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Glossanof Abbreviations

ACEA
ADEME
AFNOR
ASBCI
B2B
B2C
BATA
BBA
BHA
BHETA
BIS
BRE
BREEAM
BSA
CCA
CDP
CEMARS
CEN
CcQ
CSA
CTPA
Defra
DG ENV
EC
EDRA
EPD
EP&L
ETSI
EU

EUA
EMAS
EU ETS
FDF
GDP
GHG
ICT
ILCD

European Automobile Manufacturers Association

the French Environment and Energy Management Agency
the French Standardisation Organisation

Association of Suppliers to the British Clothing Industry
business to business

business to customer

British Air Transport Association

British BankersAssociation

British Hospitality Association

British Home Enhancement Tia Association

UK Government Department for Business Innovation and Skills
Building Research Establishment

Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method
Building Society Association

Climate Change Agreement

Carlon Disclosure Project

Certified Emissions Measurement and Reduction Scheme
European Committee for Standardization

carbondioxide

Corporate Sustainability Assessment

Cosmetic Toiletry & Perfumery Association

UK GovernmenbDepartment for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
European Commission Directora@eneral for the Environment
European Commission

European DPRetail Association

Environmental Product Declaration

Environmental Profit and Loss

European Telecommunications Standards Institute

European Union

Energy and Utilities Alliance

EuropearEceManagement and Audit Scheme

EU Emission&adingSystem

Food and Drink Federation

gross domestic product

greenhouse ga

information and cormunicationtechnology

International Reference Life Cycle Data System
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ISO International Standards Organization

ITU International Telecommunication Union

JRAES Joint Research Council Institute for Environment Sodtainabity
KPI key performance indicator

LCA lifecycle assessment

LCEB low carbon emission buses

LWG Leather Working Group

OEF Organisation Environmental Footprint

OEFSR Organisation Environmental FootpriBector Rules
NFU National Farmers Union

PAS PubliclyAvailable Specification

PCRs Product Category Rules

PEF Product Environmental Footprint

PEFCR Product Environmental Footprit@ategory Rules
ROC Renewables Obligation Certificate

SAC Sustainable Apparel Coalition

SAP Standard Assessment Procedure

SME smallto medium sized enterprise

UKFT UK Fashion and Textile Association

WRAP Waste& Resources Action Programme

Units

Conventional Sl units and prefixes used throughout: {k, kilo, 1,000} {M, mega, 1,000,000}
{G,giga, 16} {kg,kilogramme, unit mass} {metric tonne, 1,000 kg}
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Footprinting is an approach faneasuringhe environmentaperformance of groduct or
organisation. There are many different footprinting methodsirrently being usedsome

target particular environmental impacts (e.g. carbon footprinting, water footprinting)
whereasothersare adapted for particular products and organisations.

This study has investigated the level of uptake of environmental footprinting methods by UK
businessesto see which and how marthiey use, and to assess the costs and benefits of

using them.The wider context of this study relates to tBeiropean CommissidzCYrials

aimed at developing a common approach for conductimegduct and organisational

footprints (PEFs and OEF3)his report examines the evidence base for this initiative.

Asurveyc in which more than 80 businesses participated across a range of sectors
provides most of the evidence gathered in this studyproject workshop was also held.

The study has shown that theiga high level acfupport amongst UK businesses of the
usefulness of footprinting methods, especially to identify environmental hotspots along the
supply chain and within the business adrioritise action to mitigate these impacts.

Takeup of environmental footprinting methods

The surveyindingsshowed that nearly 6@60of thosepatrticipatingin the surveyare
currently using footprinting methodsMost of theseare using footprinting methods to
assess the environmental impact of both their products and organisdtiguiel).

Figurel: Does your business use footprintingthods to assess the environmental impacts
of your products or servicasid/or yourwider organisatiof?

What do you footprint?

—-*P_[Qd’g(}jt:i_""f-,_f
- _only,8

OAKDENE HOLLINS

RESEARCH & CONSULTING




UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

Theresultsalso clearly showethat the larger the business the more likelysito use a
footprinting method:around 30% of small and medium sizenterprise{ SMEsgurrently
use footprinting methods, compared to more than half of large entergi{Bagure2). This is
unsurprisinggiven the skills and costs involved in conducting footprinting.

Figure2: Does your business use one or more environmental footprinting metbabssess
impacts associated with products or wider organisatiQi@ompany siz8JKstaff numbers)

Do you footprint?

greater than 1,000

between 250-1,000 mYes

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Use of multiple environmental footprinting methods

The research also examined which and how many footprinting methods are used. One of
the key researcluestions was to investigate the extent to which companies are using more
than one footprinting method to assess the environmental performance of their products or
organisation, such as to comply witbuntry-specificregulations. From a policy perspeot,

this raises some concern that lack of harmonisation and standardisation of methodologies
may be imposing an additional burden of cost to UK businesses.

The research founthat some businesses are applying multiple footprinting methods,
particularly b assess the environmental impact of their products. The survey revealed that
30% of businesses use more than one method for assessing the environmental performance
of their productswhile around 10% use more than one method to measure the

environmentd impact of their organisatior{gure3). Some companies eveeported usng

more than one footprinting method to assess the environmental impact of a single produc

The reasons for using multiple environmental methods were varied. Businesses commented
that eachof the different methodologies had advantages and disadvantaged the choice

2F YSUK2R RSLISYRSR dzLll2y G KS | debrallobjestives.2 T Ay i SNEB:

The methods were then often tailored to meet their own needs.

However, the cost of undertaking multiple methods was considered to be relatively small
compared to that of gathering the necessary data. The survey@isa a much grear
emphasion carbon footprinting rather thanon more holistic environmental footprinting
approachesn whichotherimpact categories are considered.
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Figure3: Does your business usi@gle or multipldootprinting methods to asss the
environmental impacts of your produtsgrviceor organisation?

What footprinting methods do you use?

Organisation

55%
Multiple
m Single
m None
Product
54%

0% 25% 50%

Costs and benefits to business of environmental footprinting

Businesses were next asked about the main costs and benefits to environmental
footprinting. Most of the businesses sweyed do not formally quantify the costs and
benefits of using footprinting methodsThis study indirectly made an assessment:

1  Staff: Nearly 9960f the companies indicated that they have fewer tHElhmembers of
staff - or evennone- responsible for foqarinting within the UK.

1  Trade: None of the companies surveyed identified any markets or regions where trade
had been affected by not using a relevant footprinting method or label.

i1  Clarity of choice: The survey provided some evidence that using environimenta
footprinting providedimproved clarity of choice tbusinesso-business (B2B)
customers in particular, but also tusinesgo-consumer (B2Qjustomers

1 Resource efficiency: Over 80of the companies using footprinting methods felt that
this had an impact on their resource efficiency efforts.

The major benefits for environmental footprintimgcluded identifying the environmental
hotspots and bringing companies together along supplins. This alloscompanies to
target their resource efficiency efforend deliver improvementsintangible benefits from
footprinting include enhanced brand reputation and greater staff retention.

Opinions of future policy direction for environmenté&botprinting

Finally businesses were asked whether the UK should transition to asityghe Eiropean
Commissiof groduct and organisational environmental footprimethodologies At the
workshop it was clear that there was a range of opinion on this.

Most o the companies surveyedere not in favour, and those companies that did support
having a single methodology want&a makethe transitionon avoluntarybasis However,
those companies participating in the EU footprinting pilots were more supjort
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Context

The context of this research is tEeiropean Commissiéhd i Niwdthbdblog® fr thie life
cycle assessmewtf product and organisational environmental footprints (PEFs and OEFs)
Theoriginalstatedaim of the EC is for these methodologies to replace the numerous
approachegurrentlyused across Europeith a single methodology

The benefits stated by the EC Impact Assessment for a single footprinting methodology are:

9 costs/savings to business opmying multiple footprinting methodologies
i improved opportunities for cross border trading of green products

i clarity of consumer choice

i improved resource efficiency.

