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ANSWER Energy Reduction Support for Business

Evaluation Report: Best Practice, Issues and Recommendations

Author: Paul Bradford, Senior Environmental Advisor, Groundwork East of England

1
Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report, as agreed by the lead UK partners, Suffolk County Council (SCC) and the Environment Agency, is to evaluate the economic and environmental benefits of the carbon reduction initiatives provided by Groundwork East of England through the ANSWER Project, to share our experiences, issues and best practice and “to provide recommendations to other parties who may want to follow these ideas”.

Key activities covered by this are:

· Environmental Business Network – bringing all information together in one place, and helping SMEs to network, learn from each other and from experts in specialist fields how they can find pain-free ways of saving energy.
· Environmental Business Charter – Providing recognition for those businesses that do make significant steps, the charter was designed to still be realistically achievable for even the smallest of committed SMEs.
· Green Business Awards – Building on the success of the Creating the Greenest County awards, ANSWER looked to do more to celebrate environmental excellence.

· On-site Visits – Specially trained environmental advisers were to visit businesses to give tailored advice and solutions to particular issues they were facing.
See Annex A for more details about this work within the wider project context.

the main body of this report covers the key findings from each work section.

The appendices provide a more detailed breakdown of specific results.

2
Test and Evaluation of Online Tools

Between August and September 2009, Groundwork tested a random selection of 23 on-line carbon management tools for businesses using a methodology developed by ANSWER partner, POM West Flanders.  Two data sets were used for the test, one from a small local retail business, Hills the Jewellers (Felixstowe), and the other from the Environment Agency’s Eastern Region office (typical of a medium to large office based SME).  We presented an analysis of these tools at the ANSWER partners workshop hosted by SCC in October 2009 along with a live demonstration of the Carbon Trust’s on-line foot-printing tool.  Our findings were set out in detail in our report ‘Review of online carbon calculation and audit tools for SMEs’ which was submitted to SCC in November 2009, and which fed into a comparative analysis across the partnership, that was led by POM West Flanders. 
Summary of findings 

· It was very difficult for users to identify an appropriate or trustworthy tool from the Internet. 

The plethora of tools available varied enormously in their purpose, accuracy and value, ranging from detailed carbon benchmarking and efficiency tools to basic carbon calculators aimed primarily at selling offsets.  It was very difficult to discern from the introductory web pages how useful, accurate, and appropriate each of these tools would be to an SME.

All of the tools evaluated had one or more of the following failings:

· All but the most basic of tools required specialist knowledge.  

Most of the tools required the user to input accurate, annual utility use data –usually converted to kWhs.  In our experience we have found that most SMEs lack the knowledge or time required to interpret and analyse their utility bills to extract this information.  This is particularly true of gas bills, which often present consumption in non-standard volumetric units (eg. HCF –hundred cubic feet).

· The tools provided CO2 data with insufficient context.

Whilst SMEs are familiar with the principal that ‘more CO2 is bad and less is good’, this is an abstract concept and unless put into context has minimal value.  

Although all of the tools evaluated exhibited some shortcomings, a number were still potentially very effective providing accurate results and useful analysis if used by someone with reasonable experience of resource management and with a clear outcome in mind.  Using the POM West Flanders methodology, our analysis of the top five tools is summarised below and set out in detail in Appendix 1
.

	Tool Name
	Developer
	Type of Tool
	Rating

	Carbon Calculator
	The Carbon Trust
	WRI compliant footprint calculator (with links to free advice and other facilities
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	Carbon Indicator
	The Carbon Neutral Company
	WRI compliant footprint calculator (with links to advice)
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	Benchmarking Tool
	CRED (now UEA LCIC)
	Benchmarking tool (with links to detailed advice)
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	Energy Challenger
	Energetics Ltd
	Benchmarking tool (with a generic action plan)
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	Office Benchmarking tool
	The Carbon Trust
	Benchmarking tool (limited to office use but with links to excellent advice). 
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Following our presentation at the ANSWER partner’s workshop in October 2009 and subsequent discussions and agreement with SCC and the Environment Agency, we opted to develop our own carbon foot-printing tool, based on our existing ‘in house’ spreadsheet used to deliver resource efficiency audits to SMEs.  

The benefits of the Groundwork carbon management tool over those tested were:

· Ease of data entry.

· The Groundwork tool was designed so that the user could simply input their meter readings, dates and unit costs from two utility bills spanning any period (ideally, about a year) along with mileage data if required. Conversion to annual CO2e emissions, utility spend and a breakdown of energy use within the business, is automatic.

· Additional context.

· The outputs are described in terms of utility costs as well as CO2e helping the user to make decisions on resource efficiency actions based on potential cost savings as well as CO2e savings.  

· The tool provides a breakdown, tailored to specific industry types, of the costs and emissions associated with the business’s main activities (eg. heating, lighting and IT).  This helps the user to target and prioritise their resource efficiency actions. 

· Carbon emissions and utility use are converted into intensity values (kWh/m2/y) which are typically used for resource benchmarking.  This allows users to compare their own emissions against industry standard good practice benchmarks, similar businesses, or to track their performance from year to year. 

5
Trial of Groundwork’s Carbon Foot-printing Tool

Between November 2009 and June 2011 we trialled the Groundwork carbon foot-printing tool with a total of 49 SMEs at 5 separate carbon foot-printing and resource efficiency workshops.  These were held both as part of the ANSWER project and for our other SME focussed resource efficiency projects.   

The unique aspect of the Groundwork tool meant that most delegates could quickly calculate their carbon footprints and create an analysis of their resource use from their utility bills within a short, one hour session.  Laptops and data sticks, pre-loaded with a copy of the foot-printing tool, were provided at the workshops and delegates were asked to bring copies of their utility bills.  The foot-printing tool was used during a one-hour exercise, between a session introducing carbon foot printing and a session on practical resource efficiency measures.

