the
report period
clearly stated in the
report?

Are consistent and Yes
comparable
methodologies anc
processes used to
calculate and
report the
emissions
removals and sink:
present in the
organisation?

Are reasons Yes
required to be
stated for changes
in reporting

format, style,
scope etc?

stated in th&/erification

report
All calculations are Factors not provided by
carried out on CZ'&- CZ onE-managanust

Manageonline calculator have the methodology
including all assumptions,
calculations, and the
source and justification of
emission factors used’
(Measure 1CZ005A,

2008; 20).
‘Organisations are Manual calculations, data
required to notify the transformations and

CarbonZero programme methodologies including
of any matters... that may sources and justifications
mean that the of emission factors etc.
organisation no longer  must be documented and
complies with the relevantmade available for audit
programme’(Systems and (Measure 1CZ005A,
ControlsCZ007, 2008; 20)

2008;13) Checkgo

ensure its consistency
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with the programme
requirements{Preparing
for the Verification Audit
Cz047, 2008; 1) will be
carried out as part of the
verification process.

Are historical Yes
performance

initiatives (internal
emission

reductions) noted

and gains

guantified against

a baseline?

'GHG emissions
reduction report against reductions initiatives
last year’s plan-Brief
summary of what was
achieved(Summary of
CertificationCZ036
2008; 2). The first
reporting period is used

Reporting on the GHG

against a baseline is also
required in the inventory
report GHG inventory
report CZ013A, 2008;
13)

Table 4 Carbon Neutral Company Comparability and Casistency

Section Questions Is the required References and Further
criterion present comments

Comparabil Are emissions requiredto b Yes This is a requirement of the ISO

ity and listed in CO2 equivalent 14064-1

consistency (CO2e)?

Are regular reporting time  Yes/ guideline

periods set? Is the report

period clearly stated in the
report?

Are consistent and Yes
comparable methodologies

and processes used to

calculate and report the
emissions removals and

sinks present in the
organisation?

Are reasons required to be Yes
stated for changes in

reporting format, style,

scope etc?

Are historical performance Yes
initiatives (internal emission
reductions) noted and gains
guantified against a

baseline?

Regular reporting periods are
recommended as a guideline on
page 7 of the CNP

This would be required by the
ISO 14064-1. Any changes would
need to be stated. The ISO (2006;
12) requires management
procedures that ensure
consistency with the intended use
of the GHG inventory.

The scope of emissions to be
offset is uniform, as stated in
Annex A (CNP, 2007; 17).
According to the ISO (referenced
in CNP) changes in quantification
methodology have to be
mentioned. Changes in emission
factors must be explained as well
as a change of base year (ISO
14064-1, 2006; 10-11).

GHG reduction plans are required
to be updated no more than every
3 years (CNP, 2007; 8),
requirements for a baseline are not
explicitly stated
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4.5 Clarity and definitions of key words
Clarity and definitions of key word are importaatfacilitate understanding and

transparency of the CN programme. A CN programeezs to implement tools to
enable external stakeholders and reporting orgémigsato understand the accreditation
process and the complex mechanisms involved Key. methods of achieving this are;

* Glossaries or indexes
* Emission factor sources, relevance, and date, and
* Performance measures

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Table 5 and 6.

Table 5 CarbonZero Clarity and Definition of key wads

Section Questions Is the References and Further

required comments

criterion

present
Clarity Is a glossary or annex required to no In text explanations where
and be provided, one that details necessary including foot notes, no
definition  definitions of all relevant and vital glossary, most text is in plain easy
s of key phrases, words and technical to understand English
words details?

Are any performance standards (i.e/es
emissions reductions) stated for

future reports, and is success or
failure against these standards
stated?

Are the emissions calculations Yes
factors involved in methodologies
clearly defined and stated,

including their source and date?

This includes:

Emission reductions requirements
are stated in th®anage

document, emission gains and
losses are required to be reported
in the verification report

CZ uses th&-manageonline
calculator tool, and states factor
sources online:
www.carbonzero.co.nz/steps/meas
ure.asp‘We regularly review the
conversion factors that we use to
ensure they are up to date’
(Summary for Client€Z024B,
2008; 3) Factors not provided by
CZ onE-manageanust havethe
methodology including all
assumptions, calculations, and the
source and justification of
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Data calculations
Emission ratios
Activity data
Emissions estimates

emission factors use@easurel
CZ005A, 2008; 20).

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Table 6 Carbon Neutral Company Clarity and Definition of key words

Section Questions Is the References and comments Further
required comments
criterion
present

Clarity Is a glossary or Yes There is a brief Terms and

and annex required to be Definitions section in the

definitions provided, one that Introduction section

of key details definitions of

words all relevant and vital

phrases, words and
technical details?
Are any performance no
standards (i.e.
emissions
reductions) stated for
future reports, and is
success or failure
against these
standards stated?
Are the emissions
calculations factors
involved in
methodologies
clearly defined and
stated, including
their source and
date? This includes:

Data calculations no
Emission ratios no
Activity data no

Emissions estimates no

GHG reduction plans are
required to be updated no more
than every 3 years (CNP, 2007,
8), but there is no clause
specifying publication for
stakeholder viewing

Sources are not stated, ‘The

Activity data used to calculate organisation
emissions to be offset must ni shall select or
be older than 24 months (CNI develop GHG

2007; 7). The Edinburgh emission and
Centre for Carbon removal
Management carries out factors that;
assessments in Europe are from a

(www.carbonneutral.com/pag recognised

s/becomingcarbonneutral.gsp origin...are
current at the
time of
guantification’
(ISO 14064-1,
2007; 9)
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4.6 Comprehensiveness

Comprehensiveness of a CN programme aids comparaguhquality of accreditation

by ensuring that all the relevant information islided in the accreditation process. To

ensure CN accreditation is comprehensive prograpmmaders need to

» Detail the width and breadth of data included im délecreditation process

* Record historical emissions for future comparisons

» Ensure a high level of detail in which the repagtorganisation is reported on,

and

» Show choices made by the reporting organisaticectffg the outcome of the

accreditation process

The criteria and results used to analyse thisistedlin Tables 7 and 8.

Table 7 CarbonZero Comprehensiveness

Section Questions Is the References and Further
required comments
criterion
present
Comprehe Are the choices, for the Yes CZ also uses labels to state the

nsiveness  organisation being certified, on
the content of the report and its
level of assessment made clea
and are the reasons given for tl
decisions made?

Is the scope (what sources of Yes
emissions) of emissions covered
stated, and are non Kyoto GHG
emissions covered?

Are the calculation Yes
methodologies used to determi
emissions estimates and

inventory content required to b
stated?

Are historical emissions stated, Yes
where are they available?

Is a list of facilities and sites  Yes
included, with their emission

method of certification. While
choices are not stated the
summary of certification

requires reporting organisations
to state emission exclusions and
inclusions, as well as other areas
where choices were made.
Scope is clearly stated in the
Measurel CZ005A (2008)
document and covers Non Kyoto
emissions as well

All calculations are carried out

in E-manage online calculator.
‘All calculations will need to be
detailed in a spreadsheet, and
reported in the GHG inventory
report along with thée-manage
outputs'(Measurel CZ005A,
2008; 7)

In the inventory report, summary
report, and verification report

‘A list of all physical locations
owned or part ownedMeasure
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allocations?

Is information provided on the Yes
cause of changes that did not
trigger a recalculation?

1 CZ005A, 2008; 6). Also
financial records may be
consulted to ensure relevant
structures are not left out
(Measurel CZ005A, 2008; 7)

If the verifier finds a major non
conformance, a recalculation is
required. This is defined as a
'non conforming aspect of the
emissions inventory which may
be material to a stakeholder
(Preparing for the Verification
Audit CZ047, 2008;3)
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Table 8 Carbon Neutral Company Comprehensiveness

Section

Questions Is the required References and Further comments

criteria present

Comprehensiven Are the choices, for the organisatio Yes

eSS

being certified, on the content of th
report and its level of assessment
made clear, and are the reasons gi
for the decisions made?

Is scope (what sources of emissionsyes
of emissions covered stated, and are
non Kyoto GHG emissions covered?

Are the calculation methodologies no
used to determine emissions
estimates and inventory content
required to be stated?

Are historical emissions stated, no
where available?

Is a list of facilities and sites Yes
included, with their emission
allocations?

Is information provided on the causeYes
of changes that did not trigger a
recalculation?

Their choices are listed in th&pplication of the Carbon Neutral
Protocol' (CNP, 2007; 4) section, the entire programmess al
listed online for further perusal

This is stated in Annex A.1 and Annex F of@@bon Neutral
Protocol. No non Kyoto GHG are mentioned.

Under the ISO 14064-1He organisation shall select and use
guantification methodologies that will reasonablynmmise
uncertainty and yield accurate, consistent and oejoicible
results... The organisation shall explain its satetof
quantification methodologies... the organisatioalskexplain any
changes(ISO 14064-1, 2006; 9)n Europe, we organise
carbon emissions assessments (Carbon Assessmaasgoiciation
with our independent science advisors at the EdigibCentre for
Carbon Management’
(www.carbonneutral.com/pages/becomingcarbonnewghl.a

Under the ISO 14064-1 (2006; X@)e organisation shall document

the following...separately at facility and orgartisa levels; this
applies to GHG emissions and removals.

Under the ISO 14064-1 (2006; 9-10) Changegiantification
methodology and emission factors changes requpkaeation
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4.7 Managing inventory quality and accuracy
An emissions inventory is an important step in@MNprocess; CN programmes

must ensure that it is representative of a repgxiganisation’s emissions.

Inventory quality draws on concepts like comprehangess, and relevance to

ensure that the aggregation, calculation of datd processes used to develop a

reporting organisation’s GHG inventory are of disignt level of quality. CN

programme providers need to ensure that toolsafifett the following

outcomes are used in their programme:

Comprehensive data collection and retention
Relevant and accurate quantification methodologies

Comprehensive data quality control, including emisgactors and
calculations

Avoiding errors and omissions, and

Detailed data rechecking procedures

The criteria and results for this thesis’s analgdisventory quality and

accuracy are listed in Tables 9 and 10.
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Table 1 CabronZero Inventory Quality and Accuracy

Section Questions Is the required References and comments Further comments
criterion present
Inventory Are data collection Yes/ guideline ‘Once all data has been centralised, ‘A data process map must be developed for
quality procedures present that allc data quality control checks should be all data used in the GHG inventoriManage
and the same data to be implemented to ensure its robustness 1 CZ005A, 2008; 16)
accuracy efficiently collected in future (Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 16)
years?
Are procedures in place that Yes/ guideline Process for document retention and ‘Between GHG reporting periods it is
document and archive record keeping should be established’ strongly recommended that internal audits are
relevant GHG inventory (Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 16) constructed to ensure that record keeping
records, and methodologies? processes are active and accurate and

measurement equipment is calibrated’
(Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 16)

Are procedures in place tha Yes Both de minimusand materiality check: Assumptions are required to be stated in the

investigate systemic bias or are in place to check materiality to report,'all calculations performed outside of

other characteristics (errors stakeholders, inventory percentage, é E-managenust be documented and exhibit a

and omission) that could omissions due to size and difficulty of clear audit trail from the data used E

affect inventory quality retrieval of data. These are described managepack to the data source. This will be
theManage 1CZ005A (2008) a core area of focus during the verification’
document (Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 20)

Does quality management Yes The estimates ratios and equations areFurthermoréwhere manual calculations or

cover any additional, but all covered and checked against the other data estimates or transformations are

relevant, data used to materiality andde minimughresholds made, the methodology including all

estimate emissions intensity under the verification process assumptions, calculations and the source and

or other ratios or equations? justification of emission factors used, must be

documented and made available for the audit.
The precautionary principle must be applied'
(Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 20)
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Does the programme ensur Yes
the selection of

guantification

methodologies, including

GHG activity data and GHG
emission and removal facto

that are consistent with thei
intended use?

Are all calculation, activity Yes
and emission data processes
from recognised sources that
ensure accuracy?

What triggers are in place fc Yes
rechecking data?

Are checking procedures in
place for errors and
omissions in the following
areas:

Emission factors are provided by ‘ Where manual Calculations or other data

CarbonZero and are containeddn estimations or transformations are made, the

manage and are updated regularly an methodology including all assumptions,

selected from a series of international calculations, and the source and justification

recognised source'€-Manage is of emission factors used, must be documented

independently verified against ISO and made available for the audit. The

14064-1 for its calculation methodolo¢ precautionary principle must be applied’

and reporting’ (Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 20)

(http://www.carbonzero.co.nz/help.gs ‘The verifier will examine your GHG
management system to ensure...that
calculation methodologies are appropriate’
(Preparing for the Verification AuditZ047,
2008; 1)

The main sources of emission factors

are International Panel on Climate =~ CarbonZero programme a@EMARS GHG

Change, Ministry for Environment, Factors Method$2008), and th&ummary for

Department for the environment food ClientsCZ024B (2008) document further

and rural affairs (England and Whales)gescribe methods used to ensure emissions

Department of climate change factor accuracy.

(Australia), and the EPA (America)

‘The CarbonZero programme reviews

and updates the GHG emissions factors

used by the calculators and E-Manage

annually’

(http://www.carbonzero.co.nz/help.asp

In the verification process there are

three areas of error magnitude identif

in thePreparing for Verification Audit

CZ047 (2008) document.

All checking shall be carried out by

independent auditors in the verification

process.
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Comprehensive data Yes
gathering methods?

Data source and input qualityyes
and accuracy?

Data documentation Yes/ guideline
procedures?

Calculations for emission  Yes
estimates, ratios, and activity
data?

'An organisation must establish and  ‘Once all the data has been centralised, data
maintain GHG information procedures quality control checks should be implemented
to ensure that the inventory is preparedo ensure its robustnes@leasure 1CZ005A,

in a robust and accurate manner 2008; 16)

(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 15)

‘A data process map must be develoy ‘Between GHG reports it is strongly

for all data used(Measure 1ICZ005A, recommended that internal audits are

2008; 15) constructed to ensure that record keeping
processes are active and accurate and that
measurement equipment is calibrated’
(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 16)

‘All calculations performed outside of ‘Assumptions will be documented and made

E-manage must be documented... Thisavailable to the verifier{Measure 1CZ005A,

will be a core area of focus during 2008; 19)

verification' (Measure 1CZ005A,

2008; 20)
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Table 10 Carbon Neutral Company Inventory Quality and Accuracy

Section Questions Is the required  References and Further comments

criterion present
Inventory  Are data collection procedures present that  Yes/ guideline ‘Guidelines for quantification and monitoring...abtish a regular
quality allow the same data to be efficiently collected process to repeat data collection and assess clsaoger time
and future years? relative to a benchmark or starting poig€NP, 2007; 6)
accuracy

Are procedures in place that document and
archive relevant GHG inventory records, and
methodologies?

Yes/ guideline

Are procedures in place that investigate
systemic bias or other characteristics (errors
omission) that could affect inventory quality

Yes/ guideline

Does quality management cover any additiona¥es/ guideline
but relevant, data used to estimate emissions

intensity or other ratios or equations?

Does the programme ensure the selection of Yes/ guideline
guantification methodologies, including GHG

activity data and GHG emission and removal

factors, is this consistent with their intended

use?

Do all calculation, activity and emission data No
processes from recognised sources that ensure
accuracy?

What triggers are in place for the rechecking « Yes
data?