In light of this, Defra commissioned this research studg$b some of the premissbehind
the EC pilot initiativeand to improve the existing evidence base on the use, costs and
benefits of footprinting methods in the UK.

Takeup of footprinting

A survey in which more than 80 businesses participategrovides most of the evidence

presenedin this study.The scope of this research extends to the UK business sectors that

FILif GAGKAY 5S7TNI QaThelsdzaieyireshly showed thabstof L2 f A O8 NB YA
companies participating in the survey, nearly 60 %, currently use footprintitigote

Thesurvey resultalso clearly showed that the larger the business the more likely it is to use
a footprinting method:around 30% of SMEsurrently use footprinting methods, compared

to more than half of large enterpriséBigure2). This is nasurprising given the skills and

costs involved in conducting footprinting.

The research found some businesses are applying multiple footprintingaagt particularly
to assess the environmental impact of their products ¥30 Furthermore some companies
even use multiple footprinting methods to assess the environmental impact of the same
product (13%)or of their organisation (1%) Companies nad that theobjectivesand
purposeof the different methodologies vaes leading to multiple methods being used

The takeup of environmental footprinting methods was identified to be highest in the
chemicals, electronics and utilities sectors, with d8@1% of the companies in these sectors
using footprinting methods. This is in contrast to the less than 50 % of businesses in the food
and drink, textiles and services sectors that currently use footprinting methods.

The survey also found a much gredbeisiness interesfor carbon footprinting methods,
notably PAR050 and the GHG Protocol. Fewer companies seem to be using more holistic
environmental footprinting approaches whichseveral impact categories are considered.

Other research in the literate found comparable estimates for the takep of footprinting
type initiatives. However, we note that there may diferences in bw industry,
government and academics define footprinting.
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Costs and benefits

In most sectors footprinting is conducted owauntary basis, although many companies do
not formally quantify the costs and benefits of using footprinting methods. This is in part
due to the many intangible benefits offered, such as brand reputation and staff retention.

Companies reported that theajor cost associated with environmental footprinting vias
gathering the necessary data. This includes staff imedata licence costs. In contragte
cost of undertaking multiple methods was considered to be relatively small, as this
essentiallyinvolves reanalysing the data in a slightly different wagompanies supplying
intermediate goods to multiple industries (with differing footprinting requirements) appear
to have more to gain from harmonised methods than those supplying finished products

The major benefit for footprinting was identified higghlightingthe environmental hotspots
and bringing companies together along supply chains. This allowed companies to target
their resource efficiency efforts and deliver improvemen®ver 80 % athe companies

using footprinting methods felt that this had an impact on their resource efficiency efforts.

Strikingly with the exception of a few anecdotal examplasne of the companies surveyed
identified any markets or regions where trade had beeeet®d by not using a relevant
footprinting method or label. This finding was somewhat surprising, althougprttepect

of fragmentedEU member stateequirements seems to be receding, and international
companies have alwa had to deal witlsomedifference inconsumer preferencein the EU

Policyimplications

The companies surveyed recognised, in principle, some of the benefits that might arise from
having harmonised footprinting methods, although they also recognised the challenges in
achieving this.Some sectors are already undertaking this work e.g. the Sustainability
Consortium, Sustainablélothing Action PlaandITU Telecommunication Standardization

The study finds limited evidence for the benefits purported by the EC including for cross
bordertrade and the savings to businesses applying multiple methods. In addition,
companies were sceptical about the added value of a single EC method, and whether this
would lead to any further resource efficiency savings to those already been achieved.

Somekey benefits thatmight be achieablefrom harmonisation include:

1 Expandinghe coverage oEnvironmentalfootprinting to furthercompanies by
bringing sectors togetheand to realise additional resource efficiency savings.

1 Improving consumer choice, gacially forB2Bcustomers, by allowing better
comparability of products and organisations, with agreed category rules.

1 Reducing the cost of footprintingthereby boosting the demand from busineskes
through providingaccess to free secondary lifecycktaland harmonising differing
reporting requirements, e.gegulatoryand publicprocurement

Research limitations

We recognise that the survayay be slightly skewed by the sample of the participants. In
particular, the target sectors are primarily ender sectorsand the foais of the survey was
entirely on businesses rather than consumer or environmental grouipis. also thought that
companies most interested in footprinting were more likely to participdteaddition, there
wasnotablymore emphais placed offootprinting products than organisatiors.
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Footprinting is an approach faneasuring theenvironmentalperformance of groduct or
organisation. There are many different footprinting methodsirrently being usedsome
target particular environmental impacts (e.g. carbon footprinting, water footprinting)
whereasothersare adapted for particular products and organisations.

The European Commissi@EC)s currently trialling a methodology for the liégcle
assessmendf produd and organisational environmental footprints (PEFs and OHRgEC
intendsthese methodologies to replaa@nd harmoniséhe numerous approachesurrently
used across Europédditionally, there are UN/global efforts seeking to harmonise the
approachesaised for environmental hotspot analysis.

The UK uses a number of environmental footprinting methodologies, with businesses also
subscribing to numerous UKnd Europeasevel labelling systemsHowever, little research
has beerundertakenregarding the ptential costs and benefits to UK industry of a single
Europeanevel methodology This project aims to address the outlined knowledge; gap
outputs are expected to help inform future UK policy initiatives.

Aims, Objectivesand Sope

The aimsand objectiesof this research ardo investigatethe environmental footprinting
methodologiedeing used by rang of important business sectars

Key researclquestions in this studinclude:

Are UK businesses using footprinting methodologies?
What benefits daompanies realise from footprinting?
Which footprinting methodologies are being used?

Are UK businesses using multiple footprinting methods?
What potential benefits would a single methodology offer?

E

The scope of this research extends to the UK businessed® G KIF G FlLff GAGKAY 5
sustainability policy remit, and include: food and dritmknsport, buildings clothing
tourism, utilities, banking and pharmaceuticals

Among the costs and benefitonsidered in the studgre:

i costs/savings to business applying multiple footprinting methodologies
i improved opportunities for cross border trading of green products

i clarity of consumer choice

i improved resource efficiency

These were the main benefits that tf&Cexpects will come from harmonised
methodolodes, as identified by their impact assessmént.

lezNELJSI-y /| 2YYA&4aA2Y O6HAMHUZT LYLIOG !'aasSaavySyid 002YLl yeAay3d [
t NERdzOGAY ClLOAfAGEHOAYT 6SGGESNI YR ONBRAOGES AYTF2NXYIGAZY 2y Syd
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Policy and Researcho@text

Backgroundo footprinting and LCA

Environmental footprintng involves measuring the absolute environmental impact(s) of an
organisation or a product (good or service) in a spagtifipplication over its full life cycle.

These environmental impacts include carbon footprintiog whichthe aggregatedmpact
on climatechangeis measured Howevermore generally environmental footprinting
involves measuring a wider rangeasfvironmental impactssuch as:

i Emissions into water, air or soil leading to environmental impacts
carbon/CQ equivalent emissionkading toglobal warmingd climate change
chlorofluorocarbon equivalent emissioteading to ozone depletion
toxic substanesleading toeffects inhealth, acidification eutrophication
1  Usé depletion of resources (e.gnergy,water, minerals, sojlland, biodiversityetc.).
i  Other possible environmental impacts of products e.g. noise and-lesed

Life cycle assessmefitCAjs the main process that underpins environment footprinting
which, in turn, may underpin an environmental labelling or certification schein€A
provides a comprehensive evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with the

existence and usef@ product or servicely” Iy [ /! Fff LKFaSa 2F |

into account including manufacturing, use and disposal, i.e. ctadigave. Figure4 (over)
provides a simple graphical schematic of a prodda lif€cyzlednd the environmental
impacts that are commonly measured during an LCA.