About 80% of SMEs trialling the tool were able to derive a World Resources Institute (WRI) compliant carbon footprint.  In most cases, lack of utility data prevented the remainder.  These delegates were provided with a sample set of utility bills to work with.

Workshop Delegates discussing their Carbon footprints
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Foot-printing Tool Best Practice

· Because their footprints were calculated within a workshop setting, delegates were able to discuss and compare them with each other and with industry standards.

· The breakdown of energy expenditure for different activities (eg. heating, lighting and IT) enabled users to make an immediate assessment of the likely financial benefits and pay back of each of the range of efficiency measures, which were also presented as part of the workshops. 

· We noted that the tool was particularly powerful at incentivising SMEs to take further action when used in a workshop scenario with support from other delegates and expert help to facilitate the user to interpret and apply the results. 

Foot-printing Tool Issues

· User’s IT Skills

The Groundwork tool is based on an Excel spreadsheet.  In order to make it as simple as possible, data entry fields are limited and calculation columns are hidden.  Some users however, with limited experience of IT, still found data entry challenging.  Others in contrast, assuming that they were required to enter the formulas themselves, disrupted linked formulas across the spreadsheet, requiring it to be unlocked and formulas repaired.  

· Multiple site Businesses

The tool was initially designed for small SMEs with single sites or utility metering points.  Following the first trial of the tool, the spreadsheet was altered to allow SMEs with more than one site and metering point to calculate their total annual footprint and utility costs.

· Incomplete or Incompatible Datasets.

The majority of delegates brought copies of their utility bills to the foot-printing workshops as instructed.  Some however, provided limited bill runs covering a short, unrepresentative part of the year (winter only, for example), which provided inaccurate results.  Others brought data already ‘converted’ by their internal accounts departments.  In these cases, utility use was often provided as an annual cost, or alternatively as gross total consumption without unit price information.  In both cases it was possible to derive some useful information using ‘typical’ industry figures but these provided estimated values only.

Foot-printing Tool Recommendations

· Unlike other tools tested, the Groundwork tool provides a methodology for SMEs to take information directly from a limited selection of utility bills and calculate a WRI compliant carbon footprint, estimate their annual energy costs and identify where the energy is being used within the business.  The tool is particularly effective when used in conjunction with workshops but could also be used as a stand alone product.  Other comparable tools with similar features may have become available since the test in 2009; if not, we would recommend that resources are set aside to adapt the Groundwork tool for use on the Green Suffolk website.

· Clear written instructions detailing the information required for successful use of the tool (ie. utility bills and mileage data) should be set out in the opening screen.  This would help reduce problems with incomplete or incompatible datasets before users attempt to access the tool.  The tool should be set to revert to default, industry standards if utility bills are not available.

· User instructions must be clear and the background spreadsheet completely robust to reduce the possibility of incorrect data entry and the potential for unintentional damage to the spreadsheet.  The Groundwork tool would also benefit from a more professional looking front-end. The value of any of the tools trialled would be increased if they were developed further to identify cost and carbon savings achievable from a pick-list of generic actions (eg. installing lighting controls, reducing the temperature by one degree, etc.)

6
Resource Efficiency Workshops and Events

Groundwork facilitated workshops and/or gave presentations at 7 SME focussed, resource efficiency events on behalf of the ANSWER project, reaching a total of 93 delegates.  These events are summarised in the table below.

	Date
	Event
	Type of event
	Location
	No. of 
Delegates

	30/10/2009
	ANSWER SME Workshop
	Presentation and workshop
	UCS Waterfront Building
	20


	21/10/2009
	Energywise Launch
	Presentation
	Seckford Hall
	26

	10/11/2009
	Carbon Cutting Breakfast Pt 1
	Workshop and presentation
	Chamber of Commerce
	9

	21/11/2009
	Carbon Cutting Breakfast Pt 2
	Workshop and presentation
	Chamber of Commerce
	8

	08/03/2010
	Carbon Charter Launch
	Presentation
	IP City
	20

	19/05/2010
	Carbon Cutting Workshop
	Workshop and presentation
	Chamber of Commerce
	10

	20/05/2010
	The Future is Green
	Presentation
	UCS Waterfront Building
	20


	 
	 Total number of delegates attending Groundwork workshops/events
	93


Sallie Davies of Gotelee’s Solicitors (Gold Charter Award winner) describing a typical approach to resource efficiency planning at the ANSWER SME Workshop, 31/10/2009.
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Carbon Cutting Workshops

The most innovative aspect of the ANSWER funded workshops were the Carbon Cutting Workshops developed specifically for the ANSWER project.  This enabled us to incorporate our extensive experience of helping businesses implement practical, cost effective resource measures with our carbon foot printing and energy costing tool.

The workshops were designed to work with 15 or fewer delegates and to run for approximately 2.5 hours using the following format.

Session 1.

Introduction to Carbon Foot-printing (What it is and why do it)

Session 2.
Carbon Foot-printing and utility costing exercise using the Groundwork carbon foot-printing tool with the delegates’ own utility data

Session 3.
Practical resource efficiency measures to cut carbon and energy costs. (These measures can be tailored to specific industries eg. agriculture).

We found this to be a particularly effective workshop template for encouraging business delegates to take further resource efficiency measures.   As a result we adopted it for a number of related programmes including the Suffolk Climate Change Partnership (SCCP) Business Advisor Service and the Suffolk Coastal District Council (SCDC) Business Energy Advisor.

Workshops, Best Practice

· By enabling SME delegates to calculate their own energy costs and then juxtaposing them with real life examples of practical, cost effective resource efficiency measures covered in the subsequent session, they were able to make a realistic and considered decision about taking resource efficiency measures forward. 