Document and archive relevant GHG inventory recpnasluding
information management activitiesThe organisation shall
establish and maintain procedures for documentteta and
record keeping(ISO 14064-1, 2006; 12)

‘Be aware of the uncertainties and variability asated with
guantifying emission from alternative types of dataep a clear
record of all the assumptions and calculations duisethe
guantification of emission§CNP, 2007, pg 6)

Guidelines for quantification and monitoring...keeeplear record
of all the assumptions and calculations used engbantification of
emissions{CNP, 2007; 6)

CNP states in Annex Aguantify GHG emissions according to the
guidelines given in the relevant publication, seméx F'(CNP,
2007; 17). This document is the ISO 14064The organisation
shall select and use quantification methodolognes will
reasonably minimise uncertainty and yield accuratmsistent and
reproducible result§ISO 14064-1, 2006; 9) This also applies to
emission factors and activity data

Sources not stated,

‘The organisation shall explain any changes to GHtission or
removal factors previously used by the organisaéind, where
appropriate, recalculate the base year GHG inveyitiSO 14064-
1, 2006; 10)
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Are rechecking procedures in place for errors Organisations are required tdentify and address errors and
and omissions in the following areas: omissions(ISO 14064-1, 2006; 12)

Comprehensive data gathering methods? no

Data source and input quality and accuracy? no
Data documentation procedures? no
Calculations for emission estimates, ratios, ano
activity data?
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4.8 Materiality

Materiality refers to the inclusion of informatidimat is determined as relevant by
stakeholders, and the build up of errors and ommssin emissions inventories. Materiality
checks are a key part of ensuring a GHG inventongains accurate and relevant
information. CN programmes need to ensure thaetisea minimum of errors, and
therefore needs checks for;

» Stakeholder relevance

* Omissions of data

* A threshold for data inclusion is clearly commuméch and
» Checks to avoid the aggregation of errors and aariss

The criteria and the results of the analysisiated under Tables 11 and 12.

52



Table 11 CarbonZero Materiality

Section Questions Is the required  References and comments Further comments
criterion present
Materiality ~ Are there checks in place Yes de minimughreshold: must be summed ' for the programme ade minimussource

to identify whether
information either relevan
to stakeholders or that
influences stakeholder
(either internal or external
decision making is
included in the report?
Are there, at each stage ofNo
the assessment, tests to
ensure materiality is dealt
with?

Is a materiality threshold Yes
established in the report

for vital information? Are
these checks made at

multiple levels (i.e. factory

to organisation)?

equal or less than 1% (the sum of which
must not exceed 5% of total emissions) ¢
an organisation’s emissions inventory

Materiality checks are carried out in the
verification process by the verifier,

of emissions is a emission source which
will not be material to any stakeholders
and/or where an individual source of
emissions will be less than 1% of the
organisations GHG inventoryMeasure 1
CZO005A, 2008; 14)

‘Major non conformance: a major non
conformance aspect of the emission’s

reporting organisation’s are encouraged toventory which may be material (error or

carry out their own checks as well.

The materiality threshold is 5%, any chec
are carried out by the independent auditii
organisation

misstatement) to a stakeholder. Close out
of the corrective actions, and resubmission
of the amended inventory documentation is
required before an assurance statement
can be releasedPreparing for

Verification AuditCZ047, 2008; 3)
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Are there any other checksYes
in place to avoid the
aggregation of errors?

The assessment carried out by the verifier
will include: 'ensuring the organisations
boundaries are correctly defined, that
emission sources are correctly identified,
that excluded sources are identified and
justified, that calculation methodologies
are appropriate, that correct data unit
transactions have been preformed, and that
the correct emission conversion factors
have been applied(Preparing for
Verification AuditCZ047, 2008; 2)
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Table 12 Carbon Neutral Company Materiality

Section Questions Is the required References and Further
criterion comments
present

materiality Are there checks in placeto  No
identify whether information
either relevant to stakeholders
that influences stakeholder
(either internal or external)
decision making is included in
the report?
Are there, at each stage of the Yes
assessment, tests to ensure
materiality is dealt with?

Is a materiality threshold No
established in the report for vite
information? Are these checks
made at multiple levels (i.e.
factory to organisation)?

Are there any other checksin No
place to avoid the aggregation of
errors?

However feedback suggestions
are put forth through the
independent advisory group to
the Carbon Neutral Company

Under the ISO 14064-1 (2007;
12) checks for errors and
omissions are required to be
carried out under information
management procedures
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4.9 Base line and year establishment

Baseline and year emissions are important for coisgras of inventories and

for the calculation of emission reductions. Thbgw a reporting organisation’s

initial emissions inventory allowing future compmons, and provide a base line

against which emission reduction projects can basowed against. Therefore it

is important to ensure that they are representatideaccurate. CN programmes

should include:

The base year needs to be representative of anisagjan’s emissions

Set at a relevant time

Type of base year

Availability of data used to calculate base year

Recalculation threshold, and

Statement of base year in future reports

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Tables 13 and 14.

Table 13 CarbonZero Baseline and Year Establishment

Section Questions Is the References and Further
required comments
criterion
present
Baseline and Are there policies are in place t Yes The baseline must be provided in
year ensure baseline data availabilit the report and is checked during

establishment

reliability and the minimisation
of limitations?

Is quantification of base year Yes
GHG emissions and removals
carried out using data
representative of the

organisations activity? What
policies are in place to ensure

this?

Does base year data consist ol Yes
single year data, a multiyear
average or rolling average?

the verification process, all data
used for the calculation of the
baseline must be provided
General quality management
standards are stated throughout
the measurement section of the
programme, and are checked
during the verification process

‘The first 12 month period
measured becomes the base year
against which your future
emissions reductions may be
reported'(Measure 1CZ005A,
2008; 5)
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Is a base year recalculation No
threshold established?

Is a statement of the original  Yes
base year emissions stated in
future reports?

Not explicitly stated, Although it
should be noted thah the case of
acquisition emissions should be
reported from the date that
operational control is gained’
(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 5)

Table 14 Carbon Neutral Company Baseline and Year $ablishment

Section

Questions Is the
required
criterion
present

References and Further
comments

Baseline and What policies are in place to No

year
establishme
nt

ensure baseline data availability
reliability and the minimisation o
limitations?

Is quantification of base year
GHG emissions and removals
carried out using data
representative of the organisations
activity? What policies are in

place to ensure this?

Does base year data consist of No
single year data, a multiyear
average or rolling average?

Is a base year recalculation No
threshold established?

Is a statement of the original bas No
year emissions stated in all futut
reports?

Yes/ guideline

‘The organisation... Shall select a
base year for which verifiable
GHG emissions or removal data
are available'(ISO 14064-1,
2006; 11)

‘All organisations should
undertake GHG assessments
annually. Progress is assessed
relative to benchmarks or
reference points and the
relevance of benchmarks is
assessed every two yeaiSNP,
2007; 7)

Not stated, the ISO 14064-1 gives
multiple choices for this criteria

"The organisation may change its
base year, but shall explain any
change to the base yed&lSO
14064-1, 2006; 11)
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4.10 Boundaries for assessment
Boundaries determine what parts of a reportingrasgdion are to be quantified

in the emissions inventory. Detailing boundariea itlear and comprehensive
manner shows rigour in the programme and allowsesialders to make
decisions based on what boundaries are set fortnregporganisations. To
ensure boundaries are comprehensive and inforretstéders the following
aspects should be required:

* Emissions included in the inventory based on tredationship to the
reporting organisation; controlled by, relatedand affected by the
organisation,

» A statement of the boundary and the reasoning batiand
* Mention of any deviations from boundary by the mpg organisation.

The criteria and results are listed under Tabtearid 16.
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Table 15 CarbonZero Boundaries for Assessment

Section Questions Is the References and comments Further comments
required
criterion
present
boundaries for Does the programme show that i Approach is organisational CZ states in th@reparing for the
assessment has identified and measured GH( Verification Auditdocument that the
(organisational sources, sinks, and reservoirs th: assessment will includeensuring the
versus facility) are: organisational boundaries are correctly
defined, that emission sources have been
correctly identified’(Preparing for
Verification AuditCZ047, 2008; 1).

Controlled by the organisation? Yes As appliesrganisational control The boundary that you define for your
GHG emissions inventory will include
all the business units and operations
that constitute the trading entity seeking
certification’ (Measure 1CZ005A,

2008; 4)

Related to the organisation? Yes As applies to organisational contra ‘Where an organisation has ownership
interest in entities but not on
operational control, those interests must
be disclosed in the GHG report’
(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 5).

Affected by the organisation? Yes As applies taargational control

A statement of the boundary Yes ‘Organisation, operation, and ‘Consolidation approach: operational

establishments reasoning and
context, including the boundary
selection methodology that is
used?

supply chain or LCA charts as
required, showing business units ¢
business activities that were
measured, with those that were
measured and offset in green, and
those that were measured but
excluded from the offset in yellow’
(Summary of Certificatio€Z036,
2008; 1)

control (state if otherwise(Summary
of CertificationCZ036, 2008; 2)
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Detail the context and reason
behind any deviations from the
boundary methodology?

Yes

'Programme will consider
applications for financial control or
equity share where compelling
reasons exist... ensure that the
inventory is a true and fair
representation...in the view of a
reasonable member of the public
and other stakeholder§Measure 1
CZ005A, 2008; 5)
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Table 16 Carbon Neutral Company Boundaries for Assssment

Section Questions Is the References and Further
required comments
criterion
present

boundaries = Does the programme show

for that it has identified and

assessment measured GHG sources, sinl

(organisation and reservoirs that are:

al versus

facility)

Controlled by the Yes
organisation?

Related to the organisation? no
Affected by the organisation? no
A statement of the boundary Yes
establishments reasoning an
context, including the

boundary selection

methodology that is used?

Detail the context and reason Yes
behind any deviations from
the boundary methodology?

‘All sites owned or under direct
management contro{CNP, 2007,
17)

The Boundary is set in Annex A
and F of the CNP

According to the ISO 14064-1;
Yes, however this is not stated in
the Carbon Neutral Protocol
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4.11 Operational boundaries
The operational boundary identifies the GHG emissiources that fall within

the organisational boundaries. It is important #ibthe relevant sources of
emissions are included in an inventory to ens@gredtmprehensiveness. To
achieve this emissions inventories need to cower th

» Scope of emissions included in the inventory

» Emission sources and types of emissions

» Breakdown of emissions in to business units, dfifiatevel

» A clear definition of scope three emissions

* Reporting of omissions and exclusions, and

* Reporting organisation justification for deviatidinem boundaries

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Tables 17 and 18.
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Table 17 CarbonZero Operational Boundaries

Section Questions Is the required References and comments Further comments
criterion present

Operat Are all scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions Yes 'All gases must be accounted for individual

ional clearly reported on in C{e? and reported in metric tonnes, and as CO2

Bound equivalents(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 7)

aries

Are all emissions included in the Yes
inventory reported in an easy to
understand manner, detailing sources,
and emission types?

Are the scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions Yes
data broken down, i.e. into facility

level or business units to allow
transparency?

For scope 2 emissions; are energy Yes
usage source and emission ratio(s)
recorded?

Are the criteria used to definethe  No
scope 3 emissions included in the
report?

Are all the scope land 2 emissions Yes
measured within the organisations
organisational boundaries, are
omissions or exclusions reported?

If the report departs from the Yes
programme’s basic emissions
assessment criteria and procedures
does it provide a statement justifying

this departure from those criteria an
procedures?

In online inventory management programme:

E-manageand inGHG Inventory Report
CZ013A (2008)

Emissions are broken down in the GHG
inventory report; according to standards sta
in GHG inventory Repor€©Z013A (2008)

‘Emission factors used by the programme
maybe released upon applicatig@HG
Inventory Repor€Z013A,2008; 17)

‘The following Scope 3 emissions are requi
to be reported: Air Travel, other public
transport, freight couriers, business taxi
transport, leased vehicles, reimbursed staff
business travel, waste to landf{iMeasure 1
CZ005A, 2008; 7)

"This consideration will seek to ensure that
the inventory is a true and fair representatic
of the organisation in the view of a reasona
member of the public, and other stakeholde
(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 50)

‘W here an organisation has interest
in entities...disclosure must
include...a summary of the entity
emission generating activities'
(Measure 1CZ005A, 2008; 5)

'Any other scope 3 emissions that
are deemed relevant by the industry
sector or consensus of reasonable
members of the publiMeasure 1
CZ005A, 2008; 7)
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Table 18 Carbon Neutral Company Operational Boundaies

Section Questions Is the required References and Further comments Comments

criterion present
Operati Are all scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions  Yes ‘The Organisation shall use tonnes as the u Annex A of the CarbonNeutral
onal clearly reported on in C{e? of measure and shall convert the quantity of Protocol references the ISO
Bounda each type of GHG to tonnes of CO2e using 14064-1 as an informative
ries appropriate Global Warming PotentigiSO  document, the ISO requires

Are all emissions included in the No
inventory laid out in an easy to
understand manner, detailing sources,
and emission types?

Are the scope 1, 2, and 3 data broken not stated

down, i.e. into facility level etc. to allo\
transparency?

For scope 2 emissions; are energy usalye
source and emission ratio(s) recorded?

Are the criteria used to define the sco Yes
emissions included in the report?

Are all the scope land 2 emissions  Yes
measured within the organisations
organisational boundaries?

If the report departs from the Yes
programme’s basic emissions

assessment criteria and procedures d

it provide a statement justifying this
departure from those criteria and
procedures?

14064-1, 2006; 8)
Not stated

emissions to be reported in CO%e

‘The organisation shall document the followii ‘Be clear and transparent about

where quantified in accordance with clause « the scope of the assessment’

separately at facility and organisation levels: (CNP, 2007; 6) is a guideline

direct GHG emissions for each GHG; GHG

removals; other indirect GHG emissions; dire

Co2 emissions from the combustion of biom:

(ISO 14064-1, 2006; 10)

Not stated, however the ECCM carries the ‘Keep a clear record of all the

inventory calculations so it is possible that thegssumptions and calculations

have a record of each source and ratio used in the quantification of
emissions{CNP, 2007; 6)

Scope for emissions to be offset stated in Ar

A, scope of assessment is based on the

informative use of the ISO 14064-1

Within the Boundaries set in Annexall sites

owned or controlledCNP, 2007; 17)

This is covered by the ISO 14064-1 (2006; 9
11) however the ISO is used as an informati
document by the CNP
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4.12 Sinks, reductions, and removals
Sinks, reductions, and removals are the reductioamissions made by reporting

organisations as part of achieving CN status. gurpose of sinks, reductions, and

removals is to change behaviour and show priceatsghrough changes in the reporting

organisation’s business practice. To ensuresihés, reductions, and removals reflect

actual reductions in GHG emissions programme o€l to ensure that

Reductions are part of the accreditation process

The reductions use emission factors (or calculadeta) that are derived from a
recognisable source, up to date, and

Reductions are calculated against a relevant lpeseli
Calculation uncertainty issues are addressed anceproducible

Project methods are stated for reductions, rempuakinks including site data,
technical information, or any other informationen&nt to the project, and

The comparison of the reductions against the basalie stated

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Table 19 and 20.
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Table 19 CarbonZero Sinks, Reductions, and Removals

Section Questions Is the required References and comments Further comments
criterion present

Sinks, Are GHG reductions required to Yes The CZ Manage (2008) document details

Reduction achieve the CN certification? requirements for reductions to be made.

s and Reductions are reported on in the Summary ¢

Removals Certification CZ036 (2008) document

If applicable, are GHG emission
reduction or removal factors used that;
Are derived from a recognised sourc: Yes

Are current at the time of Yes
guantification and are calculated
against a baseline?

Take account of the quantification  Yes
uncertainty and are calculated in a
manner intended to yield accurate ar
reproducible results?

‘Where GHG emissions calculations are

undertaken outside of E-Manage, the calculat
methodology, including the emission conversi
factors and their derivation, must be provided'

(GHG Factors and Methods: Summary for

ClientsCZz024B, 2008; 12)users should select

factors that have the minimum amount of

assumptions associated with them whenever
possible’(GHG Factors and Methods: Summa

for ClientsCZ024B, 2008; 6)

CZ‘draws on data for
calculating emission factors
from a variety of sources...the
programme seeks to align
emission factors with
international best practice’
(GHG Factor Methods:
Summary for Client€Z2024B,
2008; 11)

‘Emission reductions must be based on a validCZ ‘regularly reviews the

comparison of consecutive inventories’
(Manage 2008; 7)

The reductions are based on year to year
comparisons

conversion factors that we use
to ensure they are kept up to
date’ (GHG Factor Methods:
Summary for Client€Z2024B,
2008; 3).