The following steps are necessaoyderive an environmental footprint core:

1. System definitiong definescope, functional unitsystemboundaries.

2. Inventory analysis; modelthe system and colle@ppropriate data

3. Impact assessment, use model and data to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts in chosen categories (e.g..€@nergy and ectoxicity & O X 0 ®

4. Interpretation ¢ analys major contributions and asses$ sensitivities.

In an additional stepthe different environmental impactsay be aggregateth a single
Weoreor overall¥paciIby weighting the individual environmental impactshdherence
to specific andards and methods usually requsr@dditional seps for a meaningful
assessmente.g. definition of goals, uncertainty assessment or reporting formats.

The most important output of an LCA is often the value or values generated dieing

impact assessment stage. These are used to indicate the different environmental impacts
for the functional unit modelled in the study. The most commonly reported impacts are the
carbon footprint in Cge (as a measure of global warming potential) omary energy,

though others may be used in more comprehensive studies.

Detailed LCAs studies also provide data on the individual stages of the lifecycle. This allows
users to identify where the largest impacts, or environmental hotspots, occur acachks e

2 http://www.pef -world-forum.org/about/productenvironmentaifootprint-fag/ [accessed January 2015]
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LK a8 27T lifecydsdi®vitidzanipdamisation, and helps companies target
interventions to mitigate these associated impacts.

Figured: Simpe lifecyclemodel of a cradl¢o-grave assessment

Raw
Materials
Resources
v (raw materials,
energy water etc)
Proces
v
Manu
facture
v
Use
Emissions
A (to air, water and
groundetc.)
Waste/
recycling

One criticism of the LCA process is the necessary incorporation of all aspects of a lifecycle
into a single, or a smalumber of, representative values. This mayse certain impacts to

be ovetooked or give unfair weighting to impacts of a certain type. Therefore, to give a
more comprehensive view, a growing number of indicatdyeyond just carbon emissions
arenow used to distinguish between different environmental impacts.

Threeother points are also worth mentionimggardingLCAs

T

Conducting even a small LCA is a complicated procedure, and different studies may take
different approaches, make different assptions and use slightly different information

if primary data are not availablddencetwo seemingly identical studies may produce
different results and thus make it hard to directly compare the results to determine

which product has an ovall lower enwonmental impact

Sme studies adopt atreamlined LCAapproach. A full LCA should be as accurate as
possible and all processes must be included. However, this is hightgdimseming as

the lifecyclemay include hundreds of processes, many of whietkenvery minor
O2yNROGdziA2ya (2 GKS 2@0SNYXtf AYLI Ol ¢ KSNS ¥
omitting the smadkr, less important processes.

The results of an LCA may also highlight that there may be somedftsdeetween

different environmental impcts, e.g. carbon versus water footprint. This might mean

that one product may perform better than a comparable product on some but not all of
the impact categories considered.
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3.2.2 Existing environmental footprinting methodologies

There is a growing evidenbase highlighting thathie production and consumption of
productsacross Europereatessignificant impact®sn the environment The 2010European
Environment State and Outloog&port indicates that the majority of key environmental
pressuredare caused Y unsustainable consumption patterns, in the sectors of food and
drink, housing and infrastructure, and mobiltty

At present, purchasers are often not able to make sustainable choices because of a lack of
comprehensible, reliable and comparaléormation on the environmental performance of
products or organisationsSuch information is essential for actors along the supply dieain
improve environmental performance over tHdecycle of products Without reliable and
comparable information itsalsoa challenge for copanies to compete on fair terms.

Over the last few years, several initiatives aiming at measuring environmental performance
of products and based on kfecycleapproach, have been launched by international public
and private lodies The list below is not exhaustive

T

1ISO14044 (Global)The International Organisation for Standardisation prepared this
standard to cover lifeycle assessment and lifecycle inventory studliegsrecognised

and appliednternationally, and covexthe full range of environmental impacts.

ISO 14046 (GlobalThis recently issued standard measures the amount of water
consumed to make a product, provide a service or to complete an activity and provides
the principles, requirements and guidelines tordertaking and reporting water

footprint assessments

1ISO14067 (Global)This international standard addresses the single impact category of
climate change, and so product footprints based on it do not provide information on
the full range of environmatal impacts resulting from the manufacture and use of a
product.

International Reference Lifecycle Data System (Globastablished to help ensure
access to reliable lifecycle inventory data, and theretorpromote consistency of

impact studies that wsthis data.

GHG Protocol (GlobalProvides requirements and guidance for companies and other
organisations to quantify and communicate the carbon footprint of a product.
PAS2050 (UK)Thispublicly available standard provides a framework methodology for
product carbon footprinting of goods and services.

BPX 36823 (France)Developed by AFNOR (French Standardisation Organisation) and
ADEME (French Environment and Energy Management Agerisygesh practice guide

is the French standard providing the general methodology that must be applied for
environmental labelling.

In addition,across Europthere are manyabelling systemghat use one or more of these
lifecyclemethodologies, including thimternational EPD System, IBU EPD, EPD Norge,
European EcolabeBlue Angednd the Nordic SwanSeveralifecyclemethodologies aimed

GHG emissions, acidifying emissions, tropospheric ozone precursor emissions and direct and indirect material input.

4 . . .
EEA (2010) The European Environment State and Outlook, Consumption and Environment,
eea.europa.eu/soer/europe/consumptieand-environment
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at measuring the environmental performanceafanisations and based on kfecycle
approach, have also been launcheglinternationalpublic and private bodiesAgain, the list
below is not exhaustive

1 1S014064 (Global)This standard introduces requirements for organisatievel
assessment and reporting of GHG emissions.

1  Global Reporting Initiative (GlobalA platiorm through which companies can report
their economic, social and environmental sustainability performance.

1  CDP Water Disclosure Project (Globdlle project contains a questionnaire for
companies to complete regarding their water use, management anctizded risk.

1 GHG Protocol (Globall:he GHG Protocol Corporate Standard also provides advice for
organisations preparing a GHG emissions inventory, focussing on the six GHGs covered
by the Kyoto Protocol.

91 International Reference Lifecycle Data System (Gl)bProvides access to
organisationlevel lifecycle data as well as produevel data.

1 5S¥TNI} WDdzZARIFIyOS 2y K2g G2 YSIFadaNB | yR NBLR2 NI
Largely based on the GHG Protocol, th&ss @GHG accounting guide for U porates,
designed to help them in reporting of GHG emissions.

1 5STN} WDdZA RIFyOS 2y Sy @A NPy X @poiidg fuidgli®ed LIS NF 2 NI |
F2NJ | Y 0 dzaheyjdaliaed inforin Yompanies about reporting environmental
performance using defined key perfoance indicators (KPIsThe guidance defines 22
KPls, with significance placed on different ones according to business type and sector.

i Bilan Carbone (Franceproduced by ADEME, Bilan Carboree@GHG accounting guide
and tool for use by organisatiofs (and sometime selling into) Francenlike in the
GHG Protocol, all GHGs are considered here.