· The workshops were an effective pathway, encouraging delegates to access further complimentary resource efficiency services with about 30% signing up for further intervention measures (eg. on site energy reviews or Carbon Charter assessments).

Workshops, Issues

· Difficulty in recruitment of delegates.  

The ANSWER workshops were well attended, thanks to effective marketing through the Suffolk Chamber of Commerce.  Similar workshops run by Groundwork for other SME projects, although equally beneficial, attracted less support.

· Late cancellations.

Approximately 10% of delegates cancelled at short notice.

· Hijacking by ‘green sector’ businesses seeking new clients.

A small proportion of delegates attended the workshops with the objective of promoting their own ‘green’ products or services.  This was not in practice a problem as these delegates found that understanding and calculating their own carbon footprint was beneficial to their own business and they were often able to contribute specific technical advice in their area of expertise in the workshop plenary sessions. 

· Difficulty for delegates calculating their utility costs and emissions

Although the spreadsheet was designed to be as simple as possible, some users still had difficulty in using the template.  This was largely resolved by keeping the sessions small and by employing an additional facilitator to help with the workshop sessions.

Workshops, Recommendations

· The workshops are a cost effective method of informing businesses of the benefits of and enthusing them about resource efficiency measures.  To aid recruitment to these workshops we found that marketing materials stressing the financial benefits (ie. utility cost management, energy security and improved marketability) were the most effective, particularly if combined with local case studies.

· Although barriers to attending should be kept to a minimum, a minimum fee would reduce cancellations.

· Keep the workshops brief (three hours or less) to allow delegates to continue with their working day, largely uninterrupted.

· Consider using the workshops as a marketing tool, encouraging delegates to follow up with more intensive resource efficiency intervention services such as one to one resource efficiency reviews or Carbon Charters.

· Recording the attendance of delegates in workshops by the organisers is important for any follow up evaluation or report. This information was not always collected or made available to Groundwork.

7
Resource Efficiency Reviews

As part of the project Groundwork completed 40, free to recipient, ‘one to one’, resource efficiency reviews and follow-up reports for SMEs, between May 2010 and July 2011.  Organisations benefiting from the reviews ranged from small office based consultancies with only a few employees to large public facing organisations, like Abbeycroft Leisure, with annual energy overheads exceeding £120,000 and carbon emissions of over 1,000 tonnes. 

The reviews identified potential energy and resource savings across the full range of the businesses activities, prioritising five to seven of the most cost effective and achievable initiatives and presenting these with approximate capital costs, annual carbon and cost savings and payback periods.  The reports also provide a WRI compliant baseline carbon footprint, benchmarking information and a template Carbon Reduction Plan and Carbon Policy.  Each review was provided with three month’s free telephone support to help the organisation, if required, to implement the resource efficiency measures. 

Savings identified by the resource efficiency reviews were as follows:

Total Annual CO2e savings:

2,620 tonnes

Total Annual cost savings:


£571,256

Mean annual CO2e saving per SME:
66 tonnes

Mean annual cost saving per SME: 
£14,281

As shown in the graph below, the mean carbon saving is slightly skewed by a few very large organisations and the inter-quartile range of savings (between 5 and 60 tonnes CO2e) is more representative.  A significant number of businesses were likely to make very small savings with 25% making annual saving less than £800, largely due to the size and nature of the organisations. However, these are year on year savings and the overall message of resource efficiency could influence future investment and growth, particularly for new businesses.

Graph showing distribution of carbon savings per SME 

[image: image24.emf]0.0

100.0

200.0

300.0

400.0

500.0

600.0

700.0

800.0

900.0

1000.0

Annual savings Tonnes CO2e


Each review cost the ANSWER project approximately £800, providing an approximate return on investment of £17.85 and 80kg CO2e per £ invested.

A full list of cost and carbon savings identified, is attached as Appendix 3. 

Resource Efficiency Reviews Best Practice

· The reviews generate an independent, prioritised and costed resource efficiency action plan tailored specifically to each client’s circumstances and requirements.  As a result, uptake on the suggested priority actions is high.  Figures from similar programmes Groundwork has carried out in Suffolk suggest that the uptake on actions results in savings of approximately 30% of those identified in the review.

· A particularly successful aspect of the service is the pre-visit data collection process carried out in advance of each review.  This has the dual benefit of ensuring that, before the visit, the client has given their resource use some detailed consideration and the consultant is able to look into the potentially most appropriate resource efficiency measures, enabling both parties to make best use of the time available.

· Unlike a number of similar SME focussed resource efficiency projects, recruitment of SMEs has not been an issue with ANSWER.  This is partly due to the long lead-time available to the project but may also be a result of a build up of a critical mass (along with the good reputation) of business related resource efficiency work carried out by SCCP and partners.

Resource Efficiency Reviews Issues

· The service is provided as a ‘one off’ single intervention. Without follow up support or encouragement, there is a risk that a busy manager will put the report on a shelf and get on with something more pressing.

· When dealing with smaller SMEs, the return on investment becomes comparatively poor.  The annual savings identified for the smallest 10 businesses, for example, did not cover the one off cost of the review.  Although these reports take marginally less time to prepare, this does not significantly reduce the cost of the overall process.

· The administration involved in booking site visits, requesting and collating the pre-visit information and printing and submitting reports is significantly more onerous than initially envisaged at the project outset.  

· We estimate that about 10% of the SMEs involved in the resource efficiency reviews rescheduled their appointments at the last minute.  Groundwork is involved in delivering multiple programmes to relatively tight time scales and late changes to the programme have a disproportionately adverse effect on our administration costs. 

Resource Efficiency Reviews Recommendations
· Require businesses to participate in a follow up service.