'All calculations performed
outside of E-manage must be
documented and exhibit a
clear audit trail...this will be a
area of focus during
verification' (Measure 1
CZO005A, 2008; 20)
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Do GHG emission sinks, reductions
and removals state:

The baseline level of emissions? Yes

The method of sink, removal or Yes
reduction including: site, time period

of implementation, predicted and

actual reduction, any technical data
related to the reduction, and provider

of reduction technology, service etc. (if
applicable)?

Calculations of the amount GHG Yes
emissions reduced since the baselint

' The calculation of your emissions reductions
must be based on a valid comparison of
consecutive inventories i.e. Using comparable
boundaries, scopes, and time perio@idanage
2008; 7)

‘Specific requirements of the programmes for tHeationale for targets must be
management plans are as follows; A commitmgmen and should relate to

to manage and reduce emissions, set reductiomelevant national, regional,
targets and dates, a management plan, and to sector or group emission
monitor and report against targets and target reduction policies or
dates’(Manage 12008; 2). initiatives' targets set must be
‘Emission reduction commitments (enter up to SMART; Specific,

of the main emission reduction plans with Measurable, Achievable,
targets’ (Summary of Certificatio€Z036, 2008; Realistic, Time-constrained’
2). (Manage, 2008; 8)

‘The calculation of your emissions reductions
must be based on a valid comparison of
consecutive inventories .i.e. using comparable
boundaries scopes, and time perioffdanage
2008; 7)

‘GHG reductions report against last year’s pla
— Brief summary of what was achieved’
(Summary of CertificatioZ036, 2008; 2)
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Table 20 CarboNeutral Company Sinks, Reductions, ahRemovals

Section Questions Is the References and Further comments Comments
required
criterion
present
Sinks, Are GHG reductions required to Yes A reduction plan is required (the carbon repc ‘All organisations should
Reductio achieve the CN certification? 2006-2007(2007; 3While the achievement o undertake GHG assessments
ns, and an absolute reduction cannot be mandated; annually. Progress is assessed
Removals they are required to develop a reduction plai relative to benchmarks or
reference points and the
relevance of benchmarks is
assessed every two yeaiGNP,
2007; 7)
If applicable, are GHG emission
reduction or removal factors used
that;
Are derived from a recognised Yes The Carbon Report 2006-2007 (2007; 3) sta The ISO requires emissions
source? that the ECCM has personnel possessing th removal and reduction factors that
skills to'assess the emissions from activities ‘are derived from a recognised
within those boundaries using appropriate  origin, are appropriate for the
emissions factors GHG source or sink concerned,
are current in the time of
guantification’ (ISO 14064-1,
2006; 9)
Are current at the time of Yes/ Annex E (informative) reduction action plan
guantification and are calculated guideline  format (CNP, 2007; 23) requires calculated
against a baseline? emissions to be stated
Take account of the quantificatic Yes Take in to accounguantification uncertainty
uncertainty and are calculated in /guideline  and are calculated in a manner intended to

manner intended to yield accura
and reproducible results?

yield accurate and reproducible resul($50O
14064-1, 2006; 10)
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Do GHG emission sinks,
reductions and removals state:

-

The baseline level of emissions?

The method of sink removal or
reduction including: site, time
period of implementation,
predicted and actual reduction,
any technical data related to the
reduction, and provider of
reduction technology, service etc.
(if applicable)?

Calculations of the amount GHC
emissions reduced since the
baseline?

Yes
/guideline

Yes
/guideline

No

Annex E of the CNP (2007; 23) requires
calculated emissions, breakdown of emissio
and the assessment period to be stated

The reduction template (Annex E (informative)
Reduction action plan format) requires:
Contact, CarbonNeutral account manager,
assessment period, calculated emissions
(tCO2), breakdown of emissions reduction
target, timeline, progress

Annex E requires calculated emissions, and
targets, but no performance against the targ
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4.13 Offsets and Additionality
Offsets allow a reporting organisation’s GHG enaasito be reduced to zero; therefore it is

important that they be of a sufficient level of tjtyato ensure the validity of any CN claims.

Offsets generally consist of projects which rem@®G emissions from the atmosphere or

prevent emissions from being released. They muableeto show that the emissions savings

are different from a business as usual scenaimjgsitalled additionality. To ensure the quality

of offsets, and the communication of said qual@ii programmes need to:

Provide accredited offsets by appropriate orgaioisat

Show that the offset is on a recognised offsetstegi

The offset has been retired

State the year, type of offset, and

The amount of GHG emissions offset

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Table s 21 and 22.

Table 21 CarbonZero Offsets and Additionality

Section Questions Is the required References and Further
criterion comments
present
Offsets and Is the following data required:
Additionality
An emission offset Yes CZ uses a limited amount of

accreditation statement

including a statement that the
GHG offsets is listed in an
appropriate GHG registry, and

that the offset has been retired?
Type of accreditation: Gold  Yes
standard/ Kyoto: CDM, JI?

Year of offset credit approval? Yes
An assurance of permanence Yes
offsets GHG removal or

reduction

Total amount of GHG Yes
emissions removed by offset?

A statement of offset type (i.e. Yes
wind)?

offset types, information on
offsets is provided online on
www.carbonzero.co.nz/steps/m

itigate.asp

Acceptable credits are limited
to certain types, non accepted
credits must be approved by
Carbon Zero

In the inventory report,
summary report, and
verification report
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Table 22 CarboNeutral Company Offsets and Additionkty

Section Questions Is the References and Further
required comments
criterion
present
Offsets and Is the following data required: Relevant sections to Offset
Additionali Quality are Annexes B, C, D
ty and Tables 1,2,3,4 as well as

the Requirements for
offsetting (CNP, 2008; 10-

11)
An emission offset accreditation Yes All of these requirements are
statement including a statement that supplied on the online Offset
the GHG offsets is listed in an register

appropriate GHG registry, and that
the offset has been retired?

Type of accreditation: Gold standar Yes
Kyoto: CDM, JI?

Year of offset credit approval? Yes
An assurance of permanence offse Yes
GHG removal or reduction

Total amount of GHG emissions Yes
removed by offset?

A statement of offset type (i.e. Yes
wind)?
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4.14 Third party/ internal verification
Verification ensures that an emissions inventognsccurate and a fair reproduction of a

reporting organisation’s emissions. Verificatioill @iso ensure that they have passed through
every step of CN accreditation according to thegZdgramme’s requirements. To ensure that a
reporting organisation has processed though the@itation process, and that the reporting
organisation’s performance is communicated; CN gaognes need to

* Require third party verification
» State what is verified
» State omission and inclusion of any relevant infation

» Report on data gathering methodologies, calculatimventory quality controls, and
materiality checks

* Provide a inventory report, and
» Verify bias checks

The criteria and the results of the analysisiated under Tables 23 and 24.
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Table 23 CarbonZero Third Party Verification

Section Questions Is the References and comments Further comments
required
criterion
present

Third Is there a requirement for the report to be Yes, third Reporting organisations are required to be audit

Party/ either third party or internally verified? Is party by a third party. This is detailed in tReeparing

Internal this clearly communicated to stakeholde for Verification AuditCZ047 (2008) document, an

verification Is communicated in thBummary of Certification

CZ036 (2008) document.

"The certification claim you are seeking determines
the objectives and scope for the verification'
(Systems and Contro3Z007, 2008; 11).

Reporting organisations are required to state:
emission exclusions, and a chart detailing busine
units that are included and excludedluimmary of
CertificationCZ036 (2008).

Is a verification section required stating Yes
which sections are verified and which are
omitted from verification (if any)?

Is the omission and inclusion of Yes
information relevant to the GHG

inventory, emissions removals and sinks

and other emissions (non Kyoto GHG'S)
stated?

Is the organisation required to report on thées "The verifier will examine the steps of data Materiality is checked by

presence of any reporting and data
gathering methodologies, inventory data
quality controls, and materiality checks?

Is appropriate documentation of all the  Yes
relevant data used in the organisation
reports provided?

collection and transformation from facility source verifier, in the inventory
to corporate report. The review will also look bet report it also states that
process, procedures, and methods used to mana¢ml GHG calculations
that data. This assessment aims to identify any were calculated using the
procedures or controls that lack sufficient detail programme calculation
ensure accuracy and consistency, or that could tools'(GHG Inventory
increase uncertainty or introduce errors into the ReportCZ013A, 2008;
final results'(Preparation for the Verification Audit 12)

Cz047, 2008; 2)

A GHG inventory is required to be published®Bn

managewith appropriate reference material, and

is advisable to document data collection process

to ensure that the inventory can be effectively

reproduced in subsequent years by different stat
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Is a GHG inventory report required? And Yes Data paths are checked in the verification ggssgc

is this checked as part of the verification and the data used in the inventory is available
process? online on E-manage.
Are bias checks required to be verified? n/a Bias checks are carried out by verifier

Table 24 Carbon Neutral Company Third Party Verification

Section Questions Is the References and comments Further comments
required
criterion
present
Third Is there a requirement for the report to b' Yes/ guideline ‘The CarbonNeutral Company organise ‘It is recommended that all large
Party/ either third party or internally verified? Is verification procedures for all organisations and publically
Internal this clearly communicated to stakeholde organisations within the grougCNP, guoted companies obtain
verificatio 2007; 4).'Verification statement by any independent verification of
n ISO 14001 accredited auditor, or CNP accuracy, scope of emissions,
accredited auditor will be accepted’ level of assurance of their
(CNP, 2007; 4) assessment/ monitoring system

within two years of starting a
CarbonNeutral initiative’(CNP,
2007; 7)

Is a verification section required stating No

which sections are verified and which are

omitted from verification (if any)?

Is the omission and inclusion of Not stated

information relevant to the GHG

inventory, emissions removals and sinks

and other emissions (non Kyoto GHG’s)

stated?
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Is the verification organisation required toNot Stated
report on the presence of any reporting and

data gathering methodologies, inventory

data quality controls, and materiality

checks?

Is appropriate documentation of all the  Yes/ guideline
relevant data used in the organisation

reports provided?

Is a GHG inventory report required? And Yes/ guideline

is this checked as part of the verification
process?

Are bias checks required to be verified? Not Stated

As a guideline; Keep a clear record of
all the assumptions and calculations us
in the quantification of emission@CNP,

2008; 6)

‘It is recommended that all large ‘Organisations undertaking
organisations and publically quoted CarbonNeutral Initiatives shall
companies obtain independent provide an accurate description of
verification of accuracy, scope of the type of CarbonNeutral

emissions, level of assurance of their Initiative being under taken,
assessment/ monitoring system within tve@cording to the applications
years of starting a CarbonNeutral listed in Annex A(CNP, 2007,
initiative’ (CNP, 2007; 7) 15)
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4.15 Assurance provider programmes credibility andmpartiality
An assurance provider must be shown to be indep¢rahe qualified to carry out

verification of the reporting organisation. Othese/iany reports produced will lose
credibility and may have a negative impact on tha’é reputation if found out.
To ensure that an assurance provider supplies arfdiaccurate service, CN
programme providers need to ensure that:

» They provide proof of experience and expertise

* They show that they are independent of the regpdnganisation they
are assessing

The criteria and the results of the analysis iated under Tables 25 and 26.

Table 25 CarbonZero Assurance Provider Standards

Section Questions Is the References and Further comments
required
criterion
present
Assurance Is proof of expertise and Yes Assurance providers are selected by
provider  experience required for reporting organisations from a pool of

standards verifiers?

verifiers chosen by CarbonZerd@.o be
authorised, verifiers must complete the

credibility CarbonZero programme training

and course, pass an examination and be
impartiali observed undertaking a verification’

ty (www.carbonzero.co.nz/about/auditors.

Is the assessment of Yes
certification carried out by an
independent third party, whose
independence is assured?

Does the verification No
organisation provide a

statement of independence,
including a financial
independence statement
including future and past
relations with the reporting
organisation?

asp

All assurance providers are approved
by CarbonZero, and are monitored for
each report they carry out.

‘On a related matter, a verifier is
unable to provide verification services
to an organisation to which they have
provided consulting services in the
previous two year§CZ047 Preparing
for the verification audit, 2008; 4)
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Table 26 Carbon Neutral Company Assurance ProvideBStandards

Section Questions Is the References and Further comments
required
criterion
present
Assurance Is proof of expertise and Yes ‘Independent verification by auditors
provider experience required for accredited to award either ISO 9001
standards: verifiers? or ISO 14001, or EMAS is
credibility acceptable’(CNP, 2007; 7)
and
impartiality
Is the assessment of No Citification carried out by CNC,
certification carried out by an Verification by'any 1ISO 14001
independent third party, whose accredited auditor, or CNP
independence is assured? accredited auditdr(CNP. 2007; 4)
Does the verification No

organisation provide a
statement of independence,
including a financial
independence statement
including future and past
relations with the reporting
organisation?
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4.16 Assurance statement

An assurance statement is published by an assupaogieler and attests to the

content and accuracy of a reporting organisatianlievement of CN. An

assurance statement also serves as a communitagldor the content of the

accreditation process as carried out by the reppdrganisation; what choices

they made, and the results of emission inventorgzijctions, and offsets. An

assurance statement is not just a key quality neamegt tool, but a key
communication tool. That provides a wide rangenfdrimation relating to:

» The level of assurance provided

Verification statement
* A break down of the emissions inventory
* Information on the reporting organisation
* Reductions made, and
* The report time period

The criteria and the results of the analysis atedi under Tables 27 and 28
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Table 2 CarbonZero Assurance Statement

Section Questions Is the
required
criterion
present

References and
Further comments

Assurance Is the following information provided in a
statement assurance statement in the Carbon Neutral
report;

Organisational information (i.e. number of Yes
sites, employees, net sales, products sold,
nature of ownership, number of countries
operated in etc.)?

Purpose and objectives of the report in the Yes
context of the organisation’s GHG policies,
strategies or programmes and applicable G
programme?

Data and information to be included in the Yes
report? Historical information i.e. changes in
structure? Report parameters; the scope and
boundaries? Period for which the report is
valid?

Relative contextual information informing th Yes
organisation’s practice: legislation, related
reporting frameworks, standards, and
guidelines related to GHG emissions and
reductions?

A list of GHG assertions, including a Yes
statement of GHG emission reductions and
removal enhancements stated in tonnes of
COe?

A statement describing whether the GHG  Yes
assertion has been validated or verified,
including the type of validation or verificatio

and level of assurance achieved?

Describe the level of assurance pursued, Yes
including if different levels of assurance that
were available?

A statement of the aggregate GHG emissio Yes
and/ or removals by GHG sources sinks an
reservoirs for the GHG project that are
controlled by the project proponent, stated i
tonnes of CO2e, for the relevant time perioc
(e.g. annual, cumulative to date, total)?

All of the
requirements are
covered by CZ’s
‘Summary of
Certification’ (2008)
document.
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A statement of the aggregate GHG emission¥es
and/ or removals by GHG sources, sinks and
reservoirs for the baseline scenario, stated in
tonnes of C@e for the relevant time period?

A general description of the criteria, n/a
procedures or good practice guidance used

a basis for the calculation of project GHG
emission reductions and removal
enhancements?

The date of the report and time period Yes
covered?
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Table 28 Carbon Neutral Company Assurance Statement

Section Questions

Is the
required
criterion
present

Assuranc Is the following information provided in a assurarstatement No

e in the Carbon Neutrality report;
statement

Organisational information (i.e. number of sitaspéoyees,
net sales, products sold, nature of ownership, rumob
countries operated in etc.)?

Purpose and objectives of the report in the cordeitte
organisations GHG policies, strategies or prograsmams
applicable GHG programme?

Data and information to be included in the repétistorical
information i.e. changes in structure? Report patars; the
scope and boundaries? Period for which the repaalid?
Relative contextual information informing the orgaation’s
practice: legislation, related reporting framewotaindards,
and guidelines related to GHG emissions and recis®

A list of GHG assertions, including a statemenGéfG
emission reductions and removal enhancements stated
tonnes of C@e?