The development o§o manyinitiatives shows that there is, at different levels, a growing
interest and demand for more guidance for the environmental assessment of products and
organisationsand thatthis growing interests being servicedHowever, the development of
multiple, uncoordinated initiatives at different geographical asettoral levelscouldbring
heterogeneityto the field oflifecyclebased environmental assessment, creating confusion,
cost or simply inaction for economic operators, NGOs, and other stakeholtiegse
uncoordinated initiatives have also raised some concern amongst some exporting catintries

Amongst the issues identifieate: a lack of experts and databases in southEuanopean
countries; the possibility that methodologies would advantage agricaltor industrial
production patternsn northern European countries; and the observation that some
methodologies (especialthose developed bprivate companies) are not fully transparent

These concerns have led tB€to plan to introducecommonEurope-wide methodologies
for assessing the environmental impacts of products and organisations.

° European Commission Communication (20B8jj/ding the Single Market for Green Products Facilitating better
information on the environmental performance of products and arigationsg COM2013/0196 final
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3.3 Development ofHarmonisedMethodologies

3.3.1 Background and motivation for EC pilots

The European Commission is currently developing and testing methodologies for measuring
and reporting the environmental footprints of products and organisatiofise ECpublished

an impact assessment document which asesasd describethe potential berfits and

costs of the PEF/OEF initiativehe documentBuilding the single market for green prodycts
covers the landscape of existiliggcyclemethodologies, the way in which those

methodologies are use@n evaluation of potential policy optionandananalysis of

benefits and impacts of a single Europdawel methodology

The main issues at stake behind the EC environmental footprinting initiative are:

i1  Proliferation of environmental labels, reporting schemes and certification schemes.

1 Internal marketY G2 | @2 AR -YWIRIGAS2 yE ST AGA( [ AGEAZZNO & ®

1 Competitivenessavoid increases of costs due to multiple requirements and restricted
access to markets or unfair competition/misleading claims.

1 Consumersprevent mistrust in company driven green maitket

Akeyconcern is the need and growing expectation to provide consumghsinformation

on the environmental credentials of products. However, there is sometargap between

O 2 y & dekefsBndactual environmentapractices, especially for foqutoducts.

According to a Eurobarometer, 48 % of European consumers are confused by the stream of

environmental information they receive, which affects their readiness to make green

purchases. OtherS A RSy OS aK2ga aiGNRy3 IAONRKRHKO (Ta2XNI6RINES & A2
natural ecological, Fairtrade etc.). These products are on averagbd 20more expensive

and so bring greater revenues to companies. Compaitfiesefore, have strong motas for

sustainability programmes, although 95 % of contesBeden Claimsannot be prova.’

From a business perspective, tB€commensthat a company wishing to market its product
asyreer(dn several Member State markets may faces a confusing range of choices of
methods and initiatives, and might find it needs to apply several of them in order to prove
the product's green credentials. This could become a significant cost for companias and
barrier for the circulation of green products in the Single Market.

For example: the company may netdapply different schemes in order to compete based
on environmental performance in the different national markets

France the environmental assessmémay need to ben line withmethod BX30-323.

UK the companymay wishneed to apply the PAS 2050 or the WRI GHG Protocol
Switzerland the companymay needo apply the Swiss approactr(der development)
Italy: it mayneed to join the governmentallyecognised carbon footprint scheme
Sweden:it mayneedan Environmental Product Declaration (EPD) based Onlid25

The company @y need to undertake multiple EPDs as there are at least six competing
EPD systemsachwith its own specificities, even if are all based on ISO 14025.

E R

6 European Commission Communication (20B8)|ding the Single Market for Green Products Facilitating better
information on the environmental performance of products and organisat8©M2013/0196 final

! European Commsson DG ENV Presentation (Nov 2014), Update on the Environmental Footprint pilot phase
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In December 2008, the European Council invited the EC to develop methodagies
facilitate the establishmenof carbon audits for organisations and carbon footprints for
products® In response tolte Councid éonclusions, the EC performed studies on Product
Carbon Footpriring’ and corporate GHG reportirtg analy existing leading
methodologies and initiatives artd report onhow they might relate to future policiedt
was concluded thain addition to GHG emissionsther environmental impacts of products
and organisations should be taken into account where relev@unsequently, th&C
decided to extend the worto other environmental aspects and initiated, viaJtnt
Research Counciidtitute for Environment and Sustainabili§REAES, the development of
two harmonised methodologies based otifacycle approacinamely the Product
Environmental Footprint (PEF) and the Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF).

In 2011 the EC, viRCIESproducedtwo sets of draft guidelines as a basis for the future
European methodology for P&&nd OESE: Following publication of these guidelines, in
2011/12the EC organised testing phase of product and corporate footprint methodologies
involving a limited number of volunteering industries from various settaiming to

provide lessons and feedback about the implementation of the draft methodology (added
value, implementdbn barriers, costs, accessibility to SMEs, data confidentiality issues, etc.).

After the testing phase JRES carried out an-depth analysis of the pilot studies findings
(referred to asfilots(, which led to revised versions of the technical guidsdi These

technical guidelines provide requirements on how to calculate a PEF or an OEF, as well as on
how to create productor sectorspecific methodological rules called Product Environmental
Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRSs) or Organisation EnvirtatiReotprint Sector Rules
(OEFSRs) to be used for comparisons between products or between organis@tiens.

overall organisation of the PEF/OEF gilspresented inFigureb.

The package of proposals included in the communicaioitding the Single Market for

Green Productsan be seen as a first phase of a new policy direcfidre purpose is tdével

the playing fiel@for companies by having the same calculation rules, verification process for
footprinting and similar requirements and communicatidn. particular, theECwishes to

test the implementation of the environmental footprint methods with the participation of
volunteering stakeholders arttas commenced threeyear pilot

Thepilotswill go into the practical deployment of the methad$hemain objectives are to:

i Set up and validate the process of the development of PEFCRs and OEFSRs, including
the developnent of environmental benchmarksfor each of them

i Identify appropriate compliance systems for BERd OES; including exante
verification (i.e before public release of the declaration) andpost verification (i.e
after public release of the declaran, market surveillance

i  Test, in collaboration with stakeholders, different approaches and channels for
businesgo-business (B2BInd businesgo-consumer (B2C) communication.

8 council of theEU 2008 Sustainable Consumption and Production and Sustainable Industrial Policy Action Plan

9 ECDGENV 2010 Product Carbon FootprintingA study on methodologies and initiaes¢ Final reportg July 2010

10 Food, feed and drinks, Retailers, Public Administrations, ICT, Water services, Energy production, Paper, Mining,
Chemicals, Footwear, Televisions were the products/sectors for whichréieREF/OEF methods have been tested.

1 Setting a benchmark involves the identification of the average model available in the market, and the definition of
classes of environmental performance based on this analysis.
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Itis also crucial for the successful uptake of these methodologies to make their application
easier, especially for SMEs, by testing innovative ways of managing the process and through
the development of tools Ultimately, thewhole scheme aims to allow the differentiation of
products or organisations at a reduced cost, with reliable tools to be applied in the market.

Guidance documents for the implementation of the BEF/PEF Pilot Projects have been
published by theeC™?, together with a call for volunteers to undertake pilofsr product or
organisational footprinting methodologieS-hese documents establish the general
operating framework for the pilots including the roles and responsibilities of the various
stakeholders anthe PEFCR/OEFSR development procedure

Pilots should seek to develop sector and product category rules, represent more tfan 51
of the market and focus on the8 most important areas where the major environmental
AYLI OGla WK2(aLlR acas add GrdeNiil standatdis@disdc@hdayy Bafa
should be used. The next phase of the pilots includes creating a tool for &MEssting
different methods for communicating footprinting results to consumers and businesses.