A commitment to participate in a follow up service would minimise the risk of the client losing interest (and potentially wasting) the initial review.  The Suffolk Carbon Charter is an excellent example of the sort of service that could fulfil this function.  Alternatively, a commitment by the client to provide simple progress updates at six months and one year following the review would suffice or for the service to place greater emphasis on providing follow up support to the SME.  Provision to provide this service would need to be built into any programme budgets.

· Make alternative provision for micro SMEs.


The one to one review service is relatively expensive and the benefits when dealing with micro SMEs are questionable.  It would be worth considering providing an alternative, less costly service for these businesses. 

· Consider charging for the Business Resource Efficiency Review service.


A charge would help fund the service and encourage delegates to appreciate its value.  Although this is likely to be a significant barrier to its uptake (particularly when other similar services are available locally free of charge
) a recent review of 8 farmers at a recent resource efficiency workshop indicated that they would be willing to pay between £200and £400 for the service.

· Continue to market the service.


To ensure continued recruitment, use the existing channels, particularly the Greenest County website, to market the service emphasising its benefits; cost reductions, resource security, and the potential sales/marketing advantage.  

· Develop stronger links to the Suffolk Carbon Charter.


The service would be even more attractive to SMEs if the one to one reviews were linked to the Suffolk Carbon Charter. This would also maximise the likelihood of the client following up their actions. 

8
Suffolk Carbon Charter

The Suffolk Carbon Charter was developed by Groundwork East of England in conjunction with Suffolk County Council, the Environment Agency and Suffolk Chamber of Commerce under the ANSWER programme to provide an accessible but meaningful recognition scheme for Suffolk SMEs working towards reducing their environmental (and particularly climate change) impacts.  Following consultation with SMEs and the Suffolk Climate Change Partnership (SCCP) Steering Group in the autumn and winter of 2009, the Suffolk Carbon Charter was launched by Councillor Judy Terry at a public meeting on 8th March 2010.

The Charter is awarded to SMEs at three levels:

Bronze – for businesses with a working energy policy and plans in place to monitor and reduce their carbon emissions. 

Silver – for businesses that meet the bronze criteria and have made measurable progress on carbon reduction.

Gold – for businesses that meet the silver criteria, have made significant energy reductions and act as an exemplar sustainable business.
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The Charter works on a similar system to an EMS.  An on-site assessment is made by an experienced environmental auditor, using a prescribed, combined checklist and questionnaire.   The auditor’s findings and recommendations are put to a panel selected from the SCCP who meet monthly to decide on the level of award achieved.  Award winners are entitled to use the appropriate logo on their marketing materials and letterheads and have their details and a case study posted on the Green Suffolk website, http://www.greensuffolk.org/at_work/suffolk_carbon_charter/case_studies_companies_holding_the_charter.   The Charter is dated and remains valid for two years and is usually presented to the companies at some form of awards ceremony or event.

The site audit and recommendation report is carried out by Groundwork East of England while the panel, and awards are managed by Suffolk County Council with support from the Environment Agency (both Suffolk County Council and the Environment Agency sign off the final award certificate).  The ANSWER project funded the development and delivery of 40 free Charters as a pilot project.  These were carried out by Groundwork East of England between May 2010 and July 2011.  A full list of the SMEs receiving the Charter is attached at Appendix 4.  At the start of the project, it was envisaged that the cost of delivering the Charter would be £450 however this has been reviewed following the pilot scheme and re-calculated at £550 to represent the true cost of the work required.

Of the 40 SMEs applying for Suffolk Carbon Charter, 7 were awarded the Gold level, 9 were awarded Silver and 14 were awarded the Bronze level.  The remaining 10 applications are to be reviewed at the next panel meeting on the 30th August 2011.  Although most of the pilot scheme applicants were self-selecting ‘early adopters’ and therefore already engaged with environmental issues, the panel have awarded a relatively low number of Gold charters so far (23% of applicants).  This is an indication of the high levels of excellence required for the top award. 

 Distribution of Charters Awarded by Level 
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At the mid point of the pilot Charter Scheme, a survey of applicant’s views and opinions was carried out.  A full record and analysis of the results is included as Appendix 5. 

Suffolk Carbon Charter, Best practice

· The Charter requires participating organisations to make a public commitment to reducing their carbon emissions and to draw up an action plan and review system to ensure that this happens.  This makes the likelihood of success much stronger than with a simple advisory programme.  It has not yet been possible to carry out a full analysis of the cost and carbon savings accruing to the Charter programme, but organisations typically commit to a reduction in emissions of 10% to 20% over a period of between 1 to 5 years.  Early analysis of the higher level award winners indicates most were achieving actual savings in excess of this.

· To achieve the higher Charter levels, organisations must be able to demonstrate actual resource efficiency savings.  This means that, unlike the advisory programmes that assess potential savings, the charter process records actual emissions savings.

· The formal separation of the auditor from the final decision makers (the Charter Panel) was an excellent early development.  Once the applicant understands that the auditor does not make the decision on the level of charter awarded, the incentive for applicant to influence the auditor is significantly reduced, helping the auditor to carry out an independent and impartial assessment.  The independence of the Charter panel is evidenced by the fact that 21% of the award recommendations made by the auditors were downgraded by the Panel.

· The Charter has been particularly successful at attracting media attention and also capturing the imagination of SMEs.  The launch event and several award ceremonies have been covered by the local press and most participants welcome the opportunity to place a case study on the Green Suffolk website.  Uptake of the Charter compares favourably with similar nationally accredited schemes, such as BS8555 and Groundwork South West Green Dragon, as shown in the table below. This data has been taken from the schemes websites as of July 2011. 