A statement describing whether the GHG assertigrblean
validated or verified, including the type of valicta or
verification and level of assurance achieved?

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

References and Further comments

Aside from the use of branding, an assuranderstnt is
not required, The operator shall publish and maintain
through annual updates accurate data about
CarbonNeutral Initiatives on the public CarbonNeaitr
register, specifically:

Organisations undertaking CarbonNeutral Initiatives
and type of CarbonNeutral initiative,

Status of offset instruments (contracted, pending,
delivered or cancelled),

Description of each project used to supply GHGetffs
instruments’ (CNP, 2007; 15)
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Describe the level of assurance pursued, includiididferent n/a
levels of assurance that were available?

A statement of the aggregate GHG emissions anefoovals n/a
by GHG sources sinks and reservoirs for the GHGeptahat

are controlled by the project proponent, statetimes of

CO2e, for the relevant time period (e.g. annuahwative to
date, total)?

A statement of the aggregate GHG emissions andfoovals n/a
by GHG sources, sinks and reservoirs for the haseli

scenario, stated in tonnes of é&Qdor the relevant time

period?

A general description of the criteria, proceduregand n/a
practice guidance used as a basis for the caloulafi project
GHG emission reductions and removal enhancements?

The date of the report and time period covered? n/a
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5.0 Analysis

Both CarbonZero (CZ) and the Carbon Neutral Comiga{@NC) CarbonNeutral
Protocol (CNP) adhered to a majority of the Créeset out by this thesis. Following
is an analysis of the criteria they did or did adhere to and the implications. The
theory informing environmental reporting for Carlddautrality is further examined
in the Discussion section. All the results are taud in tables in the previous section
of this thesis.

5.1 Stakeholder dialogue
Stakeholder dialogue refers to the interaction betwthe programme provider and

the reporting organisation, or between the repgmirganisation and the groups and
individuals who have a stake in their actions. 8katders can be consumers,
shareholders, or any other party with a stakeeraittions of an organisation.
Stakeholder dialogue provides transparency farganisations actions and decision
making; this allows stakeholders to make decisadymut their own interactions with
the organisation. It is important for programme£df to engage in stakeholder
dialogue to ensure stakeholder concerns are tateraccount, and that their business
practice is transparent. This ensures that orgémisaare held accountable for their
actions and choices. The results of the stakehdidéogue criteria analysis are

detailed in Tables 1 and 2 in the results section.

5.2 Stakeholder input, and issues and feedback teol
Stakeholder feedback allows issues to be raisddavitrogramme provider. This

allows changes to be made in the programme’s ctrégesuring that sections that
lack rigor are dealt with. It is important thadlstholders have input in to a
programme’s content, as this ensures a CN prograacitiiesses a reporting

organisation’s (and their stakeholders) needs.
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CZ requires each reporting organisation to pro@aa@emplaints register. It allows
stakeholders to voice concerns over the contetiteo€N report and provides
reporting organisations an opportunity to adjusttakeholder needs. The CZ also
allows stakeholder input in emission scop@y other scope three emissions that are
deemed relevant by the industry sector or conseofsteasonable members of the
public’ (MeasureCZ005A, 2008; 7).

The CNC does not have a complaints register bug gomvide for stakeholder input
through its Independent Advisory Group (IAG)

(www.carbonneutral.com/pages/independentadvisorygasy. The IAG provides an

avenue for stakeholder views to be put forth oncthrtent of the CNP. It also keeps
the CNP up to date with international developmeastociated with CN. The CNP
requires two of the board members to be clients@CNC. CZ also has an advisory

group (vww.carbonzero.co.nz/about/panel.pgich provides advice on policy and

to scrutinise the CZ programme. The CZ advisorygrdoes not require stakeholders

to be members; it is made up of experts from botreghment and industry.

Independent Advisory Groups are a useful tool fiaueing credibility, as they show a
programmes commitment to improving themselves tjincexternal input. Reports
on CN programmes carried out by these independemd@y groups should be
published for stakeholder perusal, because traespwgof the findings and evidence
of improvements show that the programme providezsaddressing issues and

reacting to stakeholder opinion.

While both programmes have tools which facilitameut from clients and industry
experts, neither has mechanisms in place for ifipat the broader public. Although
the CZ programme may allow for scope 3 emissiorzetdetermined through public
consensus, neither programme makes allowancesgot on their programmes
content or reporting style from the general pubdis.a programme can be seen as a
tool that communicates to stakeholders a repodnggnisation’s CN status, the

content or reporting style should reflect stakebokineeds.
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5.3 Transparency and accountability to stakeholders
It is important to disclose information to stakedesls on the CN accreditation process

that a reporting organisation has progressed tioligs includes decisions they
have made on the content of the accreditation geoseach as: accreditation reports
detailing their inventories, choice of offsets, sgmns inclusions and exclusions, as
well as any external influences like governmentgyol Choices on aspects of CN
accreditation like offsets are important to stakéérs as they can lead to substandard
levels of CN. For instance poor quality offsets oa@an that an organization’s carbon
neutrality status can be false. Without qualityseté showing material emission

reductions or removals, CN would be impossibledaneve.

The online publishing of the CNP offset registerpdes transparency on the quality
and state of carbon offsets used by reporting azgéions

(www.carbonneutral.com/cnreqistry/projectsearch.abipis online register allows

stakeholders to observe the quality of the offdemselves, and is a good tool for
transparency. The CZ provides information on tHeet$ it uses online. This includes;

type of offset, links to its verifiers, amounts GO2 offset, and what schemes is it

accredited undemww.carbonzero.co.nz/steps/mitigate Jaspis important to
disclose information on offsets to allow stakehadd®e view the comprehensiveness

of this intrinsic aspect of CN. Both programmestiie to an acceptable degree.

The CNP provides very basic case studies of tiiemts that briefly state the CNCs
involvement and the steps taken by the reportiggmsation. The CNP involves
many choices for accreditation and uses the 1IS®4-40as an informative document
for establishing inventories. This shows a needitolose reporting organisation’s
accreditation process to inform stakeholders ottiw@ces made during the
accreditation process. The brief case studies ddmthis. Although their
programme’s content is available to the publichett showing the choices made
during the accreditation process a stakeholderhaiie difficulty determining the

quality of the CN accreditation. CZ publishes nalsummaries of the accreditation
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process detailing the steps taken by reportingrosgéions who achieve certification.
These summaries detail; reductions, emission ivess, boundary outlines, offsets,
threshold of materiality and certificate statusisTpprovides transparency allowing the
stakeholders to see the detail of the accreditgtioness. The level of detail allows
stakeholders to make judgements on the choicesa@mdnt of the certification. This

is important because the CZ programme is not avail® the public.

The CZ programme requires reporting of externdligrices such as legislatiogpu
must prepare a GHG emissions management planrbhtdes: Objectives with
rationale linked to national regional sector, orayp climate changes policy or
initiatives’ (Manage 1CZ005A, 2008; 8). This allows stakeholders totbeeexternal
influences and shows external factors that affetttedeporting organisation’s
choices. The CNP does not require reporting oslagion and external influences. By
stating its external influences, a reporting orgation allows stakeholders to make
decisions based upon the motivations and drivettsitfiuence the reporting

organization’s decisions.

5.4 Clarity to stakeholders and programme availabity
The CNP is published online for stakeholder perusatain sections of its content are

not laid out in an easily understandable mannercantt potentially mislead
stakeholders. The content of their programme sdfea number of informative
standards (CNP, 2007; 24). One of these is thell8iB4-1, used in quantifying

GHG emissions. The variability inherent in the aééhe 1ISO and other standards as
guidelines can lead to uncertainty as to what eepbrting organisation reports. The
CZ programme is not published for external stak@¢rotonsumption, but it is very
comprehensive and detailed, and is quite cleav adat is involved at each step. The
programme is made available to clients; howevealkesolder will not be able to

make a decision based upon its content, as theyotarew it.

Both the CNP and CZ imperfectly communicate tpeagramme’s content. The CZ

does not provide access to external stakeholdedsthe CNP may be misleading to
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people unfamiliar with the ISO14064-1. For a Chgramme to be effective it needs
to be clear and written in a manner that is undadsble for stakeholders. Publishing
a programme online provides transparency to stdélet®as to what a reporting
organisation must do to achieve carbon neutralst&8ut, if the programme is
unclear or too ambiguous this transparency is fester completely negated as the

stakeholder no longer has any benefit from reading

Accreditation through international organisatioe®ne way to bypass these issues,
although the degree to which this provides assarémthe stakeholder as to the
guality of the programme is unclear. This is beeaubat a regional or international
standard assures needs to be analysed. The avatyds need to discover whether
the regional or international standard assuresogpiate sections of CN programmes,
and that it does it to a sufficient level of qualitBoth the CNP and CZ adhere to

international and regional standards.

5.5 Comparability and consistency
Comparability and consistency ensure that repodiggnisations follow a process

that is uniform and allows comparisons over time between reporting organisations.
This is important because consistency ensuresdpatts can be compared.
Deviations could make future reports misleadingmitgate this, explanations for
changes in the reporting process need to be s@tedparisons allow reports to be
compared; this allows changes in a reporting osgdiun’s practice to be observed.
The results of the comparability and consistendgica analysis are detailed in

Tables 3 and 4 in the results section.

5.6 Regular reporting

It is difficult to require a regular reporting pedii for carbon neutrality, as a reporting

organisation may decide to purchase their CN adatézh from another organisation
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or to not renew their certification. Both the CNilahe CZ programmes advise

regular reporting, but do not require it.

5.7 CO2 equivalent

Both Programmes require emissions to be report@0Onequivalent (CQe); this is
assuming the CNP adheres to the ISO 14064-1 reqeirethat all emissions are
reported in CQOe (the ISO is listed as an informative documenthgyCNC). A

failure to report emissions in G@ could lead to confusion for stakeholders who do

not know the global warming potential of individHGs. This would also make

comparisons difficult.

5.8 Reductions

CZ requires reductions to be compared againstitstel? month period the reporting
organisation reports on. The CNP does not explic#tjuire a baseline in its

reduction plan template. Comparisons against iesehllow stakeholders to observe
annual emission reductions, and to compare recehetween years. By not
requiring reductions to be compared against a lbesehe CNP makes it difficult for

stakeholders to observe reporting organisatiordscgons.

5.9 Changes in reports

CN programmes need to report instances of changeporting format, as these
changes can be misleading to stakeholders if treepat informed of them. CZ
requires reasons to be stated for acceptable chamgeporting style, scope, and
format as all calculations carried outside of E-aggmust be.

According to the ISO, the CNP would require reasfmn changes in methodology
and emissions factors. Because the CNC does awderin depth reports online,

there is a question of whether there are any regorideviations of their client’s
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scope, format, and style from the programme. liaewn reports are in fact published;
in what format is this done and where are theyighbt? By not publishing
deviations in methodology, and boundaries futuvemiories can become misleading
due to changes in reporting style and can givatipeession of reductions where

there are none.

5.10 Clarity and definition of key words
Providing definitions of key words facilitates thaderstanding and ease of use of CN

programmes and information provided to stakeholdglarity can refer to the
availability of performance records and key infotimia that determines inventory
guality such as emission factors. Both programpneside either a glossary or in
text definitions of key words, which aids understiag of their programmes. Results

of the criteria analysis are published in Tables8 6.

5.11 Historical performance
Historical performance initiatives (internal emasireductions) are required in both

programmes. There is no requirement for the CNéhtdito publish their emission
reductions publically. This can obfuscate the l@ef@eductions made, if they are
made at all, which lowers accountability of repogtorganisations. But CZ requires
emission gains to be stated as well as reductioowiag a high level of
accountability. Stating emissions gains shows & hagel of transparency by a
reporting organisation, a willingness to admit sts shows a high level of

accountability to not just consumers but the wialdgblic.

There is no requirement for the CNC clients to ibtheir reduction report while
there is for the CZ programme. It is importanthow evidence of material reductions
as these demonstrate a strong commitment to regleamssion, which is a good
indication that the carbon neutrality is not jugteenwash’. Publishing reports to
stakeholders on emission reductions is an impo#spect of CN as it shows and

commitment to the ideal of CN rather than a mowdistv idea of buying green
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credentials. Requiring reductions goes one stdpduby actively requiring
synchronisation with the ideal of CN and the reipgrorganisation’s business

practice.

5.12 Emission calculations factors
By stating emission factor sources and by shownegée are up to date a CN

programme can assure stakeholders that any catmdatarried out have a high
standard of accuracy.

For inventory calculations, CZ provides tBananageonline calculation tool and
states its emission factor sources online. The @RBires activity data to be up to
date; however it does not state the source ofnisson factors. On their online
business calculator they do state the sources e factors, some of which are

older than 24 monthditp://www.carbonneutral.com/business-carbon-

calculator/sbchelp.a¥p By stating its emission calculation sources,sbdws a level

of quality and transparency. It allows consumemake decisions on an aspect of
inventory quality via the calculation of certainiesions sources. CNP does not
provide its factor sources, although the ISO 14064euld require them to be up to
date and from a recognised origin. But as the ikS@ed as an informative document
this is uncertain. Factor sources may not be plagtidecause The Edinburgh Centre
for Carbon Management (ECCM) carries out assessnoémmissions for reporting
organisations in Europe

(http://www.carbonneutral.com/pages/becomingcarbotmakasp and provides their

own factors littp://www.eccm.uk.com/httpdocs/about us/about tod)h

5.13 Comprehensiveness
CN programmes need to be comprehensive; this aidparisons, limits omissions,

and enhances accuracy of the CN accreditation.lResithe comprehensiveness

criteria analysis are presented in Table 7 and 8.
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5.14 Clarity of choices and report content
Statements of the choices available to, and chomzete by, a reporting organisation

in the accreditation process, shows stakeholdershhbices made by reporting
organizations that affect the content and qualittheir accreditation.

The two programmes differ in their method of makihg choices transparent. The
CNP’s choices are made visible through the usalmls and the online publication of
the content of their programme. However the CNPsau state what choices the

reporting organisation made on their emissionsritosg, and their reductions.

CZ also uses labels to state the method of a=titin. While choices are not stated,
the Summary of Certificatiof2008) requires reporting organisations to statession
exclusions and inclusions, as well as other ardesavchoices were made. This
allows consumers to see the outcome of the repgpotiganisation’s choices, but
because CZ's programme is not available to stakleins| not all of the choices made

are apparent.

The lack of published choices can be partially gaited by the use of third party
verification of the reporting organisation. Thirdrfy verification of the reporting
organisation’s certification shows that they adtddoethe programme and produced
an accurate report, so long as the carbon neytmligramme is a quality programme.

Both programmes require third party verificatiorb®carried out.

5.15 Scope
Scope details the emissions sources with the apeahtooundary of the reporting

organisation. Stating the scope shows stakeholdeas emission sources were
included and excluded from the reporting organisesi inventory.

The CNP publishes its scope, however it uses tfferdnt scopes; an emissions to be
offset scope is based on the World Resource ItsttGHG Protocol, and a scope for
the emissions inventory is based on the ISO 14062iZ1does not publish its scope
for stakeholder viewing; however the results oféh@ssions inventory, including

included and excluded emissions are availablegratitreditation report.
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5.16 Calculation methodologies
Calculation methodologies are important as thegrdahe the quality of the

emissions inventories that they produce. By statieghodologies, CN programmes
show stakeholders that there is a comprehensivaendate process in place.

CZ requires reporting organisations to useBhmanageonline calculator, which uses
CZ selected emission factors. Calculation methaglekothat are not used By
manageonline calculation system are required to be rigggbito CZ, and are targeted
in the verification process. CNC uses the Edinbuggntre for Carbon Management
(ECCM) to assess clients’ inventories

(www.eccm.uk.com/httpdocs/about_us/about_ustitican be assumed that by

using a research institute as their agent thagladegree of knowledge is applied to
methodologies used. Furthermore the ISO 14064-l1dvequire methodologies that
minimise uncertainty and ensure accuracy. The Cidiiges a ‘black box’ wherein
the emission calculations are carried out andritaenitory is produced, neither are
detailed in the programmes content or reportechatepth. E-manages an online
programme that provides set methods for each negarstganisation to use. No
description is provided of the ECCM'’s processesethodology.