Tablel: List of European Commission PEF and OEF pilots

1st wave of pilots

Batteries and accumulators
Decorative paints

Hot & cold water pipe systems
Liquid household detergents
IT equipment

Metal sheets

Nortleather shoes
Photovoltaic electricity generation
Stationery

Intermediate paper products
T-shirts

Uninterrupted power supplies
Retailer sector (OEF)
Coppersector (OEF)

2nd wave of pilots
Leather

Thermal insulation
Beer

Coffee

Fish

Dairy products
Feed

Meat

Pet food

Olive oil

Pasta

Wine

Packed water

SourceEC DG ENV Presentation (Nov 2014), Update on the Environmental Footprint pilot phase

After the pilots are completed, thEQwill evaluatethe results of thetesting phasen 2017.

If the outcome of the different pilotss positive a second phase could consist of integrating
PEF/OEF in (existing or new) voluntary and/or mandatory policy instrum&heECwill
produce appropriate proposals that will be accompanied by a new impact assessment.

12 Guidance for implementation of thed®Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) during the Environmental footprint (EF)
pilot phase, version 3, available atip://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/pdf/Gdance products 3.0.pdf

Guidancédor implementation of E©rganisation Environmental Footprint (OEF) during the environmental Footprint (EF)
Pilot Phase, version 2, available l&tp://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/pdf/Guidance_organisations_2.0.pdf
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3.3.2 Update on the European Commissi@otprinting pilots

An update on the EU product and organisation environmental footprinting pilots was given
at a workshop carganised by Defra and BIS on 24 November 2014.

There are 27 pilots ongoing: 25 product environmental footprint (11 for food and drink
products) and 2 organisational environmental footprint pilasross two waves (see list in
Tablel). These pilots involve nearly 800 individual stakeholders ($0M#&s, 30 % large
companies and nearly 20 % sector associatiths).

Some current challenges includerfzontal consistencyby-/co-products, endof-life

formulae, ggnificance thresholsl dentification of independent reviewelr@nd condary
datasets On cta availability, the EC notes that a European policy might help drive better
data production. The intention is that the pilots reconcile with other footprinting initiatives
rather than replace them.

In the resulting question and answer session theofelhg issues were raised:

1 Complex products are challengiggeed to have data on all the ingredients.

1  Methods will aim to achieve reproducible and comparable results, even if there are
limitations to current methods on what characterisation factors adlded.

1 B2B is probably more important for footprinting, as it can move the market.

1 A voluntary process is envisaged in the first instance. Mandatory schemes would only
be considered if the initial voluntary approaches were unsuccessful.

1  There is a not &nk to any current intended policy use at this stage.

Presentations were also given by four of the participating pilots:

1  Metal sheets (Nick Avery, TATA Ste®ly Averywelcomed having one approach, as
Tata sells tananydifferent endmarkets, each of wich uses its own methodologyrhe
pilot focuses on a generic metal sheet, which is a damsihed/intermediate product
The endof-life recycling will be recognisedlthoughTatais still working out which is
the best formula to use for this (recycledntent vs recycling rate)*

1 Household detergents (Liz Colson, McBridg)is pilot focuses on the functional unit of
4.5kg of dry fabric washed clean during one cydie pilot is currently drafting PCRs
Assessment tools will be developed for dejent characterisation and hazard/risk

1  Coffee (Fabien Guilmineau, Mondelez Internation@his pilot covers over 8of the
European coffee industry and has international liitke Colombia Coffee Federation)
Akeychallengés in collecting primarglata for the agricultural footprint of coffe®.

1 Nonleather shoes (Karin Ekberg, PE InternationBljis pilot is sponsored by the
Sustainable Apparel Coalition (SAOyiginally five categories of shoes were being
examined, but this has beaaondengdto three, due to the lack of readily available
data PCRs are being drafteda key hotspot is the location of manufacture

13 EuropeanCommissionDG ENV Presentation (Nov 2014), Update on the Environmental Footprint pilot phase
14Tata Steel (Nov 20144 xperiences in the Metal SheREF PilotNick Avery Presentation

15 McBride (Nov 2014AISE PEF Pilot: Household Liquid Laundry DeterdentSolson Presentation

'®Mondelez (Nov 2014)he PEF pilot project for coffee based beveragabien GuilmineaRresentation

Yo InternationalNov 2014)PER,Update from the noreather shoe pilatKarin Ekberg Presentation
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Global hotspotgnitiatives

Finally, at a global level it is worth mentioning an ongdifiegycleinitiative by the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) andSbeiety of Environmental Toxicology and
Chemistry(SETAC). In particul&lagship Bject 3a focuses on the methods, tools and
guidance used for the analysis of environmental hotspots

This UNEP/SETAl@gship project aims to produc:

1 A common methodological framework and global guidance for sustainability hotspots
analysis

1 A protocol for the appropriate use and communication of sustainability information
derived from hotspots@nalysis

1 To evaluate and, if possible, implement a range of options to bring together the findings
from existing hotspots studies to provide a richer, global picture of sustainability
hotspots in the economy and society.

This project has clear contextdl5 f S@F y OS F2NJ GKAa adddzReés FyR T2N
initiative to develop harmonised methodologies for product and organisation environmental

footprints. However, there are also some significant differences. In particular, the UNEP/

SETAC projefbcuses on hotspots analysis, rather than the underpinning footprinting and
LCAmethodologies themselves. Nonetheless, given that identifying environmental hotspots

is one of the main uses of footprinting, there are synergies.

The Phase 1 project repadentifies the growing number of different analytical disciplines
that are using a prioritisation method call&btspots analys@which is being used to filter
and distil large volumes of information to identify and prioritise environmental hotspots for
further investigation or action by industry, governments and other stakeholders.

Thereport comments that thee is not currentlyacommon approach to hotspots analysis;
nor havethere been efforsto bring together or share best practice amongst orgatiims
or initiatives currently developing anasing'HotspotOmethods. Nor is there any accepted
guidanceon how to translate and apply the results of hotspots analysis into meaningful
sustainabilityinformation foruse by industry, governments and othe&akeholders.

The primary focus of the project is to identify existing methodologies, tools and resources
that can or could be applied at threeales or levels of detailyhether at the national,

sectoml or product categorievel. However, the use di¢se methodologiestdahe

organisational or projedevel is out of the scope of the project. An initial list of 42 hotspots
analysis methodologies was identified, which was characterised by their scale of application.
Next, 28 methodologies were shostied for further review, 7 of which were considered very
similar to each othec including several methods for carbon/environmental footprintffig.

The next steps will consider the further stakeholder feedback as recommendations for the
development of global guidance for hotspots analysis.

18 UNEP/SETAC Life Cycle Initiagit¢agship Project 3a (Phase 1) (Dec 2Hdjspots Analysis: mapping of existing
methodologies, tools and guidance and initial recommegrahs for the development of global guidance
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wSaShRODK2R2f 238

This section summariseke research methodology undertaken in this proje€he project
was conducted over a opgear period (January to December 201%here were several
distinct stages in the research undertaken:

Figure6: Overview of the research thedology stages

Pilot Survey Workshop

Exploration

The project began with an exploratory stage, includitigerature review andstructured
stakeholder interviewwith business representatives from the target sectofee purpose
wasto understand the quantity and quality of existing da¢dating to the research
questions,andto help to identify the gaps that might exist in the evidence

hyS 27F 5 SpfopNdt @ctivesidstd ise the data collected to construct a robust
UK-relevant (econometric) model of the costs and benefits that might be associated to UK
businesses resulting fromsingle footprinting methodologyHowever, it was notlear
whetherenough data ofufficientqualitywould be uncovered.