Number of Organisations Registered in the UK with Accredited EMS Schemes

	Award Scheme
	Number of Registered Organisations


	Suffolk Carbon Charter
	40

	Green Dragon
	61 

	EMAS
	75

	BS85555
	135

	ISO 14001
	1400


· Because the audit reports follow a prescribed series of checks and questions, they can be relatively complicated and lengthy.  At the request of the Panel, the audit report was altered during the pilot scheme to include a summary of the applicant’s strengths and weaknesses and an overall recommendation on the charter level, making the Panel’s role significantly easier.
Suffolk Carbon Charter Issues

· Limited Environmental Scope

The Carbon Charter was deliberately limited in scope to cover Climate Change issues only.  As intended, this focus kept costs down and aligned the Charter to the well-recognised SCCP brand.  The disadvantage is that other environmental work carried out by SMEs such as enhancing biodiversity and even strengthening local communities can only be considered as a peripheral benefit. 

· Insufficient preparation by Applicants

The entry level of the charter (Bronze) requires the applicant to have done some significant preparatory work (at a minimum a carbon footprint, policy and action plan).  Although the guidance notes provided with the charter application spell out the requirements in detail, a significant proportion of applicants had not prepared this information.  This resulted in a situation where the auditor had to provide an extension to the process and make return calls or even visits to collect the additional information.  Interestingly a survey of applicants carried out mid project suggests that most found the information collection and provision requirements user friendly and clear.

· Limitations of the audit check form

The audit check form was designed to take the auditor and applicant systematically through the three charter levels.  This potentially leads to repetition of points, particularly if the auditor is not aware of the nuances required at differing levels.  The check form also requires a yes/no response.  For many questions (eg. evidence of new processes and procedures to reduce emissions) a graded response would be more appropriate.   

· Difficulty for micro businesses

Small or micro businesses do not necessarily have the time or the need to generate a detailed action plan and review and reporting process as required by the Charter and there is a risk that they are unfairly penalised for a lack of evidence of environmental management process.  This was raised as an informal complaint by at least one applicant and is reflected in the unusually low scores given by two applicants in response to the survey question 1, asking applicants about understanding what was required of the process.

· Lack of clarity for auditors

The audit process was designed with experienced auditors in mind and does not carry instructions.  The questions do not necessarily indicate what sort of response is required, potentially leading to inconsistent responses if used by multiple auditors

· Lack of provision for large businesses

The scheme was deliberately limited to SMEs; however, most survey respondents would welcome the involvement of larger businesses because it was felt that this would raise general awareness and the credibility of the Charter.

· Continuation of the Scheme

The overriding motivation for SMEs joining the pilot Charter scheme was that they felt that formal acknowledgement would give them recognition for their environmental achievements.  This benefit would be lost with possible reputational damage to the scheme administrators if the Charter closed.  

Suffolk Carbon Charter Recommendations

· Consider broadening the environmental scope of the Charter beyond Green House Gas emissions. A Suffolk Green Charter would encourage and enable businesses to be recognised for other environmental initiatives in addition to work on carbon reductions.  The disadvantage is that the Charter would require remarketing and the audit process would need to be re-designed.  Each charter would take longer to complete and be more expensive.

· Re-design the charter checklist to minimise the risk of repetition and allow flexibility to provide a graded score for each point.  The Green Tourism Award Scheme, for example, allows a score of between 1 and 5 for each question with each section being graded on the overall score. Ensure that the questions are presented clearly so that the SMEs knows exactly what the question is asking of them.

· Provide additional flexibility to allow micro businesses to minimise their internal environmental management and review processes. 

· Provide clearer guidance for auditors and improve the Charter’s guidance notes for applicants to minimise the risk of applicants applying with insufficient evidence of environmental management systems and actions.

· Set a maximum time allowance for applicants to provide supplementary information.

· Encourage large businesses to apply for the Charter.  This would raise its profile and credibility and may secure additional funding. 

· Make a charge for the Charter.  Although we would be reluctant to put up barriers to the uptake of the Charter, all of SMEs participating in the survey agreed that they would be prepared to pay a charge for the Charter. However, 77% felt that the full charge of £450 (now recalculated at £550) was too high although we feel this is largely a reflection of the accreditation being at its early stages of development and recognition.

9
Concluding Remarks

The ANSWER project met and exceeded the planned outputs and objectives ahead of schedule, but also generated significant additional, tangible and intangible benefits for both Groundwork East of England and the main project partners.

However, the developmental nature of some of the work and the inter-linked nature with other related projects meant that Groundwork in particular had to provide additional resources and time to ensure the programme fulfilled the client’s expectations.   

The work was well received by the businesses involved and the Charter in particular has generated significant interest within and outside Suffolk, which with some minor modification could be developed longer term as a paid for service.

ANNEX A: Project Context
A1
Background to ANSWER

With a total budget of €3.6million, ANSWER (‘A North Sea Way to Energy-efficient Regions’) is a 3 year European project aiming to help Communities and Small & Medium Enterprises (SMEs) to reduce their energy consumption.  ANSWER was co-funded by project partners and the ERDF through the Interreg IVB North Sea Region Programme.  It was led in the UK by Suffolk County Council (SCC) together with 12 other partners from the UK, Flanders, Germany, Norway and Sweden. A full list of partners is available on the ANSWER website www.answerproject.eu/partners.

Half of the project was specifically targeted at SMEs. All partners were aware that – whilst SMEs make up the vast majority of businesses – they often get overlooked by support systems because the carbon savings are relatively small.  ANSWER recognised that small businesses actually needed help most.  On top of this, by reducing energy bills, and promoting the green market, ANSWER hoped to support small businesses economically.

A2
The Work Package

Following a process of competitive tender, Groundwork East of England (Groundwork) was awarded a fixed fee contract in July 2009 to deliver a number of the ANSWER business project initiatives by 31 August 2011.   A summary of the project objectives and outcomes is set out in the table below.  These are discussed in detail in the remainder of the report.