It needs to be established that it is very diffi¢alprovide transparency at this
juncture as the information contained in this stseppmmercially sensitive. However
by acknowledging that it is difficult to provideatisparency on this step it does not
prevent requirements to mention deviations frometstablished methodology and
that the calculations are carried out using updte@mission factors from recognised

sources.

5.17 Facilities and emission allocations
The CZ programme requires the reporting organisdtqrovide a list of all its

facilities and sites to be provided. It also regsichecks on reporting organisation’s
financial accounts to ensure relevant structuresrenluded in the boundary, but only

provides for business units to be reported alomgsidission sources. The CNP does
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not provide a report stating a breakdown of faceinissions. For larger organisations
this can show regional or international trends eeml further detail the emissions
gains or losses made in particular aspects of theiness i.e. manufacturing. This
can be an important indicator of their commitmentrtaking reductions in their

carbon footprint.

5.18 Historical emissions
Historical emissions or emissions baselines allomgarisons to be made against

historic emissions inventories to show a reportnganisation’s gains or losses in
emissions over time. Historical emissions (bass)iaee required to be listed in
reports for CZ, but not for CNC, which only requifigaseline calculations as a
guideline. By not providing a baseline, concret@uctions (and comparisons) are
difficult to determine by stakeholders, if changesalculation methodologies,

emission factors, and organisation occur and ratations are needed.

5.19 Explanation of changes
The CZ programme explicitly states the need fopgtpg information on the reasons

for changes that are discovered through the vatitio process. The CNC uses the
ISO 14064-1 as informative documents (as listefinnex F of the CNP) which
would require the statement of changes in calanatethodology and emission
factors, but not for changes that do not requicalmilation. The use of the ISO
14064-1 document as a guideline provides a mowtetto reporting organisations
when the option arises of not reporting changesder to hide unfavourable
information. The lack of requirements for pubkports to be published by either the
reporting organisation or the certifier deniesamdard level of transparency and
accountability to external stakeholders. This imtieads to uncertainty about the

quality of the programme over all.
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5.20 Managing inventory quality and accuracy
Inventory quality and accuracy ensure that errats@nissions are kept to a

minimum, and that current and future results acglpced through the same methods
and processes. This ensures that current and futegatories will be an accurate
representation of a reporting organisation’s eraissi The criteria for managing
inventory quality and accuracy are listed in Tebknd 10.

5.21 Data collection and Record keeping
To ensure data collection procedures are presanatlow data to be collected in

future inventories, the CNP recommends that repgirganisations establish a
regular data collection process to repeat dataciidin. CZ requires reporting
organisations to produce a data process map fdatdlused in an emissions
inventory. CZ also recommends using data quatitytrol checks to ensure its
robustness. A data collection process needs tmib@ron to provide reproducible
results, and to ensure that all data is collectedrately. Both programmes provide
guidelines to achieve this. The use of guideliney nenote uncertainty due to the
lack of assurance for repeat reporting.

CZ strongly recommends reporting organisationsycaut record keeping, and
implement processes to ensure it is active andratcuThe CNP also recommends
reporting organisations ‘keep a clear record otaltulations and assumptions used
in the quantification of emissions’(CNP, 2007; &oth programmes use guidelines
to refer to record keeping; the assumption can deenthat record keeping does not

need to be mandatory due to the uncertainty ofateq@porting.

5.22 Quantification methodology and emission facter
A quantification methodology determines the methithdsugh which an inventory is

calculated. A quantification methodology covers tlalculation and measurement
methods used to determine an emissions inventargnt@ication methodologies

need to be selected in line with their intendedtaosensure accuracy and relevance.
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The CNP refers to the ISO 14064-1 as an informatoa@iment to quantify emissions;
the ISO requires organisations to choose quantiificanethodologies that produce
accurate consistent and reproducible results.weider the Edinburgh Centre for
Carbon Management (ECCM) is

CZ emissions calculations are done inEimanageonline system. Calculations done
without E-manageare a focus of the verification sectionE-Manageis
independently verified against ISO 14064-1 forcatculation methodology and

reporting of GHG emissionsvivw.carbonzero.co.nz/help.gspVhere calculations or

other data estimations or transformations are noatlede ofE-manageall relevant
information must be made available for the audiihe verifier will examine your
GHG management system to ensure...that calculatethodologies are appropriate’
(Preparing for the Verificatioudit CZ047, 2008; 1).

CZ explicitly states the sources of its calculatmtivity, and emission data processes
(factors) that are used Ermanagethe sources are listed in Table 19. The sources
are reviewed and updated annually. The CNC doestat# its sources within the
CNP; however the online calculators do make refsr¢o emission factor and ratio
sources. 1ISO 14064-1 would also require the selecif emission factors that ‘yield
accurate consistent and reproducible results’ (18@4-1, 2006; 9). It is important
that emission factors etc. are up to date and floeirces are stated to assure
stakeholders that the inventories are developedjusilculations that will ensure
accuracy. Otherwise the inventory will be lessuaate, leading to distrust of the

inventory, and the comprehensiveness of the progeam

5.23 Checking procedures and triggers
Checking procedures are important to ensure thatseand omissions do not build

rendering the inventory inaccurate. Proceduresiaggers need to be put in place to
identify and fix any errors or biases in the cadtioin of emissions.

CZ has procedures to address both systemic biasthadcharacteristics that could

affect inventory quality in the form afe minimusand materiality checks. The CNC
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has no explicitly stated requirements; it does tageideline to keep a clear record of
assumptions and calculations and to be aware @rtaicties in calculations.
Checking inaccuracies is an important part of naanihg an accurate inventory. By
not having checks in place there is a chance diakes and errors building up to the
point of providing an inaccurate inventory.

CNP would require checks for errors and omissiomgeuthe ISO 14064-1 (which is
listed as an informative document in Annex F of@P). The ISO also requires
explanations of recalculation of the base yeahédase of changes to operational
boundaries, ownership of sources and sinks changimjchanges to quantification
methodologies.

CZ requires:

» calculation checks for calculations carried owgsii theE-managéeool,

* materiality andde minimushecks , and

» Three triggers for uncertainty in the verificatiprocess that are stated within the

CZ programme.

Both programmes require verification of their ctismeports as part of the
accreditation process. It is important that progrees have checks and triggers for
checks in the inventory data gathering stage of gregrammes, not just at the
verification stage. By carrying out inventory qiyakhecks according to a programme
a reporting organisation can identify and solversrand omissions leading to an

improved inventory process.

5.24 Materiality
Materiality checks for errors and omissions aréngoortant part of a programme

guality as they ensure checks are done on an aa#m’s inventory to ensure it is
accurate and representative. Materiality also waevance to stakeholders; this
constitutes information that allows stakeholdemiake informed decisions. The
results for materiality criteria are listed in Taldll and 12.

CZ provides for botlle minimusand materiality (for both errors and omissions and

relevance to stakeholders) checks, and providesitefs for the users of their
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programme to work by. During the verification pees non conformances are
required to be identified, material discrepanciescategorised as a major non
conformance and are required to be corrected anthtlentory re submitted.

Under the 1ISO 14064-1 (2006; 12), which the CNGswsea guideline, errors and
omissions would be required to be identified, ndamality threshold is established.
Relevance to stakeholders is not required to bekeltk although the IAG is a
mechanism in place that may partially help thisiésdt is not explicitly mentioned
whether materiality checks are carried out durimgerification process.
Materiality needs to be established and checkemhstires the accuracy and relevance
of an inventory report. Errors can build up andlleamajor discrepancies and a
decline in inventory accuracy. Stakeholders walbahave expectations about what
information is included in the CN report. If thesensiderations are not taken into
account the stakeholder opinion on report qualifyy mirop as the stakeholders will

perceive the report as untransparent and misleading

5.25 Baseline and year establishment
A baseline is an emission inventory against whighire emission inventories are

calculated to determine changes in emissions avex. A baseline represents the
emissions produced by the reporting organisatidorbegarticipating in CN
accreditation, and is used for comparison agautsté reductions in emissions.
Baselines need to be recalculated if the repodiggnisation’s composition changes
significantly, calculation methodology or emissiators change, or if it becomes
obsolete over time. The results for baseline azat gstablishment are listed in Table
13 and 14.

CZ requires a baseline and provides for check® tcabried out on its accuracy during
the verification process. The baseline relatessimgle year which is based on the
first reporting period. The original base yeargiquired to be stated in future reports
however a recalculation threshold is not explicsigted, although it does saythe

case of acquisition emissions should be reporteh fihe date that operational
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control is gained{CZ005A, 2008; 5). This would at a minimum shdw tise in
emissions from the acquisition, but not a declioenfselling off assets.

The CNC requires a base year inventory for compaaurposes, as a guideline,
under the ISO 14064-1. It also states as a guel@lithe CNPestablish a regular
process to repeat data collection and assess clsamger time relative to a bench
mark or starting point(CNP, 2007; 6). According to the ISO 14064-1 thsdline
must have verifiable emissions and removals ddta.NP requires, as a guideline,
that all organisations should undertake GHG assastsnannually. No baseyear is
required to be stated in future reports althouglymss would be assessed against the
benchmark. There is no recalculation thresholbaigh under the ISO 14064-1,
reasons for changes would have to be given. Thie @d¢s state thatelevance of
benchmarks is assessed every two y€@isP, 2007; 7).

Engaging in a baseline as a guideline insteadrefjairement impedes monitoring of
a reporting organisation’s progress. It can leaghigrepresentation of emission
reductions. It also hinders future comparisonasddine calculations are important
for future comparisons; they allow stakeholdersiake judgements on emissions
reductions, and on organisation’s emissions manager@omparisons allow levels
of emissions and reductions to be identified biedtalders, which show an

organisation’s commitment to transparency.

5.26 Assessment boundary
A boundary determines the methodology used to ksitalvhat parts of a reporting

organisation are included in an emissions invenfdng parts of a reporting
organisation that are included or excluded detegrtiie comprehensiveness of the
inventory, and the transparency of the reportirganisation in representing the
totality of their emissions. The results for boards for assessment are listed in
Table 15 and 16.

98



5.27 Boundary approach
CZ's boundary approach is organisational and reguinat the boundary that you

define for your GHG emissions inventory will inaual the business units and
operations that constitute the trading entity seglgertification’(CZ005A, 2008; 4).
Furthermorewhere an organisation has ownership interest intiestbut not on
operational control, those interests must be disetbin the GHG repor{CZ005A,
2008; 5). Disclosure of financial assets to CZ$® @aequired. This is very
comprehensive and will cover most organisationgssions well. The organisational
boundaries must be correctly defined and are clieickthe verification audit. CZ
states in the Preparing for the verification additument that the assessment will
include: 'ensuring the organisational boundaries are corrnediéfined, that emission
sources have been correctly identifi€¢@Z2047, 2008; 1). This will ensure that the
reporting organisations are reporting accordingpéostated boundaries. This is an
important aspect of verification as it ensures agihee to the programme and honesty

and accuracy in reports.

The CNP uses two methods to calculate its GHG itoress. Both are referred to in
Annex A. Emission boundaries for emissions tofiget are clearly stated in Annex
A. The inventory emissions are only based on thi@fmative’ use of Annex F (read:
the ISO 14064-1). The CNP states in Annexgaantify GHG emissions according to
the guidelines given in the relevant publicatiosee Annex CNP, 2007; 17). This
refers to the ISO 14064-1(in this case) which sdu®r quantifying GHG

inventories. Emissions to be offset are to bengjtied as listed in Annex A. It states
that this must be done ftil sites owned or under direct management coh{oNP,
2007; 17). This is then laid out according to ther\¥ Resource Institute/ World
Business Council for Sustainable Development GHégaol guidelines covering

scope 1, 2, and 3.

5.28 Deviations from boundary
The CNP does not require a statement for deviafimns the established boundaries

in Annex A; however although it is not stated, thisild be carried out through the
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accreditation process. The Gogramme will consider applications for financial
control or equity share where compelling reasonstex ensure that the inventory is
a true and fair representation...in the view ofeasonable member of the public and
other stakeholdergMeasure CZ005A, 2008; 5). This allows flexibilfgr
organisations that are not suited to the boundéstesl above. Boundary diagrams

and deviations are stated in themmary of Certificatioreport.

CZ describes a very clear boundary, which is statexg side deviations from
operational control in the Summary report. Althbulge CNP programme is
published on line, reporting inventories and otfsgtemissions are implemented
according to two different methods, and boundargesbe misleading to stakeholders
who are unfamiliar with the CNP. As the CNP doeseaxplicitly state a requirement
for deviations from the boundaries to be reportieele is space for
miscommunication of emission inventories.

Clearly establishing operational boundaries andntépm on them accurately is the
base of any quality inventory. Boundaries andatens must be clearly stated for
stakeholders to observe how comprehensive an emsssiventory is, and to provide
transparency. While both organisations state thamiundary methodologies, the CNP
uses two which may be confusing to stakeholdeifi@iation would be needed to
alleviate this.

5.29 Operational Boundaries (scope 1, 2 and 3 emss)
The operational boundary determines the scope &fs&ns calculated in an

inventory. As the scope determines the GHG emisdmciuded in the inventory it is
important that it is communicated clearly to stakdbrs. Transparency practice
needs to show how comprehensive the scope is.Wilibe described by the
inclusion of emissions relevant to stakeholderd, @missions relevant to the industry.

The results for operational boundaries are listetiable 17 and 18.
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5.30 COz2g, and the breakdown of emission to fadifilevel
The CZ requires all emissions to be reported oividdally, in CO2%e and published

in theirSummary of Certification Repd@Z036 (2008) which lays out the emissions
and sources clearly. The emissions are broken diowriacility level in the

emissions inventory report, but not in the Sumnadrgertification report that is made
available to stakeholders. TBammary of Certification Repaibes however

provide an emissions profile graph and an outlinga® organisational boundaries.
There is a guideline requirement for breaking dolenemissions in facility and
organisation level under the 1ISO 14064-1; howeklieris not stated in the CNP. The
ISO 14064-1requires organisations to report emissio CO2e using appropriate
global warming potentials for each type of GHG, thiss is not explicitly stated by
the CNP.

5.31 Energy ratios and factors
Scope 2 emission factors sources (or other emigaatar sources) are not stated in

reports or for stakeholder viewing. Howevemission factors used by the programme
maybe released upon applicatig®HG inventory report CZ013A, 2008; 17), which
allows a degree of stakeholder transparency whitdecting the commercial
sensitivity of the emission factors. The CNP, gsiigeline, requires calculations
involved in developing an emissions inventory berded. The calculations would

be done by the ECCM,; it is not stated whether tleeprd ratios and emission factors

but it is probable they do.

5.32 Scope 1, 2 and 3 Emissions
The criteria used to define scope 3 emissionsagdeout in theMeasureCZ005A

(2008) Document but are not provided for stakehopgeusal. An important note is
that CZ also requires\ny other scope 3 emissions that are deemed rdléyaihe
industry sector or consensus of reasonable mendfehe public'(CZ005A, 2008; 7)
to be added. This allows stakeholder input, whéch significant step towards

developing industry specific programmes. That esisure a higher level of
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standardised reporting. Scope 1 and 2 are cleadyut in the measure document
within the operational boundaries which are defiasd/our operational boundary
refers to all the activities within your organisatial boundary that result in direct
and indirect emissiongCZ005A, 2008; 6). Although Scope 1, 2, and 3 siuiss are
reported, these are not defined in §wenmary of Certification Reportahich are
published on the CZ website), they are howevemneefiand reported in theventory

Report(which is not disclosed).