1  The exploratory ferature review involved gathering information from industry
associationswith a search for information from relevant labelling scheme&his was
viewed as the most efficient way to collect relevant, centralised .dats information
was presented by stor, geography and type of method; with similarities and
differences summarised between the UK and the Ebk full results from the literature
review can be found in Annexe B.

i  Stakeholdeinterviews were held with senior individuals workiimgsustainaility,
environmental or corporate responsibility roleBarticipants were selected from
contacts held by the project consultants, based on their relevance to the project
Around 20 interviews were conducted tBlephone, with UK and international
businesses in the target sectarg heconversations lagd between 30 and 60 minutes
andfollowed a pre-defined set of questions.

At the end of the exploratory stage of the projétcivas clear thatalthough some useful
information had been gatheredhere jus was not enoughevidenceon thekey research
guestions and businesseddinot necessarily have the answers to many of the questions
asked in the research/stakeholder interviews (e€gst of footprinting).

The decision was made that further literature reviewwould be required in the next
phase The mairpriority would be to widerparticipation inthe surveyto a greater number

of UK businesses in order to get a more robust sample size to reflect the overall UK situation
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Linksto relevant literature ¢ Pure Strategies Report

Towards the end of the project, a relevant report from Pure Strategies:Path to
Product Sustainabilifyvas identified. Pure Strategies surveyed 100 executives from ¢
food and beverage, apparel afobtwear, home and personal care, toy, and electronics
companies involved in product sustainability.

Pure Strategies talked to heads, directors and managers of sustainability from leadin
companies about their efforts to uncover best practices. In segs the report can be
considered comparable to this study, although the questions asked are more genera
Nonetheless, it does provide a benchmark for some of the key findings.

t N2 RdzOG & dza i Ay | emdompadsidg indiatides tRaSrfeasyfi@iitove, &
and disclose environmental and social impacts of products acroséifémicle from raw
materials, packaging, and manufacture through to product use anebéfite disposde @

Adoption of sustainability product assessments
Companieswere 3sSR | 602dzi GKSANI I R2LIGAZ2Y 27F W]
These are quite broadly defined and include: supplier engagement, customer scorec
and requirements, custordeveloped lifecycle tools, and chemicals/materials of conce
assessments. Ththerefore clearly includes, but is not exclusive to, footprinting methc

The study found that over 70 % of the companies have product sustainability goals, \
over 60 % of the companies conducting sustainability product assessments. For the
performing companies, the survey showed that 90 % of these companies use sustair
product assessments to inform decistoraking towards their overall product
sustainability goals, including having sustainability embedded within product develop

The major d‘(ivers behind the adoption of product sustainability were both internal visi
FYR SEGSNYIFf LINBaadz2NBE FTNRBY NBGFAf SNEQ

Use of LCA tools

Further information is recorded on the types of tools used by companies to inforim thq
decisionmaking for product sustainability, including LCAs.

¢ KS NBLRZ NI digeXyé&assessmeantLICA)Ys nat the only option here, or
the primary one. While leading companies use LCA®tify hotspots and priorities,
respondentseported supplier engagement ameltailer scorecards provide most vatié

Benefits from product sustainability

Finally, just over 70 % of consumer product companies engaging in product sustaina
programmes, more generally, had realised business Vfatue their efforts. The key
benefits identified by companies include: reduced costs, improved employee engage
and productivity, and increased trust and brand enhancement.

Conclusions

This report from Pure Strategies, whilst being much more geneitsl focus, i.e. it covers
aspects of products sustainability beyond footprinting, does provide some useful
comparable and supporting evidence of relevance to this study.

In particular, the level of adoption of sustainability product assessments is sjoitkar to
the estimated takeup of footprinting in this Defra study, and some similar benefits to
product sustainability were identified.
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A pilot survey then followed to test the survey methodolo@ie pilot surveyargely
reflected the questions asked durirgjakeholderinterviews Afew changes wre made to
make it easier for participants to complete the survdyy providing a range of possible
answers to choose from aray limiting the number of operended questions askedThe

adz2NpSe
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platform. An initial five week period was set aside to allow participation.

The survey was primarily distributed through trade associatianih two tradeassociatbns
contactedin mostsectors (Table2). Most of the trade associations contacted were willing to
help disseminate the survey to their respective nmrships.

Table2: The tradeassociations contacted to disseminate the survey to their memberships

Sector

Banking
Banking
Buildings
Buildings
Clothing
Clothing

Food and Drink
Pharmaceuticals
Tourism
Tourism
Transport
Transport
Utilities

Utilities

Trade association

British BankersAssociation(BBA)

Building Society AssociatigBSA)

BritishHome Enhancement Trade AssociatiBHETA)
European DFRetail AssociatiofEDRA)

Association of Suppliers to the British Clothing Indugu$BClI)
UK Fashion and Textile AssociatfoiKFT)

Food and Drinkederation(FDF)

Cosmetic Toiletry & Perfumery Associat{@TPA)

British Hospitality AssociatidiBHA)

UKinbound

European Automobile Manufacturers Associat{&CEA)
British Air Transport Associati¢BATA)
Energy and Utilities Alliance (EUA)

techUK

The response rate to the pilot survey was good, with around 50 businesses particigating
was agreed that the survey process should be continued, with only a few adjustments
to the questions require@see Annexe A for a copy of the finalised survey).

The full survey involved promotion via more trade associations, company contacts, and
business platformsAn additionafour weeks wasllowed for the completion oftte full
survey, by which time over 80 businesses had participated in the surepdysis of the

survey data took place over the summer period.

Workshop

The project culminated with a stakeholder workshopchiel Novembef014, at whichthe

draft study fndings were presented to the 30 participating businegsesopy of the agenda

is included in Annexe CJable discussion groups were organised to discuss the key findings
in order to gain further insights to the researchhich are summarised in the greboxes A
plenary discussion summarised the workshop conclusidrseparateafternoon workshop

to a wider audience gavearticipants an updatef ECand UK footprinting policy.
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5.1

UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods
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This section summarises the stakeholder participatiothis study, whether during the
stakeholder interviews, pilot or full surveys

A total of 88 businesses participated during the coursthefsurvey periodsHowever, six
of these submissions came from businesses with no UK operations and weresexatud
result, giving an effective sample size of 82 businesBesails are given below profiling the
sector participation, company size and type of operations.

Sector participation

Thesurvey initially targeted the followingK business sectors: foodddrink transport,
buildings clothing tourism, utilities, banking and pharmaceuticalsHowever, closer
inspection of the participating companies revealed that many had been poorly classified
within these target sectorsThe decision was made thereéoto reclassify the sectors to
better reflect the participating businesses and the nature of their operations.

During thisprocesspusinesses in thpharma, buildingsand part d the utilities sectos

were reclassified into chemicals and electronicd@sc A distinction was drawn between
transport operations (freight, logistics, travel) and engineering (which included automobile
and aerospace manufacturelRetail, banking and hospitalitywere reclassified to the services
sector, and the clothing seotr was expanded to include other types of textiles.

Using this revised classification, the three most actively participating sectors were: textiles,
food and drink and electronicsThese three sectors represented more than half of the
survey participants The other five sectors had around 40 participants, split relatively evenly
between them A full list of participants can be found in the acknowledgement list.