	Project Objectives
	Target

Number
	Outcomes Delivered by Groundwork
	Date

Completed

	Test and evaluate online, business focussed, carbon calculator/reduction tools.
	n/a
	23 online tools evaluated
	Nov 2009

	Trial the preferred tools with 30 SMEs
	30
	Trialled with 49 SMEs
	June 2011

	Deliver 4 resource efficiency workshops and attend events as required
	4
	7 Workshops/Events

(93 delegates)
	May 2010

	Provide resource efficiency audits for 40 SMEs
	40
	40 SME Audits
	Jul 2011

	Develop a Charter Scheme


	n/a
	Suffolk Carbon Charter
	Mar 2010

	Trial the Charter with 40 SMEs
	40
	40 SME Charter Trials


	Jul 2011


The project was completed ahead of the agreed schedule and to the satisfaction of the lead partners.  

Additional Benefits

In addition to delivering the planned outcomes, the project significantly enhanced the profile and reputation of the Suffolk Greenest County and Suffolk Climate Change Partnership (SCCP) and also broadened the range of SME focussed services offered in the County.  Other intangible benefits include the goodwill and support of the large body of SMEs and business organisations involved in the project and also the learning experience and knowledge gained by all partners during the three-year implementation of the project. 

The project also gave rise to the development of Groundwork’s business focussed, carbon and utility cost management tool and carbon reduction workshop template.

Groundwork was able to promote the ANSWER project through its regional and national website and regional newsletter, raising the profile of the work in Suffolk. 

Appendix 1. Table Showing the Results of the Analysis of Tools 

	
	Carbon Trust

Carbon Calculation Tool
	The Carbon Neutral Company

Carbon Indicator
	Carbon Trust

Office Benchmarking Tool
	Cred

Office Benchmarking Tool
	Energetics

Energy Challenger

	Overall judgement
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	General
	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Tool
	Footprint Tool
	Footprint Tool
	Benchmarking
	Benchmarking
	Footprint Tool

	Free tool 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Widely promoted
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Registration Required
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	Calculation
	
	
	
	
	

	Calculation methodology available
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Green electricity included
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Results
	
	
	
	
	

	Possibility of follow up
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Comparison to previous years
	
	
	
	
	

	Weather correction
	
	
	X
	X
	

	List of techniques/actions
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Save data
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	Export data
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Practical
	
	
	
	
	

	Time to gather data 
	< 1 day
	<  0.5 day
	< 1 day
	>  1 day
	< 1 day

	Time to fill in tool 
	30 min
	30 min
	15 min
	4 hr
	10 min

	Time to fill in tool 
	30 min
	30 min
	15 min
	4 hr
	10 min


Appendix 2. Groundwork Carbon Calculator Tool

Data Input Screen

	Section 1: Business Details
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	1.1
	Business Name
	Pub
	

	
	1.2
	Sector
	Hospitality
	

	
	1.3
	Number of Employees
	4
	

	
	1.4
	Estimated Floor Area (m2)
	200
	

	
	
	To Convert ft2 to m2. Enter ft
	0
	

	
	
	m2=
	0
	

	Section 2: Electricity Bills
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Meter 1
	
	

	
	2.1
	Supplier
	Supplier 1
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	Bill 1 (Oldest)
	

	
	NOTE: if you have a standard tariff fill in the DAY sections only
	

	
	2.2
	Date of Meter Reading (Date inserted as 01/01/09)
	31-Jul-09
	

	
	2.3
	Earliest Day Rate Meter Reading
	1000
	

	
	2.4
	Earliest Night Rate Meter Reading
	0
	

	
	2.5
	Earliest Other Rate Meter Reading
	0
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	Bill 2 (Most Recent)
	

	
	2.6
	Most Recent Meter Reading
	30-Jun-10
	

	
	2.7
	Most Recent Day Rate Meter Reading
	25000
	

	
	2.8
	Most Recent Night Rate Meter Reading
	0
	

	
	2.9
	Most Recent Other Rate Meter Reading
	0
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	Tariff Information (Take figures from Most Recent Bill)
	

	
	2.10
	Charge per kWh Day (pence)
	10
	

	
	2.11
	Charge per kWh Night 
	0
	

	
	2.12
	Charge per kWh Other
	0
	

	
	2.13
	Vat (%)
	15%
	

	
	2.14
	Climate Change Levy (Pence)
	0.456
	

	
	
	NOTE: CCL is Normally 0.456p
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Results
	
	

	
	
	Total kWh/yr
	26228
	

	
	
	Total Cost Year (£)
	3154
	

	
	
	Total CO2 year (tonnes)
	14.1
	

	Section 3: Gas Bills
	
	

	
	
	To calculate gas use a conversion factor is required. To Calculate this you will need to look at your most recent bill. Locate the kWh used and insert it into the box below. Also locate the units of gas used in the period. (this maybe expressed as units, M3, or Cuft)

	
	
	kWh
	30
	

	
	
	Units
	1
	

	
	
	Meter 1
	
	

	
	3.1
	Supplier
	supplier name
	

	
	3.2
	Earliest Billing Date
	14-May-09
	

	
	3.3
	Earliest Meter Reading
	1000
	

	
	3.4
	Most Recent Bill Date
	31-Jul-10
	

	
	3.5
	Most Recent Meter Reading
	2500
	

	
	3.6
	Units Used During Period
	1500
	

	
	3.7
	Conversion Factor (Cuft/m3 to kWh)
	30
	

	
	3.8
	kWh Used During Period
	45000
	

	
	3.9
	Price per kWh
	4
	

	
	3.10
	Climate Change Levy (CCL)
	0
	

	
	3.11
	VAT (%)
	5%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Results
	
	

	
	
	Total kWh/yr
	45,000
	

	
	
	Total Cost Year (£)
	1,890
	

	
	
	Total CO2 year (tonnes)
	8.6
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 4: Other Fuels
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Oil
	
	

	
	4.1
	Cost per litre (p)
	50
	

	
	4.3
	Litres per Year
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Results
	
	