The CNP boundaries for Scope 1, 2, 3 emissionstated in Annexes A and F of the
CNP. The scope of scope 3 emissions is only laidayihe emissions to be offset,
and not the emissions inventory. This means tleatdtal of emissions calculated to
be offset (according to Annex A) could differ framissions calculated for the
inventory (which is calculated according to the I$4D64). No reason is given in the
CNP why this is so.

5.33 Deviations

Deviations would be considered by the CZ grouposg las they maintained a fair and
accurate representation of the organisation. t®CNP, deviations from the set
emissions assessment criteria would be coveredéiSO 14064-1 (2006; 9-11) and
would require justification. However the ISO 14064 only used as an informative
document and all the guidelines stated would naitbet programmes. This raises
guestions as to how much it is used by reportigguoisations. This lack of
standardisation, as shown by the abundance of lqnedeather than requirements,

can lead to differing report content and levelgadlity in and between reports.

5.34 Sinks Reductions and Removals
Sinks, reductions and removals refer to the rednstin GHG emissions carried out

by reporting organisations. These are an impodapéct of CN as they reduce a

reporting organisation’s emissions through inities that foster behaviour change and
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send signals through purchasing preference. Thitsdsr sinks, reductions and
removals are listed in Table 19 and 20.

Both the CNP and CZ require emissions reductioasplhowever the CNP does not
require mandatory reductions to be made. CZ esession removal or reduction
factors that are from a recognised source, ar@cyrand are calculated against a
baseline. The CNP’s use of the ISO 14064-1 asfanmative document that would
require recent, relevant emission factors to be uséhe reduction calculations. The
CZ requires emissions to be calculated againsteoutise inventories; however the
CNP’s GHG reduction action plan template does rpti@tly require an emissions

baseline.

Using consecutive inventories could mean that¢hahges in the organisation that do
not directly result from reduction plans or behaviohange may show reductions in
emissions. No mention in the reduction sectibtihe CNP or the CZ states that the
reduction report takes account of uncertainty quies results to be reproducible.
The CNP’s GHG reduction action plan is an inforwatiemplate; it does not require
a baseline to be stated, nor any technical datkes$ require time period, target (if
one is set), calculated emissions, breakdown o$sioms, timeline and progress
report. The CZ requires a management plan for éoamiseductions to be produced
containing; objectives, SMART (Specific, Measuraldlehievable, Realistic, Time-
constrained) targets, responsible parties, andn@mpagement commitment. The CZ
requires up to 5 of the emission reduction plansetpublished in a reporting

organisation’s summary of certification report.

5.35 Offsets and additionality
Offsets are an important part of CN accreditatiohey reduce reporting

organisation’s emissions to zero. This is doneughoprojects that either remove or
prevent GHG from entering the atmosphere. It isartgnt that offsets represent a
accurate and permanent reduction or removal ofégions. The results for offsets
and additionality are listed in Table 21 and 22.
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The CZ and CNP have the following requirementofésets used in CN
accreditation of reporting organisations: offseegdéme amount of emissions offset,
assurance of permanence, retirement on an appregedry, and type of offset. The
CNC has a very detailed online registry of offsetisile CZ publishes detailed
information in its reports. Both organisations aeey comprehensive in ensuring the
quality of their offsets. Publishing online or pidwg hard copies of reports provides
access to important information on offsets the rpg organisations have chosen.
This allows stakeholders to see which offsets whbosen and to research their

quality.

5.36 Third Party/ Internal verification
Verification of a reporting organisation’s accredibn helps assure quality assurance

of a CN programme. It provides assurance to stddelothat the process of
accreditation was carried out in a comprehensiveameurate manner and ensures a
minimum of errors and omissions are present irethesions inventory and any other
relevant calculations. The results for third pamtyérnal verification are listed in
Table 23 and 24.

The CNP organises verification procedures for oiggdions undertaking CNP
accreditation. There is no mention of verificattwmmunication in the CNP’s
communication section. However reporting organisetiare required to
communicate the type of CNP initiative they undektaCZ requires third party
verification and communicates this through $wenmary for Certificationeport. CZ
has a verification documerieparing for the Verification AuditZ047) available

for clients which details the process and inforomameeded for the verification audit.
While the CNP refers twerification statement by any ISO 14064-1 accredlit
auditor, or CNP accredited auditor will be accept¢@NP, 2007; 4).

CNP does not state any requirements for the exaiwmnd inclusion of emissions.
CZ, on the other hand, requires included and exdwmissions to be stated, as well
as non Kyoto GHGs. Showing Non Kyoto GHG emissiand emissions excluded
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from the inventory shows high level of transparertgoes beyond normative
boundaries and shows a reporting organisationisah@botprint rather than just what
they decided to report on.

CNP does not state what the content of the vetifingentails; the CZ document
Preparing for the Verification AuditZ047 (2008) details the content of the
verification audit, the summary report. Showing wexification involves avoids
merely auditing of the management system in pladen@t yielding any results on
the accuracy or comprehensiveness of the repastiggnisation’s inventory and

practices.

CNP advises reporting organisations to keep a cézard of assumptions and
calculations, while CZ requires a clear documenp arad records all calculations on
its onlineE-Managecalculation tool. Document maps and clear repgttiails are
vital for recalculations or verification checks faventories. Such a requirement in
place, a standatd places unnecessary uncertaintgrication and inventory
recualculations.

CNP does not state a requirement for bias chedies CE lists three levels of non
conformities in itPreparing for Verificationrdocument. Checking for bias in the
verification stage is an important aspect of emguthe quality of an inventory. A
buildup of bias in calculation or data gatheringaswes can distort a emissions

inventory.

5.37 Assurance provider standards: credibility andmpartiality
Ensuring assurance providers are credible and tlmpansures that an assurance

report will not be biased and will provide an a@atarand expert opinion on a
reporting organisation’s CN accreditation. The hssior assurance provider

standards are listed in Table 25 and 26.

CZ preselects verifiers. Reporting organisatiomsgiven the choice of selecting from
this pool of verifiers. CZ requires that verifidrave no recent (two years) contracts

with the reporting organisation. This ensures thate is no undue influence on the
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verifier by the reporting organisation. Furthermarerifiers must complete a CZ
training course and be monitored undertaking \eaiion to ensure a high standard of
reporting.

The CNP requires that verifiers providing the vieafion statement for an
organisation seeking to be accredited by their amogne must be 1ISO 14001 or CNP
accredited. CZ has a very high standard for itngiof its verifiers, as well as good
checks for ensuring independence. The CNP doesppaar to make any checks on
independence which could lead to a verificatiororespcontent being influence by the
reporting organisation. Verification must be by ellrained independent party, or
risk being a misleading or outright incorrect sta¢at of quality. If this occurs it
could cause a CN programme to gain a bad reputation

5.38 Assurance statement
An assurance statement is usually a statement mdapendent verifier on the

accreditation process of a reporting organisatin.assurance statement
communicates to stakeholders the results of CNeddettion for the reporting
organisation. This not only provides details ofrad@ation but shows that the
reporting organisation adhered to the CN progranirhe.results for assurance

statements are stated in Table 27 and 28.

CZ provides a detailed description of the contenits Assurance statement in its
Summary of Certificatiodocument which covers the criteria set out by tiesis.
This is required to be verified by an independeantfier which is listed at the end of

the summary.

The CNP does not require an assurance statemermtoés maintain case studies
online of reporting organisations who are accrediténis covers:
1. Organisations undertaking CarbonNeutral Initiativesd type of
CarbonNeutral Initiative

2. Status of offset instruments (contracted, pendiefiyered or cancelled).
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3. Description of each project used to supply GHGatfiisstruments’

(CNP, 2007; 15)
Communication of the results for a reporting orgation’s CN accreditation needs to
be detailed, comprehensive, relevant, and acctoaehieve transparency and
accountability to stakeholders. CZ’'s assurandestant is quite comprehensive and
provides information relevant to stakeholder decisnaking. The CNP
communication strategy provides information on efffsrojects, which communicates

insufficient information on the rest of the CN agditation process.
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6.0 Discussion

The discussion section will cover the implicati@ishe analysis by this thesis of the
CN programmes. It will explore the application loéfcriteria used by this thesis, and

the topics covered in the literature review.

6.1 Case studies
Only two CN accreditation providers participatedhis study out of 14 CN

programmes requested to take part. Issues letalihg low level of participation
could include the following:
» Avoidance of scrutiny due to fear of poor perforwen

* New market: programmes are still developing andetioee are not yet ready
for in depth analysis

» Time: Programme provider’s perception of the timleen to participate in
the study led them to decline

» Wording of invitation to participate may have bgemceived as a threat.

The lack of participation disappointed as it magate a lack of willingness by CN
programme providers to provide transparency andhgub quality checks. At least
one programme provider replied that they did neehedocumented version of their
programme to be assessed. If this is a widespreadgonenon it could imply a low

level of quality for the market.

6.2 Criteria
The criteria used by this thesis were useful imaeting the requisite information on

the two CN programmes’ content. The criteria hawas areas of differentiation and
convergence between the two programmes. Thisisportant aspect of this thesis,
as identifying these areas gives us greater uradetistg of variability that may be

apparent in the broader CN market.
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There are areas, retrospectively where the critenigd be modified to better address
CN programmes:
» Calculation methodologies; needs to be more infdapt detailed to

properly address its complexity,
» Effectiveness of stakeholder communication methagiek, and

» The method of verification; rather than prescriptoriteria a method which
communicates the content of verification could bwereffective, as it would

communicate content rather than identify what cbexle absent.

The criteria developed by this thesis providedahalysis with an effective
framework which could be further developed to bedusn other types of
accreditation i.e. eco-labels. An issue for furthee of the criteria is the cost of
examining a programme in terms of time spent. Tioegss of using these criteria
may be too long, and time consuming and therefaokibpitive for individuals to use,

but could be useful for consumer assurance orgaoinza

6.3 Comprehensiveness
A comprehensive CN programme needs processesiiatecthat all relevant GHG

emissions are measured, offset and reduced, andgpeopriate reporting and
calculation procedures are used. By stating thetaues of emissions inventories
and the exclusions and inclusions of CN reportgparting organisation allows
choices to be made on the comprehensiveness ofentiasions they decided to
measure and mitigate (through offsets and redustiomhis is also a measure of their

responsibility to the pollution that they create.

The CNC boundaries are based on two document¥Ydrkl Resource Institute GHG
protocol for emissions to be offset and the ISOGB40 for the emissions inventory.

Both allow quite a few choices and have many guidslin their content. This could
lead to variability in their application. CZ statdne emissions inventory boundaries

in its online reports for each reporting organmatiletailing business units and
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included and excluded emissions. This not onlgitlates the boundaries but details
the excluded emissions allowing consumers to makesebns based on the
boundaries comprehensiveness. What boundaries appears to be standardised by
documents like the ISO 14064-1 and the WRI GHGquuit It is their application to
reporting organisations that needs to be standatdi¥ariance in how the boundaries

are applied to reporting organisations needs t@teced.

6.4 Offsets, and pollution abatement
Offsets are an intrinsic part of becoming CN; réipgrorganisations reduce their

emissions to zero by purchasing offsets. Offseggpasduced by projects that either
remove GHGs from the atmosphere (i.e. forests, @asequestration in soils etc.) or
prevent emissions that would have happened by girayialternatives (i.e. methane
capture in landfills, green energy projects). Bmthgramme providers provided
detailed information on the offsets used in thé\r @@ogrammes. The level of
information provided could be considered as a mummstandard for information
disclosure on offsets, as it communicates clealgvant information allowing
stakeholders to make decisions based on the quélihe offsets used by the

reporting organisation.

Offsets may be seen as a key signifier of quality tb the wider range of literature
available on them, the use of government registmnestrading markets, and
potentially because of the higher level of publhoWwledge. Also the availability of
Kyoto emissions units and government produced @ffisvide a visible standard for
offsets to be assessed against. Offsets may be goiwated more clearly than other
areas of a programme because programme providiisewioffsets as an easy way to

convince consumers of the quality of their prograanm

6.5 Reductions
Reducing pollution (GHGS) is an important part & &ccreditation; it reduces the

impacts organisations have on the climate and caerce positive flow impacts to
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other areas of the environment as well. Bruce aml\la (2007) identify the issue of
over investment in pollution abatement and reductibinvestment in the
environment. This can be described as overspermirgffsets (abatement) and under
spending on investing in reducing GHG emissiongg$ting in the environment)
through changing behaviors and fostering a soeibiyse impact on the environment
IS minimized.

CZ requires reductions to be made and reported®well as the purchasing of
offsets. The CNP encourages firms to use the shadaoe of carbon offsets to
determine how much they should purchase; inteethlctions are to be reported on
but are not mandatory. This can mean that naigiméime is invested in actually
reducing footprints while offsets are purchaseteiad. Offsets can provide benefits
through investment in new technologies and thratghulating markets for
alternative energy etc. However it can be arguatlibhaviour change is needed to

reduce human induced climate change.

Reductions are needed in concert with offsets suenthat the use of CN labels are
encouraging behaviour change as well as finanaiwgtechnologies through the
purchasing of offsets. It would be difficult to nthte a certain baseline of reductions
to be achieved, if a reporting organisation dogsngage in reporting after the initial
report. However it is reasonable to require aicdn report to be published within a
time period (a year) that lists reductions (anchgameasured against the initial
emissions inventory. Failure to do so should leavocation of the CN accredited
status. Offsets cannot be used as a sole soll@navior change is needed to power
broader societal reductions in emissions. In-headactions of GHG footprints will

have a larger impact on climate change through aumpacts.

6.6 Transparency
Transparency is the dialogue between a programmedar and stakeholders and a

reporting organisation, which shows the actions@modedures in place determining
the level of CN achieved. CN programmes are ag@vd in a new market which

addresses complex and obscure information anddgs3tey also require higher
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transparency due to the lack of common standards@ammonality derived from

market development.

Bruce and Laoiya (2007) state that to ensure taesgy and validity of a label’s
claims these must be verifiable. If the labelaiwls are unverifiable then the
consumer cannot effectively choose their preferenBeth the CNP and CZ have
third party verification for reporting organizat®earrying out CN accreditation.
Florini (1999; 4) describes transparency as a @®bg which information about
existing and historic conditions, decisions, antibas are made available, visible and
understandable. CNP discloses its content online.

The CZ programme does not disclose its conteritdgublic but makes it available
to purchasers of its programme. This is an impodéstinction, as it appears that the
two programmes have different methods of commuimigahformation to
stakeholders. CZ provides a detailed summary regahte outcomes of accreditation
for each reporting organisation and requires eapbrting organisation to provide a
complaints register. CZ also requires legal, finanoperational responsibilities to be
stated. The CNP communicates its programme’s ogrdad requires reporting
organisations to provide a reduction action plawl, provides a communications

section in its programme’s content.

The two programmes differ in that CZ reports orcoates, and CNP provides
information on the process of accreditation. Ancoute based approach shows the
end result of accreditation and the choices madédyeporting organisation on the
level of quality. A process based communicationzragach will only show the
potential choices a reporting organisation can mAkereditation outcome
communication is an important aspect of CN. It iseedadhere to a high standard to
ensure that stakeholders are being communicatedara information of the reporting

organisations behavior.
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Communicating the detail and outcomes of work edrout externally to the CN
programme provider is important as each step oaticeeditation process should be
transparent to stakeholders. Use of an externahitovy calculation organisation, in
the case of the CNP; the Edinburgh Centre for GaNManagement could be
beneficial as research institutes can provide éxptrmation. However based upon
the lack of detail provided in the CNP on the ckltian process, and the use of
ECCM as inventory calculators, either a higher leféransparency or reassurance

would be required on the veracity of the invent®alculated by this organisation.

Historical information needs to be provided to allstakeholders to track and
reporting organisations progress over time. CZ nspan baselines and year to year
reductions in its summary report. The CNP proviaesduction action plan template,
but does not state ant requirement to report daritiermore there is no stated

requirement for providing an emissions baseline.