Figure7: Participation in the surveglassifiedoy sector

Chemicals Transport
7% 10%

Electronici

13% Engineering

12%
_ Services
9%
Food and Drin
19%
Utilities
9%
Textiles
21%
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5.2

UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

Companysize

Over 40%of the companie$iad a woldwide turnover greater than £Rillion. At the other
end of the spectrum, a similar proportion had global turnover below £100 milimu(e8).
This suggesthat there wasa reasonably good spreatross the different comparsize
bands thatparticipatedin the survey

Approximately one third of the companies had fewer than 250 employees, amtheaeby
be classified aSMEswhereas around 4@o0f the sample had more than 1,000 employees
(Figure9). Much of the analysis in this study focuses on three size bamdsder to keep a
meanindul sample size within each swategory. Nonetheless|ear differences soon
became apparenbetweenthe company size bandiuring the analysis of the survey data.

A few differences were noticeable between sectqthe companies from the food ah
drink, textiles andto a lesser extenttransport sectors tended to be slightly smaller in size
All of the companies from the chemicals sector were very large internationally.

Figure8: Participation in the survey, by companynover

Turnover
- - H less than £1 million
H less than £10 million
less than £100 million
m less than £1 billion
UK - - greater than £1 billion

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Worldwide

Figure9: Participation in the survey, by number of staff

Staff
Worldwide - - - m fewer than 10
m fewer than 50
fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m fewer than 1,000
fewer than 10,000
m greater than 10,000
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5.3

UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

Operations

In terms ofthe location of theirompany @perations, around one quarter of the survey
participants stated that they were exclusively UK based,redithe remainderhad
international operations in addition to their Ud&sedoperations FigurelQ).

As for the number of site@igurell), around half of the companies surveyed had fewer
than 10 (UK or internationally)t was noed that the utilities and services sectors had on
average many more UK sites than the other sextdhe food and drink, textiles and
transport sectors tended to have the festinternationalsites.

FigurelO: Participation in the survey, by geographical operations

Operations

UK only
26%

International
74%

Figurell: Participation in the swey, by number of sites

Sites

Worldwide

m fewer than 10

m fewer than 100
fewer than 1,000
m greater than 1,000

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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6.1.1

UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods
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This sectiompresentsthe headline results to the specific survey questioffurther details

on crosssector comparisons can be found3ection7.) Thefirst part focuses on the level of
uptake identified for environmental footprinting in general, and specifically for products and
organisations The survey results then focus on thests and benefits of footprinting, and
consider the level of interest in transitioning to a singentethodology.

Footprinting ¢ Level of Uptake

Footprinting ¢ general activity

The first major question of the surveyasthe most fundamentaldoyou use ewironmental
footprinting methods at all withityour business?

The majority of companies stated that they do use footprinting methodologies within their
business47 out of 82 businesses surveyed (b€ %) responded yes to this questiod.3 %

of the suneyed businesses do not currently use environmental footprinting methods
assess the impact of their products or organisatieigrel?2).

Figurel2: Does your business currently use one or more environmental footprinting methods
to assess the impacts associated with your products and/or wider organisation?

Do you footprint?

Yes
57%

Most of the businesses which are using footprinting methods dmisassessing both the
environmental impact of their products and organisatioRig(rel3). Two thirds of the
companies that are footprinting do both product andyanisational footprinting (excluding
two companies that do footprint, but neithdor their products noffor the organisation) A
similar number of companies footpritteir productsonly ortheir organisationonly.
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Figurel3: Does your business use footprinting methods to assess the environmental impacts
of your products or servicasd/or yourwider organisatiof?

What do you footprint?

Note: Two companies said they do footprint, but not products or organisations, so have been excluded above

As for diferences between company sizes, there is a clear trend that larger companies are
much more likely to use footprinting methodologi¢squrel4). 80 %of companies with

more than 1,000 employees reported using footprinting methodologies, compared to
around 50%of companies with between 250 and 1,000 employees, vers@s&small and
medium sized enterprisegefver than 250 employees)

Figurel4: Does your business currently use one or more environmental footprinting methods
to assess impacts associated with your products and/or wider organisa&tiGofhpany size

Do you footprint?

greater than 1,000

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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With nearly 60 % of companies using environmental footprinting methods, it is useful
ONARSTFie& SELX 2NB O2YLIYASAQ YIAY Y20A0dI

stakeholder workshop confirmed comments made in the surythat there were varios
different drivers for footprinting. Some of these were regulatory (e.g. erasijyy

LINE RdzOGiax SySNH& 3ASYySNIGA2Y FyR I dzi2 Y

environmental footprinting initiatives are voluntary.

The most commonly given reastor footprinting is to gain a better understanding of the

environmental hotspots. This can often involve enhancing collaboratiorss a supply

chain. Once the major hotspots have been identified, companies are able to put in p|
internal targets anatontinuous improvement plans to mitigate the hotspots, and to reg
reductions in the environmental impacts of their products and/or organisation. Usuall
these resource efficiency benefits are also ezsting for the business e.g. reductions in

energyuse or materials consumption. But sometimes footprinting highlights tefte
between different environmental impacts, e.g. water versus carbon.

However, many intangible benefits from environmental footprinting were also reporte;

few companies repdrthat their customers; especially B2B customegsequest

footprinting information. But for most companies footprinting helps to contribute towe
building their brand images and reputation. This helps improve customer loyalty, and
mitigate against th risk of loss of future sales and increased marketing costs. Anothe
benefit from such corporate sustainability activities is company prestige, which helps

improve staff recruitment and retention, and to protect intellectual property rights.
Many of these benefits were also identified in tRere Strategies Repddee figure
0St2603 fUK2dAK GKFIG NBLER2NLI f221SR |
sustainability programme, rather than specifically environmental footprinting.

What benefis have yob OKASPSR FTNRY &2dzNJ O2 Y LI y & (@)

Increased sales 3l3 I 3
Supply chain risk reductio | 2|1
Future regulatory risk mitigation ?!5 |
Product material cost savings 1|3 3
Packaging cost saving |9 13
Meeting consumer demands 6
Logistics & supply chain cost saving 8
Meeting retailer requirements 7
Trust and brand enhancemen 6
Employee engagement/productivit 6
Manufacturing cost savings 5

0% 10% 20% 30%40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

H Achieved, with ongoing efforts m Not yet achieved, work in progress
Not yet achieved, work will be done in futurem Achieved, not important/no longer working
Not achieved, not seeking this/not important

Source: Pure Strategies (2014), The Path to Product Sustainability
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UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

The survey asked businessesich stated that they do not currently use environmental
footprinting methodologies to identify the main reasons for thighe most commonly
identified reasorwasalack of demand from customegshalf of the businesses surveyed
with this question selected th option

Other common reasons listed for businesses not footprinting were that it was not relevant,
too time-consuming or too expensiveifurels). A few compares stated that there was no
demand from their market/region or thdbotprinting does not help with their sustainability

plattormz A ®S® Ay AdzLIRNIAYy3I GKS AYyF2NNIGA2Y AyOf dzR

communications such as relating to sustainabitibrporate social responsibility.

Figurel5: Why does your business not use environmental footprinting methods (select all
that apply)?

Why don't you footprint?
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1 N
0 T r r T .
Not relevant ~ Too time-  Too expensive No demand No demand Does not help
consuming from from our sustainability
market/region  customers platform

A few of the businesses provided additional explanatomments Specific comments
includedsome perceived barrieryvariability of production (e.gmall batches, weekly
production runs, and natural feedstocks), large number of different products manufagtured
andless relevanfor trading and service function®©ther businesses stated thatek had a

lack of resourceB terms ofknowledge and key skilisxda perception that the

methodologies could be unwieldy and tirsensumingo use

Finally, a few businessetatedthat although it has never beddentified & a priority to
spend time daig footprinting,they noted that theyare seeing a changg this, with some
B2B customers putting pressure on them to make it become more of a pri@ttyer
businesses mentioned that theysetheir own internal measurement systems.