	
	
	Total kWh/yr
	0
	

	
	
	Total Cost Year (£)
	0
	

	
	
	Total CO2 year (tonnes)
	0.0
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 5: Mileage
	
	

	
	Direct Business Mileage
	Mileage Per Year
	

	
	5.1
	Business Owned Petrol Car(s)
	10000
	

	
	5.2
	Diesel Car(s)
	10000
	

	
	5.3
	Small Van(s)
	0
	

	
	5.4
	Medium/Large Van(s)
	0
	

	
	Indirect Business Mileage 
	Mileage Per Year
	

	
	5.5
	Employee owned car(s) 
	1000
	

	
	5.6
	Bus
	0
	

	
	5.7
	Rail
	0
	

	
	5.8
	International Flights
	0
	

	
	5.9
	Domestic Flights
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Results Direct Business Mileage
	
	

	
	
	Total Mileage
	20000
	

	
	
	Total CO2 year
	6.6
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Results Indirect Business Mileage
	
	

	
	
	Total Mileage
	1000
	

	
	
	Total CO2 year
	0.3
	


Appendix 2. Results Table Screen

	Table Showing a Breakdown Of Your Energy Costs and Carbon Emissions

	Emissions
	Use
	Estimated Cost (£/yr)
	CO2e           (tonnes/yr)

	Direct Emissions (Scope 1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Oil (heating)
	0
	kWh/yr
	£
	0
	0.00
	tonnes

	
	Gas (heating)
	45,000
	kWh/yr
	£
	1,890
	8.55
	tonnes

	
	Direct Business Miles
	20,000
	miles
	£
	8,000
	6.60
	tonnes

	Imported Energy (Scope 2)
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	
	Grid electricity
	26,228
	kWh/yr
	£
	3,154
	14.08
	tonnes

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Indirect Emissions (Scope 3)
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	
	Indirect Business Miles
	1,000
	miles
	£
	400
	0.34
	tonnes

	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	kWh used per m2 of Floor Space
	396
	kWh/m2

	Total Carbon Footprint CO2e (tonnes/year)
	 
	29.57
	tonnes

	Total Estimated Cost (£/year)
	£13,044
	


Appendix 2 continued

Groundwork Carbon Foot-printing Tool Results Graph Screen

[image: image48.emf]Breakdown of Your Energy Costs

Oil (heating)

Gas (heating)

Direct Business

Miles

Grid electricity

Indirect Busines

Miles


Energy Use Breakdown Screen

	Sector
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	Pub
	Heating
	Lighting
	Other
	Cellar Services
	Hot Water
	Catering

	Pub
	£1,261
	£1,261
	£555
	£1,009
	£504
	£454

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Utility Cost For Site
	£5,044
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 3.  SMEs benefiting from ANSWER reviews, including potential annual cost and carbon savings.

	ANSWER SME Energy Audits

	 
	Business Audited - Sector only shown to protect confidentiality
	Potential Cost Savings (£/yr)
	Potential CO2(e) Savings (t/yr)

	 
	Forestry
	£24
	0.1

	 
	Training
	£155
	1.2

	 
	Nursery
	£195
	1.3

	 
	Housing Association
	£493
	1.6

	 
	Training
	£609
	2.4

	 
	IT
	£468
	2.4

	 
	School
	£527
	2.9

	 
	Ironmongers
	£681
	3.5

	 
	Post Offices
	£767
	3.5

	 
	Photography
	£416
	4.1

	 
	IT
	£975
	4.7

	 
	Recruiting
	£1,256
	5.7

	 
	Printing
	£891
	6.5

	 
	Co-operative farm
	£1,539
	6.7

	 
	Legal  
	£1,183
	7.7

	 
	Village Hall
	£3,271
	8.9

	 
	Guest House
	£1,915
	11.7

	 
	Charity
	£10,965
	14.0

	 
	Engineering
	£2,676
	14.7

	 
	Energy
	£2,375
	15.6

	 
	Restaurant
	£11,533
	16.6

	 
	Legal
	£4,734
	17.1

	 
	Consulting
	£6,220
	17.6

	 
	Surgery
	£1,889
	17.8

	 
	Community Centre
	£7,633
	21.0

	 
	Pub
	£2,279
	21.7

	 
	Solicitors
	£2,965
	22.6

	 
	Community Centre
	£2,853
	25.8

	 
	Care Home
	£2,254
	27.3

	 
	Farm
	£11,990
	43.2

	 
	Building
	£12,674
	48.7

	 
	Housing Association
	£8,874
	50.5

	 
	Leisure Centre
	£8,874
	50.5

	 
	Golf Club
	£8,916
	51.5

	 
	Legal
	£11,895
	59.1

	 
	Pharmaceutical
	£16,032
	95.3

	 
	Business Centre
	£32,716
	143.4

	 
	Leisure Centre
	£43,029
	197.4

	 
	Food Services
	£274,141
	657.1

	 
	Leisure Centre
	£68,374
	916.5

	 
	Total Savings
	£571,256
	2619.6

	Mean savings per business
	£14,281
	65.5


Appendix 4.  SMEs Receiving the Suffolk Carbon Charter through ANSWER.