6.7 Relevance
Relevance is an indicator of the applicability led information provided by reporting

organisations to their stakeholders. Relevanceires|feedback from stakeholders to
work; feedback allows stakeholder input into remontent, ensuring the relevance of
the information provided. CN programme content nalsb be relevant to allow
stakeholders to make decisions based upon theditedien process reporting

organisations go through.

The CNP uses their Independent Advisory Group whsgkquired to have a client on
group’s board. The CZ includes sections in itgpamme for stakeholder input into
inventory boundaries and materiality, as well as@visory group comprised of
industry and government experts. Not having stakdsn input will reduce the
relevance of report’'s content, and therefore thptake. This is avoidable. A well put
together programme developed through initial caasioh with stakeholder groups

can initially provide the same relevance, but Wit decline over time as new
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information enters the market. Ensuring ongoingedtalder dialogue and input is a

tool for maintaining relevance and quality.

Relevance of information provided allows transpayeio provide stakeholders with
information to make decisions. Stating the chotbas a reporting organisation can
make versus the choices they did make providesplsicomparison. This allows
decisions to be made as the relevant informativeals the choices made. Only
stating choices a firm could make does not showntlieomes, and therefore will not

be as relevant as it does not allow effective ad®io be made.

6.8 Comparability
Comparability refers to comparability of year tayaccreditation, or comparability

of CN reports between different reporting organ@sat. Stating choices and
outcomes of choices made also allows comparalfitgporting organisations’
accreditation processes, as does stating a progeawontent. If these are not stated
a situation whereapples can be compared with orangeah arise. This means that
reporting organisations that choose less compréreascreditation methods will get
equal standing with those that carried out comprsive reports. Both programmes
require any reporting to be done in C€yuivalent aiding inventory total comparisons
between organizations. Neither programme requegslar reporting; however this
can be seen as an unreasonable requirement asmgmoganisations must be given

the opportunity to change programme providers.

6.9 Reputation
Reputation can be useful for ensuring environmesaaipliance by reporting

organisations; however it requires certain prergtps to work effectively. Graafland
and Smid (2004; 277) state that the reputation @r@sim only works well if the
following conditions are met:

» The strength of the reputation mechanism dependiseoavailability of the
information about the past performance of the comypd@he more
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information is available, the more transparenthe tompany’s
performance.

* A good reputation only pays off in the futureh tompany is especially
interested in short term profits, the company less lincentives to build up a
good reputation, because the company has to maiketsim costs to get a
better reputation that will lead to long term pitsfiand

» Reciprocity: the reputation mechanism is more &ffedf a good reputation
is collectively rewarded and a bad reputation caieely punished. This
depends on the reactions of various types of stdlers on the labour,
goods and capital market.

Mechanisms that can be used to enable the effecti@®f these reputation
mechanisms could include; historical inventory mgaannual reports, GHG
reduction reports, publishing a programme’s condéeat the provisions of reports to
stakeholders containing both positive and negatifgemation. This will allow them

to make decisions to ‘punish’ poorly performing @gmg organisations.

The CNP does not require historical baseline eonssior reduction plans to be
reported. It does however provide its programmeigent online. The CZ publishes
historical baseline and reductions plans detaitiotih emissions gains and losses in its
accreditation reports which are published onling,dnes not make its programme

content available.

The CNP provides information about reporting orgations on its website but it is
not very detailed (except for the offsets regiséar)t only lists the steps an
organisation took in the accreditation process. p&¥ides detailed reports detailing
information involved in the reporting process irdihg the emissions inventory,
historic baselines and reductions. By not providingomprehensive report detailing
the reporting process an organisation fails toldssca lot of information to
stakeholders. This in turn can lead to mistrughageport seems incomplete or
intentionally misleading. Both reasons could leatess stakeholder up take by

stakeholders.
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Multiple reports are required by neither programaseit is unrealistic to require a
reporting organisation to purchase the same progegear after year. Once the
market for CN programmes has developed more antlateor standardisation have
been implemented, then year on year reporting reagiine more of a norm.

The evidence of a slant towards publishing morermftion on the quality of offsets
on the CNP website, could be indicative of a witkarket trend to focus on the
quality of offsets and offsetting rather than enoiss reductions and inventory quality.
Offsets appear to be a prominent area through wdnueltity is perceived by
stakeholders (consumers) and assuring their qu&dientially offsets are a measure
of exhibiting quality that is more cost effectivedasimple for programme providers
than having comprehensive inventories and requimatgerial reductions. Thus the
perception of quality stakeholders have could rieglgtinfluence programme quality
by incentivizing quality in readily observable asgaffsets, at the expense of other

aspects of a programme.

6.10 Information asymmetry
Graafland and Smid (2004; 272) describes informatigymmetry as a situation that

allows the better-informed party to exploit thesl@sformed party by manipulating
the quantity, quality or price in a way that is easily detectable to the less informed
party. Inthe case of CN programmes this can ajaply

» The process of accreditation,
» Criteria used in accreditation,
» The weighting given to certain criteria, and

* What is revealed through reports to stakeholders.

CZ provides summary of certification reports fopegiing organizations, clearly
communicating the outcomes of accreditation, aedctiteria used in it.
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The CNP provides its programme’s content onlinemmainicating the process and
criteria of accreditation. The CNP statement ofiglines in its programme’s content
allows stakeholders to view areas where certaiicesare not mandatory,
communicating weighting. The CZ programme provigeisielines for reporting as
well, stakeholders cannot view this. As the CN maidecows, information asymmetry
will become more of an issue as consumers seeiffépethtiate programmes. While
both programmes assessed have communication systgase, their effectiveness
will need to be improved to minimize misunderstaiggi

Vining and Weimer (1988; 285-286) state the follogvcategories, as factors that
help determine whether information asymmetry islifko lead to serious market

failure:

* The effectiveness of any information gatheringtegg, other things equal,
generally depends on the variance in the qualityrofs of a good
(heterogeneity) and the frequency with which coresammake purchases.

» The potential cost of information asymmetry to comsrs depends on the
extent to which they perceive the full price ofdgbed, including imputed
costs of harm from use

» The cost of searching for candidate purchases hadull price determine
how expensive and potentially beneficial it isdonsumers to gather
information.

The carbon neutrality market is relatively new whoaan make information gathering
difficult for consumers facing information asymmgetrAs global warming, and CN,
are complex problems it is difficult for a lay pensor consumer to make judgments
on the quality of a CN programmigecause there is no directly observable failure in
the quality of the good it is difficult to make wgment on the quality of the
purchased good, offsets have become the obseryaaligy by proxy.

The variance in the quality of the good is obsele#frough the quality of the
programme and its accreditation process. It waoake & lot of time for the consumer

to research every carbon programme. This couldlé@ated by wider use of
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external accreditation for carbon programmes. Beg@aonsumers would be required
to spend a significant amount of money on prograsiey may be motivated to
extensively research their purchase; NGO'’s or ntavkéchdogs may provide their
own assessment of CN programmes. The search cgdter@duced as more studies

on the CN market are produced making identificabibquality programmes easier.

Other incentives for market research to be cawigidy organisations seeking to be
CN (and the consumers researching the validitgpbrting organisation’s CN claims)
are their environmental commitment or belief in ifflmenediacy of climate change and
its perceived cost, or the threat of future cogtsee through legislation or from the
impact of climate change in their industry and emwvment. Organisations who are
more interested in market share may be less inéet@s acquiring comprehensive
accreditation. Another issue influencing the resedor a good’s value may be
industry variability in both the reporting orgartisas industry (i.e. manufacturers
who produce certain types of emissions) and vditwlm programmes of CN.

It appears that information asymmetry will be agang issue in the CN
programmes market, and that programmes that caotetly overcome it should

gain prominence providing they can communicatetthisonsumers effectively

6.11 Accountability
Accounting is the measurement of the costs andfis&aleaspects of an

organization’s practice. A simple way of being aga@able is to provide a report on
the organization’s environmental (or social, finatjgoractices.

Truffer et al. (2001; 889) state that accountability is an imgatrfactor which
depends on the ability of the programme provideguarantee the application of their

criteria according to a transparent and objectiae@dure.

The programmes reviewed by this thesis both usedi plarty verification to
guarantee the criteria of their programmes werearately applied to the reporting
organisations. The programmes ensure the tramspar€NP through publishing

their programme online and CZ through comprehersoeeeditation reports. The
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transparency methods only assure that the programawailable to the public or that
the public can see the results of CN accreditdbom reporting organisation. It does
not ensure that the programme itself is of suffitiguality, only that the consumers
can view it. As there is a lot of confusion on dite change in general and on the
definition of CN it would appear to be difficultrfetakeholders (consumers) to
ascertain the programme’s quality. Basic accogniractices may be simpler to
understand but the CN market is new and complex.

A consumer is not likely to have the knowledge xgezience to be able to ascertain
whether a CN programme provides a quality service.

Objectivity can be achieved through input in to pinegramme’s content though
industry groups, expert advice and stakeholderth Bagrammes have methods for
input in to their programmes through outside grotips CNP Independent advisory
group, and CZ's Scope 3 allows input from stakééd and industry groups and

materiality (relevance to stakeholders) checks,thant advisory group of experts.

Gray (2000; 248) states that an environmentaboiasreport might be thought of as
seeking to satisfgitherthe intentions of managememtthe demands of
accountability. Because CZ reports on outcomes tlaen CNP provides its
programmes content and not in-depth reports, ikdcbe seen that the CNP risks
falling prey to reporting only on management praced and not actual performance.
A report for accreditation of CN must not just statanagement practices and offsets
without material evidence of reductions and a cahensive and accurate GHG
inventory. This ties back to the statement thetdtare different definitions of CN in

the market that do not include reductions of GHGssians to be achieved or proven.

O’Dwyera and Owen (2005; 209) identify another peabfaced when comparing
guality assurance programs the major inconsistemegarding the subject matter
addressed, and the scope. CZ effectively commuesdiifferences between reporting
organisation’s accreditation through its summargegtification reports. Because the
CNP does not prove accreditation reports; onlyliabeting the level of accreditation,
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the quality of the communication of the reportinganisations individual

accreditation is low.

Dando and Swift (2003; 197) and O’'Dwyera and Ow806) who reference Badit

al. (2000) posit that uncertainty over assuror indepene and the degree of rigor
applied to their work, evidence of management @miver the process together with
an overriding emphasis on management systems asegpo performance based
issues were indicative of managerialism, rathen tha exercise representing any
corporate commitment to external transparency andumtability.

CZ uses assuarance providers which are subjectipendance checks, assessed on
each audit they carry out, and are limited to acgdool verified by CZ. The CNP
only mentions that the assuarence provider ise@NP, or ISO 14001 accredited.
This could potentially mean that the issues listedve could affect the assurance of

their reporting organisations.

Both Adams (2004; 732) and Brown and Fraser (2Q08), state that accountability
is both taking an account of a reporting organisesi actions and providing that
account to stakeholders; being accountable. Sdwpr@grammes require an
inventory and an account of the accreditation sdeom the reporting organisations.
By providing this information to stakeholders tle@orting organisations become
accountable. CZ provides reports on the accréalitgrocess for each reporting
organisation; it becomes accountable through plublisthese online for stakeholder
perusal. The reports are in depth and containamétion covering the entire process
of CN including reductions and a breakdown of emissinventories.

The CNP does not provide an in depth report, besdote the steps the reporting
organisation took i.e. offsetting, emissions ineenthowever these are not very
detailed and do not provide much accountabilitthesinformation provided is of
little use in stakeholder decision making. It dpesvide an online offset register
where stakeholders can view the type and qualibffsets used by reporting
organisations. By publishing their programme ontime CNP shows the makeup of
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the accreditation process; a reporting organisaimlividual accreditation is not

detailed, leaving little information for stakehotde¢o make decisions on.

Different firms will use different methods of azmtability which may or may not
be comparable, or of a similar level of qualityai@tardisation of what accounting
methods entail could partially defuse this. R&pgrorganisations must be
accountable to their claims and their stakehold®isrwise an organisation can be
incentivised to make false claims.

O’Dwyera and Owen (2005) state that firms only ectland disseminate information
if it is deemed appropriate to advance the corpdratge, rather than seeking true
transparency and accountability to stakeholdercaBse CNP does not provide in-
depth reports it could risk being identified as oh¢hese firms. It is important that
CN programme providers communicate both the negaind positive aspects of their

reporting organisatuions to avoid being perceivedrgransparent.

Adams (2004) cites targets as a part of corpoi@tepance of responsibility implicit
with environmental reporting. Targets in CN repaytwould be reductions of GHG
emissions. This would involve providing a reductpan to stakeholders as part of a
report detailing material emission reductions. réduction reports are part of the
accreditation report published online; this repeduires reductions and gains in
emissions to be stated. The CNP does requireugtied report (which does not
require reductions to be made), but does not requio be published. Adams (2004;
732) states that a good report should be transpaneihrepresent a genuine attempt to
provide an account which covers negative as wgllosgive aspects of all material
impacts. The CNP does not state reporting orgaorseeductions or require targets
to be reached, while the CZ does. By stating redac¢argets and publishing results

of initiatives which are developed to meet thesgdts, a reporting organisation is
showing an commitment to reducing its GHG emissions just paying for offsets as
an attempt at ‘green wash’. It also shows an aeceptof its responsibility for its
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emissions contributing to global climate changeqirements for reductions could
become a key sign of quality as the CN market aggein the future.

6.11 Definition of Carbon Neutrality
CN is a relatively new concept and can feature=daifit definitions from different

programme providers. Truffet al. (2001; 888) states that programmes should
‘ensure that the criteria based on this ideal areeirent in the production of the good
or service! The criteria contained in a programme may diffiee to different
definitions of CN, which may lead to programmedswdiffering content selling
different methods of CN accreditation. Regardtbsscriteria implicit in programme
must reflect the idea of CN;

‘Carbon neutrality does not mean emissions have begated entirely by offsite
measures; it represents a higher quality of actgrchanging business-as-usual
behaviour as the bulk of the response to globalmvag’ (Total Environment Centre,
2007; 2).

This an example of an definition of CN used by To¢al Environment Centre, it
shows an example of how a firm may define CN aspared with the CNP and CZ
definitions below.

The CNP (2008; 1) defines CN as

‘The net greenhouse gas emissions associated wilganizational unit, product,
service or process are zero, through a combinatibdirect (internal) emission

reducing actions and indirect (external) offsettangjions’

Part of the CZHttp://www.carbonzero.co.nz/fag.gsgefinition is

‘Additionally, (organisationsjhey must implement and report on their emissions
reduction plan before neutralising or offsettingithremaining unavoidable

emissions. Without overall reductions in emissiqut, neutralising emissions is like
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'buying a Diet Coke to go with your double bacoeedeburger - and calling it a

weight-loss program. Efficiency (and calorie redaot) comes first.'

Both CZ and CNP have similar definitions but diffeitheir emphasis and the content
of their programme. The CZ programme states tlthtations must come first (as
does the TEC definition). The CNP notes interndliping actions as an integral part
of CN but it does not require actual reductionbeéanade; only reduction plans. This
shows that firms can even lay claim to similar digfbns of CN and still have

differing programmes.

Graafland and Smid (2004) ask whether you can septean ideal with an eco-label,
or in this case CN accreditation? If different défons are being portrayed in the
market a case o&pples being compared with orangesay emerge. CZ requires non
Kyoto GHG to be reported as well as reductionstheitCNP does not. These two
programmes appear to be defining two very diffethimgs. Stakeholders (consumers)
may not have the knowledge to differentiate betwm®grammes, or these

differences may not be readily apparent, potegt@iating a ‘market for lemons’.

Reducing the impact of a business on climate changdostering the societal change
of organisations towards a more climate friendlgraging system, requires reductions
to be made mandatory in CN accreditation, by cagyiut reductions ,a reporting
organisation will have to change its business pra@nd consumption methods. This
will incentivise producers of goods and serviced Hre purchased by reporting
organisations to make their product (service) notireate friendly, forcing less
climate friendly organisations to follow suit. rher criteria implicit in the definition
of CN must be a comprehensive inventory definedlegrly laid out boundaries and
any further criteria that support comprehensive gumlitative quantification of GHG
emission produced by reporting organisations.

