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Dear Ms Smith

Consultation on establishing a voluntary Code of Best Practice 

for the provision of carbon offsetting to UK customers
Stop Stansted Expansion ('SSE') welcomes the opportunity to comment on the consultation to establish a voluntary Code of Best Practice for the provision of carbon offsetting to UK customers.  SSE was formed in August 2002 following the publication of the Department for Transport ("DfT") consultation paper, 'The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom'.  SSE now has more than 6,500 members and the support of more than 130 organisations including local councils, residents' groups and environmental organisations.  

Our response to the questions posed is as follows:  

Q1: Do you agree that the Government should publish a Code for offset providers?  

Yes.

Q2: Do you agree with the proposed aims of this Code?

Yes

Q3: Should Government consider, in the future, making the Code mandatory and putting it in legislation?

Yes

Q4: Do you agree that the Code should be voluntary in nature?

No, the arguments given in paragraph 3.21 that a voluntary code would encourage evolution and innovation are unconvincing.  This could equally be achieved with a mandatory code.  This would provide an additional safeguard in that innovations would need to be validated before they could be marketed. 

Q7: Do you agree with the proposal to use the government-agreed database of emissions figures as the approved method of calculating emissions to be offset? 

Yes but for aviation the emissions figure:

· must be based on an accurate calculation for each aircraft type and route;

· must take into account the average load factor and not assume that every seat is filled;

· must take into account the radiative forcing effect of air travel and so base the emissions figure on carbon dioxide equivalent.  The IPCC considers that aviation emissions are between two and four times more damaging and the recent Stern report accepts this estimate.  A radiative forcing factor in the middle of this range would be appropriate.    

Q8: Should guidance be provided on how to calculate emissions from businesses? 

Yes but with the provisos in relation to air travel as detailed in the answer to Q7.

Q10: Do you agree that the Code should require companies offering offsetting at the point of sale with other goods or services, to give consumers a compulsory choice or a ‘default option’? 

Yes – but in the case of aviation the default option must be a scheme which should only apply if the scheme complies with the points made in the answer to Q7.

Q11: Do you agree that the quality mark should only be for accredited offsetting products and not for businesses that have offset their own emissions?

Yes

Q13: Do you agree that these six points are necessary information to be made available to consumers?

Yes, but only if the consumer is paying the full social cost of carbon emissions.

Q16: Do you agree that this breakdown of prices should be provided to consumers?
Yes, but in units of carbon dioxide equivalent and the cost should be the full social cost.

Q21: What evidence should offset providers have to show to demonstrate compliance with the Code?  

The provider should need to demonstrate that:

· the emissions saving is actually achieved

· it is real and wouldn’t have happened anyway

· that the timescale is realistic.

Q24: Should the Code be reviewed on a regular basis?  

Yes

Q25: If so, how frequently, every year?  

Every 2-3 years

Q26: Do you agree with the assessment of costs and benefits and described in the partial RIA?  

No, because it is misleading.  It implies that by paying, for example, £7.50 per tonne you can achieve a significant net benefit.  The consultation paper states that the social cost of carbon is £86 per tonne but the recent Stern report suggests a much higher figure – £238 per tonne at year 2000 prices, and so about £280 today.  This is the cost that should be applied if a scheme is to receive accreditation.  
The take-up would of course be lower if the cost were to be much higher but even if the take-up were 35 times lower at £280 per tonne than at £7.50 per tonne it would still raise more revenue for investment in carbon offsetting projects.  
At present, offsetting may well be counterproductive because it is a cheap form of perceived absolution whereas at £280 per tonne it may encourage beneficial changes in consumer (and corporate) behaviour.  In addition, it would show more clearly how much can be achieved on a voluntary basis when the true cost is applied.  This would help to inform future policy.   

I hope this is helpful.
Yours sincerely
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Carol Barbone

Campaign Director