	Suffolk Carbon Charters Submitted to 31 July 2011

	Organisation Name
	Audit date
	
	Awarded

	Jacob Bailey
	14-Jun-10
	
	Silver

	Active Web Solutions
	24-Aug-10
	
	Bronze

	Lattice Lodge Guest House
	22-Jun-10
	
	Silver

	Gotelee
	8-Oct-10
	
	Gold

	Suffolk Secrets
	17-Oct-10
	
	Bronze

	Earth and Reed
	14-Jul-10
	
	Silver

	Bridge House Guest House
	23-Nov-10
	
	Bronze

	CPW Computing Ltd   
	16-Dec-10
	
	Silver

	Alde Garden
	21-Dec-10
	
	Silver

	School Farm Barn B & B
	22-Dec-10
	
	Silver

	The Bull Hotel
	21-Dec-10
	
	Bronze

	Highland Residential Care Home
	20-Dec-10
	
	Bronze

	Museum Street Café
	1-Jun-10
	
	Silver

	Silvicultural
	14-Mar-11
	
	Bronze

	Ashton Graham
	10-Feb-11
	
	Silver

	Hyacine
	11-Feb-11
	
	Bronze

	Low Carbon Oak Tree
	12-Feb-11
	
	Bronze

	140 Digital
	12-Mar-11
	
	Bronze

	MLM
	15-Mar-11
	
	Bronze

	3663 First for Food Services
	18-Mar-11
	
	Bronze

	East Green Energy
	24-Mar-11
	
	Gold

	Helmingham Farms
	24-Mar-11
	
	Gold

	Buckland Omnibus
	29-Mar-11
	
	Bronze

	Moorish Luonge
	28-Apr-11
	
	Silver

	Newton Commercial
	1-Apr-11
	
	Gold

	Green Light Trust
	10-May-11
	
	Gold

	Bury St Eds. Leisure
	1-Jun-11
	
	Gold

	Haverhill Leisure
	1-Jun-11
	
	Bronze

	Fuller Davies Ltd
	22-Jul-11
	
	Silver

	Marybelle
	24-Jun
	
	Bronze

	Taylor Made Joinery
	13-Jul
	
	Silver

	Peakhill Farm
	1-Jul-11
	
	Gold

	CDC Ltd
	12-Jul-11
	
	Bronze

	Specflue
	12-Jul-11
	
	Bronze


This list includes all businesses that had been accredited as of September 2011, after receiving support through ANSWER.  Further businesses were still undergoing the process at this stage, and more have been accredited following support through other routes, such as the Low Carbon Champions Project.

An up-to-date list can be found at www.greensuffolk.org/charterfirms.

Appendix 5.   Suffolk Carbon Charter Survey.  Results and Analysis 

	Question
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	Mean score
	Analysis

	How easy was the process? 1-5 (1, difficult and onerous, 5 user friendly and clear)

	 
	 

	Understanding what was needed
	4
	1
	5
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	1
	3.6
	The generally positive response indicates that most of organisations surveyed already had the required policy and information in place prior to the audit

	Compiling the info. required
	4
	1
	5
	3
	5
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3.7
	

	Did you get any other benefits? (Yes=3 Partly=2 No=1)

 
	 

	Adopted New policy
	2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1
	1
	2
	3
	2.1
	The lower scores are from organisations that already had excellent environmental management systems in place prior to the Charter audit, thanks in part to previous SCCP interventions

	Reviewed Carbon Management procedures
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	2.7
	

	Adopted New actions
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	3
	2.2
	

	Raised awareness of Env policy
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2.6
	

	Other benefits
	 
	
	Renewed impetus and motivation
	
	 
	
	Confirmed process internally
	
	 
	
	 

	Recognition  1-5 (1 not important, 5, v. impt)

 
	 

	Public Recognition 
	4
	5
	5
	3
	5
	4
	4
	5
	5
	4.4
	All organisations scored the benefits of public recognition and formal acknowledgement highly.  Those selling services to the corporate or Govt bodies also scored procurement benefits as being important in contrast to those exclusively servicing the public.  Not surprisingly micro businesses scored 'internal promotion' as being unimportant.

	Internal promotion
	4
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	5
	2
	2
	3.1
	

	Formal Acknowledgement
	4
	5
	3
	4
	5
	3
	4
	5
	4
	4.1
	

	Procurement benefits
	2
	1
	4
	4
	1
	2
	4
	4
	4
	2.9
	

	Comments
	 
	
	Need to inform senior management
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Involvement of larger firms (Y=3, Maybe=2, N=1, Don’t know=x)

 
	 

	It would add credibility
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2.7
	All organisations felt that the inclusion of larger organisations would add credibility and raise awareness of the charter.

	Lower Credibility
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.2
	

	Raise awareness
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2.9
	

	Distort focus
	2
	1
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.4
	

	Draw resources away
	3
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1.9
	


Appendix 5. continued.  Suffolk Carbon Charter Survey.  Results and Analysis
	Question
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	Mean score
	Analysis

	Funding, (is £450 reasonable)?
	
	

	Prepared to pay £450
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	y
	y
	y
	0.33
	Only 1 third of the organisations surveyed would have paid the estimated cost of the Charter (£450) although all agreed that they would be prepared to pay something.  Many suggested a sliding scale of payments with a suggestion a cost of £200 would be appropriate for small organisations.

	Prepared to pay something
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	1.00
	

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Happy to provide feedback?
 
	 
	 

	Online survey
	 
	y
	y
	y
	y
	m
	y
	y
	y
	
	 

	1:1 Discussions
	 
	-
	y
	n
	y
	m
	m
	y
	m
	
	 

	Small workshops
	 
	-
	y
	n
	y
	m
	y
	y
	m
	 
	 


� A detailed breakdown of the ratings achieved by these tools is set out in Appendix 1.  A full analysis of all 23 tools tested is available from SCC, (Review of online carbon calculation and audit tools for SMEs, Groundwork East of England, 2009).


� No delegate list was available from the organisers –The number of delegates is estimated


� Delegates were encouraged to ‘self select’ their workshop of interest and as a result no delegate list was collated.  The number attending is therefore estimated.


� Resource Efficiency East, Sustainable Efficiency East, Rev Active, etc.


� Data on registered organisations is taken from the following sources: Green Dragon, Groundwork. EMAS, IEMA, BS8555, IMEMA, ISO14001, The Environment Centre 2011.
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