Either different definitions of what CN is need lte classified within the market to
allow consumer choice, or one definition needsa@pplied across the market. This

can be implemented either through government letipsi nationally, industry
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initiatives both nationally and internationally,cathrough bi and multilateral

agreements of nations.

7.0 Conclusion

The aim of this thesis was to gain a better undadihg of CN programmes through
an analysis of the programmes available in the starKhe analysis focused on the
content of CN programmes and how they provide aayuand quality to the

reporting organisations that purchase them. Tiad¢yais was based on the
development of criteria through a literature revibat focused on potential market
failures, and eco-labels and environmental repgrtifhe criteria developed from the
literature review were then used to analyse twe sasdies, one on the CNP, and one
on CZ. The analysis revealed instances of connergand difference between the

two programmes, which has broader implicationgerCN market.

Methods to increase transparency and reduce infmmasymmetry were present in
both programmes, CNP published its programme’sestinCZ provided reports
detailing the outcomes of certification. Becau&er€orts on outcomes, and the
CNP provides its programme’s content and not intdegports, it could be seen that
the CNP risks falling prey to reporting only on rmgeament procedures and not actual
performance. This suggests that in-depth repodmthe reporting organisation’s
outcomes may not be prevalent in the market leatditijose organisations gaining
accreditation who may not be environmental friendiyt who are accredited as CN,

which can be termed as ‘greenwash’.

Both the CNP and CZ provided very informative aethded information on offsets.
As offsets are a highly visible sign of qualityarCN programme’s accreditation
process, this may lead to an emphasis on offse#tyjtather than on other areas of

accreditation. If consumer perception of progranimaality is restricted to offsets,
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programmes that act as offset brokers may flowsighin the developing market.
These organisations that present themselves asymrs/of CN, but merely calculate
and offset, may drive the quality of the market daag they compete with more

comprehensive programmes.

Stakeholder input is apparent in both programmes¢h BEZ and the CNP have
advisory groups, and CZ has input on its scopei8soms and materiality threshold.
Ensuring dialogue with stakeholders is an imporgemt of a CN programme;
however having a mechanism in place does not entsugéectiveness or uptake of
any outcomes stemming from it. Verification of uaf stakeholder demands, and
dialogue need to be implemented; this is by no measimple task and will require
further research.

The publication of reduction plans and historicaigsion baselines are important
tools in enhancing the reputation mechanism witisamers. CZ provides reports
that detail historical baselines and emission rédns. The CNP requires reduction
reports but does not state requirements for puimicaA lack of reports detailing a
reporting organisation’s reduction plans means stateholders will lack information
to make decisions on organisation’s environmemnatfres, lessening the reputation

mechanism’s ability to punish poor environmentafq@enance.

A clear definition of boundaries for the calculatiof a reporting organisation’s
emissions inventory is important. The CNP used$6 14064-1 and the WRI GHG
Protocol to define its boundaries. Use of the IS06KU-1 standard and the WRI GHG
protocol may be detrimental to the distributiorgahlity programmes in the market.
While they do form a quality base for a comprehemgrogramme they both have too
many guidelines and optional sections in their eohtBecause developing a
programme in accordance with these documents caadeas a sign of quality; it has
the potential to give lesser quality programmesuenctredit. This will impact the
usefulness of the information provided on the beuigs, and increase information

asymmetry.
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As the CN market develops more, consumers will segknformation on the quality
of CN programmes available in the market. CN e®mplex topic, the information
provided will need to be clear and readily underdédble as well as easily gatherable
to avoid information asymmetry. Information gathercost may be prohibitive for
consumers looking to purchase CN programmes. §hegacerbated by the lack of
studies carried out on CN programmes, and theivelaewness of the market and

concept.

The findings of this thesis illustrate some issmehie CN market that may have a
negative impact on the CN market as a whole. Thateeed to be addressed by CN
programmes, NGO’s and/or governmental bodies tadathe severity of market
failures growing. Without such action, adverse @@ will occur leading to lower

quality programmes to develop, turning the CN manki® a ‘market for lemons’.

As the CN market is still underdeveloped, more issideed to be carried out to avoid
market failures such as information asymmetry. sehmarket failures are still
exhibited by the lack of comprehensiveness in sofitiee programmes’ content.
Further studies will provide a better idea of hoarket failures affect the market and
how changes can be made to CN programmes to irctieais quality and usefulness
to stakeholders. The criteria developed in thesithhave the potential to be used in
further studies on CN programmes as well as inr@heas such as environmental
reporting and eco-labels. This is because thisdisaxiteria are based on broadly
applicable concepts like transparency, and tacldeket failures like information

asymmetry.

This thesis does exhibit limitations in the formlatk of participation by CN
programme providers and the need to further devbleriteria used in the analysis.
The criteria this thesis uses needs to be furteeeldped to provide more

comprehensive information on CN programmes anda@laarket failures. Further
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development will allow greater understanding tagbaed, which will be important

as the market develops and expands providing a&hujkersity of programmes.

Lack of participation by programme providers wafouninate as this thesis’s criteria
could benefit from further application to more Chdgrammes to gain a broader
picture of the CN market. Perhaps the wording efdkmail used to communicate
with programme providers was discouraging, althailnghlack of participation could
also imply programme providers are reluctant toehtieir programme analysed. This
might be because of fear of poor performance. @agramme provider contacted
stated that they did not have a document of theggamme. Other reasons given
consisted of time constraints not allowing thermpaaticipate. Out of the 14
programmes asked to participate 10 providers didemy at all, even though follow

up e-mails were sent.

There is a need for further development of CN paognes to address international
standardisation: globalisation and the blurringational, regional, and international
boundaries, which means that trading products andces (or the companies that
produce them) are crossing these boundaries. Téddes the issue of conflicting

regional and national accreditation programmes.

Programmes of CN need more research carried othtesn, however it appears that
the market is maturing and that if appropriate maatare put in place, it could

develop into an effective tool for reducing GHG ssmns. The CN market should

not be left to develop without addressing the isgaesed in this thesis as it is
important that effective tools for reducing GHG esmons are implemented as soon as

possible to slow the impact of rising anthropogesmassions.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 Criteria for analysis

Stakeholder
dialogue

Within the programme what mechanisms are in place f
addressing stakeholder issues, feedback, and input?

Are accountability and transparency controls anglace
to ensure stakeholders are provided with cleamamd
misleading data?

Is a contact person provided within the organisatio
being assessed and within the programme certifier's
organisation?
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Comparability and
consistency

Clarity and
definitions of key
words

Are all the assessment criteria stated clearlyrimaaner
through which stakeholders can easily understagchth

Are external drivers (legislation, industry inifiags)
influencing the companies decision making requiced
be stated in the report?

Are emissions required to be listed in CO2 equiviale
(CO2e)?

Are regular reporting time periods set? Is the repo
period clearly stated in the report?

Are consistent and comparable methodologies and
processes used to calculate and report the emsssion
removals and sinks present in the organisation?
Are reasons required to be stated for changes in
reporting format, style, scope etc?

Are historical performance initiatives noted aring
guantified against a baseline?

Is a glossary or annex required to be provided,tbae
details definitions of all relevant and vital pheaswords
and technical details?

Are any performance standards (i.e. emissions
reductions) stated for future reports, and is ssEoe
failure against these standards stated?

Are the assessment criteria clearly defined artédta
including their source? This includes:

Data calculations

Emission ratios

Activity data

Emissions estimates
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Comprehensiveness Are the choices, for the organisation being cexifion

Managing
inventory quality
and accuracy

the content of the report and its level of assessmade
clear, and are the reasons given for the decisiade?

Is scope (what sources of emissions) of emissions
covered stated, and are non Kyoto GHG emissions
covered?

Are the calculation methodologies used to determine
emissions estimates and inventory content reqidrdo
stated?

Are historical emissions stated, where available?

Is a list of facilities and sites included, wittetr
emission allocations?

Is information provided on the cause of changesdith
not trigger a recalculation?

Are data collection procedures present that allosv t
same data to be efficiently collected in futurerg@a

Are procedures in place that document and archive
relevant GHG inventory records, and methodologies”
Are procedures in place that investigate systenais tor
other characteristics (errors and omission) thatdco
affect inventory quality
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Does the programme ensure the selection of
guantification methodologies, including GHG actvit
data and GHG emission and removal factors? Is this
consistent with their intended use?

What triggers are in place for the rechecking add@da

Comprehensive data gathering methods?
Data documentation procedures?

Are there checks in place to identify whether infation
either relevant to stakeholders or that influences
stakeholder (either internal or external) decisitaking
is included in the report?

Materiality
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Is a materiality threshold established in the refmr
vital information? Are these checks made at mutipl
levels (i.e. factory to organisation)?

Baseline and year Are there policies are in place to ensure baselaia
establishment availability, reliability and the minimization of
limitations?

Does base year data consist of single year data, a
multiyear average or rolling average?

Is a statement of the original base year emisstated
in all future reports?

Controlled by the organisation?

Affected by the organisation?
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Detail the context and reason behind any deviatiims
the boundary methodology?

Are all emissions included in the inventory laid ouan
easy to understand manner, detailing sources, and
emission types?

For scope 2 emissions; are energy usage source and
emission ratio(s) recorded?

Are all the scope land 2 emissions measured wttiein
organisations organisational boundaries?

Sinks Reductions  Are GHG reductions required to achieve the CN
and Removals certification?
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Are derived from a recognized source?

Take account of the quantification uncertainty aral
calculated in a manner intended to yield accuratk a

reproducible results?

The baseline level of emissions?

Calculations of the amount GHG emissions reduced
since the baseline?

An emission offset accreditation statement inclgdin
statement that the GHG offsets is listed in an Gyppate
GHG registry, and that the offset has been retired?

Year of offset credit approval?
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Total amount of GHG emissions removed by offset?

Third Party/ Is there a requirement for the report to be eithied
Internal party or internally verified? Is this clearly commcated
verification to stakeholders?

Is the omission and inclusion of information relet/to
the GHG inventory, emissions removals and sinkd, an
other emissions (non Kyoto GHG'’s) stated?

Is appropriate documentation of all the relevanada
used in the organisation reports provided?

Are bias checks required to be verified?
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Assurance
statement

Is the assessment of certification carried outrby a
independent third party, whose independence iged3u

Does the verification organisation provide a staenhof
independence, including a financial independence
statement including future and past relations with
reporting organisation?

Is the following information provided in a assuranc
statement in the Carbon Neutrality report;

Organisational information (i.e. Number of sites,
employees, net sales, products sold, nature of
ownership, number of countries operated in etc.)?

Purpose and objectives of the report in the cordéitie
organisations GHG policies, strategies or programme
and applicable GHG programme?

Data and information to be included in the report?
Historical information i.e. changes in structurespBrt
parameters; the Scope and boundaries? Period fohv
the report is valid?

Relative contextual information informing the
organisation’s practice: legislation, related reéjpor
frameworks, standards, and guidelines related tG&GH
emissions and reductions?

A list of GHG assertions, including a statemenGoiG
emission reductions and removal enhancements sta
tonnes of C@e?

A statement describing whether the GHG assertign ha
been validated or verified, including the type of
validation or verification and level of assurance
achieved?
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Describe the level of assurance pursued, includiing
different levels of assurance that were available?

A statement of the aggregate GHG emissions and/ or
removals by GHG sources sinks and reservoirs fr th
GHG project that are controlled by the project
proponent, stated in tonnes of CO2e, for the releva
time period (e.g. annual, cumulative to date, j&tal

A statement of the aggregate GHG emissions and/ @
removals by GHG sources, sinks and reservoirshior t
baseline scenario, stated in tonnes ob€for the
relevant time period?

A general description of the criteria, proceduregand
practice guidance used as a basis for the calonlafi
project GHG emission reductions and removal
enhancements?
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Appendix 2 Letter, and consent form sent to programra providers.

Information sheet for research on analysis of aaneutrality standards

Hello | am Robert Mitchell, and | am carrying oasearch for a Masters thesis in
Environmental Studies at Victoria University. Tiopic is standards of carbon
neutrality. The aim of this research section ianalyse three standards of carbon
neutrality by comparing each to criteria selectednfa broad selection of
literature. | am asking you to participate byypding a copy of your standard of
carbon neutrality. Subsequently I will give youapportunity to comment on my

analysis of your standard.

Below | describe the purpose, procedures, andldetaeéded to comply with the

human ethics approval gained for the researchageofithis thesis.

I would like to ask you and the other participaiotprovide a copy of the principles,
guidelines, and criteria your standard uses tosassganisations for certification of
carbon neutrality. | would like the documentatibattincludes the accounting/
calculation, assurance, and general requiremdm@s)dn mandatory requirements and

the choices provided to the organisations purclgasieir certification.

In a second phase | would like you to comment gnmitial analysis of your
standard of carbon neutrality after | have analysed document. This will be
achieved by me sending you a draft document cantamy preliminary analysis of
your standard once the initial assessment hasdagdaed out. You will then be able
to comment, through a response sheet providedyeofirtdings | have extracted from
the analysis of your standard. This will allow youcomment on any errors or

omissions, aiding the clarity and accuracy of #search.

The intended academic benefits of this thesis@abetter enhance the understanding

of the available standards of carbon neutralitiblésin the market, and the methods
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used to ensure the standard’s quality.

| appreciate that your time is valuable and thanlasking for a copy of your
certification documentation and an hour of yourdtita check over the analysis | have
made and to respond if there are any gaps. Inle2ahours of your time will be

taken up by these endeavours.

Once the thesis has been examined and acceptdamtalou provided will be deleted
within 2 years. This thesis will be placed in theversity library and results may be
reported in publications, reports, and disseminatddture policy seminars etc. You
may withdraw before the 10th of February 2009 oifi ymo longer wish to participate

in the assessment.

Although it is recognised that in such a small reaitkere is potential for assumptions
to be made by observers on which standards wefbgsada you will be given the
option of not having your name or that of your staml recorded in the thesis. If you
choose this option but still wish to be part of thsearch your standard shall be

referred to as one of the following: standard ApB(C.

A electronic copy of the thesis will be providecbugrequest once it has been
examined and accepted by the university.

Contact details: Robert Mitchell, Masters in Enaimeental Studies candidate,
Victoria University, Wellington, New Zealand

E-mail: mitcherobe@myvuw.ac.nz<mailto:mawgaw06@lekeom>, Phone 027
3809 759, Room 104 cotton building, School of Gaphy, Environment and Earth
Sciences, PO Box 600, Wellington, New Zealand, j&uline must start with
‘Robert Mitchell thesis’

Supervisor of thesis: Cath Wallace, School of Goreent, Victoria University of
Wellington, PO Box 600, Wellington, Tel; (04) 46313 or Email
Cath.Wallace@vuw.ac.nz<mailto:Cath.Wallace@vuwze.Subject line must start
with ‘Robert Mitchell thesis’
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VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON
Te Whare Wananga o te Upoko o te Ika a Maui

s-'g

Consent form

a | confirm that | have read and understood the mfation sheet for the above
study. | have had the opportunity to consideritifigrmation, ask questions and have
had these answered satisfactorily.

| understand that my participation is voluntary émak | am free to withdraw up
to 10th February 2009, without giving any reason.

a I understand that data collected during the study be looked at by supervisors
from Victoria University of Wellington where it iglevant to my taking part in this
research. | give permission for these individdalbave access to these data.

| understand that direct quotations from the docuateon and the research
interview may be used in the thesis, publicatiamd presentations arising from this
research, and that these will be attributed tactimapany or to me as an individual as
relevant and | have the authority of the compamgspond on its behalf..

| have the authority of the company to disclose thaterial.

I'w | wish for my standard to remain unnametich would entail there being no
mention of the name or brand of the standard ob@aneutrality in the text relevant
to the assessment of the said standard

-

a | wish to be sent an electronic copy of the findirng the research when it has
been finished and examined

| agree to take part in the study.

Name of Participant Date Signature
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