Some of thereasonggiven above suggest thedducingthe costs to businesses of conducting
environmental footprinting could help to increase the demand for footprinting by UK
businesses. This potentially re@mepolicy implicationsas measures to make footprinting
simpleror less costly may help to increase uptake and thereby lead to associated resource
efficiency benefits.
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6.1.2 Footprinting ¢ products

Do you footprint your products?

Just under half of the surveyed businesseport using footprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of their products or servicé&sgurel6).

Again it is the larger organisations that are more likelysefootprinting methodologies for
their products Figurel?7). However there is much less difference apparent between mid
sized and largest companits the adoption of product footprinting methodologidisan for
footprinting as a whole.

Figurel6: Does your busess use footprinting methods to assess the environmental impacts
of your products or services

Do you footprint your products?

Yes
46%
No
54%

Figurel7: Does your business use footprinting methods to assess the environmental impacts
of your products or serviceg Companysize

Do you footprint products?

greater than 1,000

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Do you use single or multiple product footprinting methodologies

Of the businessesurveyed, 3@%stated that theyuse multiple prauct footprinting
methodologiesthis wasaround two thirds of the businessthat use product footprinting
methodologies Figurel8).

As shown byrigurel9, it is the largest business that are mee likely to use multiple
product footprinting methodologiesearly half of the companigbat employ more than
1,000 staff us multiple footprinting methodologies whereas only around 10% of SMEs do.

Figurel8: Does your business usiagle or multipldéootprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of your products or services

Do you use single or multiple product
footprinting methodologies?

30%
Multiple
Product 16% .
m Single
54% H None

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Figurel9: Does your business usiagle or multipldootprinting methods to assess the
environmentdimpacts of your products or servieesCompany size

Do you use single or multiple footprinting
methodologies?

m None

m Single

Multiple

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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How many product footprinting methodologies do you use?

Of the companies that do use product footprinting methodologies, similar propcstice
one, two and three omore methodologiegFigure20). Analysisby company sizis shown in

Figure21, which indicates hownanymethods are being used by different sizes of company.

Figure20: How manyfootprinting methods doegour business use to assess the
environmental impacts of your products or services

How many product footprinting
methodologies do you use?

>3

3 1%
I

17%__

54%

16%

Figure21: How maty footprinting methods doegour business use to assess the
environmental impacts of your products or service€ompany sizby numbers of
employees

How many product footprinting
methodologies do you use?

| |

mo

ml

nemeen 250-1.000 [ B

i m3
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Do youuse multiple footprinting methodologies for the same product?

Companies were next asked whetlttbey use multiple footprinting methodologies for the
same product or serviceOnly 13%o0f the companies surveyed stated they do use multiple
methods for assessing the environmental impact of an individual prodfugaie22) ¢ this
represents less than a third of the businesses that do footpiiitite larger companies were
more likely to use multiple methodologidésr a single productRigure23).

Figure22: Does your business use multiple footprinting methods to assess the environmental
impacts associated with individual products and/or services?

Do you use multiple footprinting
methodologies for the same product?

13%
Yes
33% m No
m Don't footprint
54%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Figure23: Does your business use multiple footprinting methods to assess the environmental
impacts associated with individual products and/or servicgS8mpany size

Do you use multiple footprinting
methodologies for the same product?

greater than 1,000

Yes

fewer than 250

m Don't footprint
mNo

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%
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Why are companies using multiple environmental footprintimgethods?

One of the striking findings of the survey was that 30 % of companies are using mult
methods for product environmental footprinting, with 13 % of companies using multip
methods to assess the environmental impacts of the same product. Tlétnpanies
use multiple methods to assess the environmental footprint of their organisation.

From a policy perspective, this raises some concern that the lack of harmonisation a
standardisation of methodologies may be imposing an additional burdensbtedK
businesses. Another concern is that companies might choose the method which shg
them in the best light. Therefore, improving the comparability of the results and redu
0KS 0240 (2 odzaAySaa INB 1Seé tve2iA@dSa

Differing methods for differing objectives

The discussion at the stakeholder workshop revealed that each different environmen
footprinting methodologies had advantages and disadvantages. The choice of footp
method depended upon the questy 2F Ay iSNBaidi> yR (GKS

The core methods used are the GHG Protocol and PAS 2050. However, companies
often adapt these or use other methods or seepecific guidelines.

Firstly, the choice of methodology and therfieular input parameters may in part be
driven by the requirements of customeiar specific businest-business transactions.
Again, this will depend upon the outputs required by the -@rsér, and may mean that th
method and findings will need to baitored to their needs. One company reported tha
different methodologies were used to meet the different regulatory requirements
associated with energy generation, including EU ETS, CCAs, and ROCs etc.

Alternatively, companies may choose to adapt methtudsieet their internal needs, suck
as adjusting which impact categories to report against or to streamline the approach
taken. Companies report a hierarchy of impact categories: carbon/energy, water ang
materials/waste. However, sometimes other impasisch as social or edoxicity, might

be included, as is the case in the methods being developed by Sustainability Consor

Some companies admitted that they may use several methods and present the best
or may follow a method that a competitos using, in order to compare the results or to
see whether it is simpler/more useful. Finally, specific methodologies might be used
particular reasons. For example, to make a robust statement of carbon neutrality/off:
such as for publicity purpes, ISO 14064 will be an appropriate methodology for this.

What are the cost implications of multiple methods?

Whilst there are some concerns about the cost implications of applying multiple meth
the workshop participants did not feel that this was ajor concern. For some small
companies it may still be a challenge to decide which method is best to follow, and th
was support for greater harmonisation of methodologies within a sector, although this
take some time and collaboration to establigiese industry norms.

However, there was a general agreement that the most significant cost associated wi
footprinting is getting hold of the right data and conducting the lifecycle assessment.
the data has been collected, the cost ofaralysinghe data or cutting it in a slightly

different way to follow another methodology is actually quite small. Therefore, there i
possibility that a shared or common dataset could provide some significant benefits t

organisations undertaking this work, byducing the overall costs of footprinting.
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Which product footprinting methodologies do you use?

The most commonly usgatoduct footprinting methodologiewere: ISO 14044he GHG
Protocol and UK PAS 20%0gure24). UK PAS 2050 was most popular amongstsiadd
companies (Figure 20his suggests that most compané&e specifiallyinterested in the
carbon footprint of their products, rather thameasuringother environmental impacts

I AAIAYAFAOLIY(d LINBPLRNIAZ2Y 2F O2YLI yASax
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manual methodstypically adaptd from the more established methodologies.

Figure24: Which of the following footprinting methods does your business currently use to

assess the environmental impacts of your products and/or services?

Which product footprinting
methodologies do you use?

20

15 -

10 -

5 -

0| e
O&Qw O@b Q@o @Qé S f»°°’° +%Q°5£b (\&)o :y& O@é
o O 62\(9 Q%Q ™ (9*23’ N

N

Figure25: Which of the following footprinting methods does your business currently use to

assess the environmental impacts of your products and/or sengdgésfhpany size

Which product footprinting
methodologies do you use?
| | | m SO 14044
greater than 1,000H I I m SO 14067
GHG Protocol
m EU PEF
UK PAS 2050
m BPX 30-323
ILCD Handbook

fewer than 250 - itu-t 1.1410

Other

between 250-1,000 -
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6.1.3 Footprinting ¢ organisations

Do you footprint yourorganisation?

Just under half of the surveyed businesseport using footprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of the organisatioRigure26). The proportion obusinesses using
organisational footprinting methods is nearly identical to the proportion using product
footprinting methods Figurel6).

However, it is noticeablthat the largest businesses, employing more than 1,000 staff, were
much more likely to use organisational methods than the smaller compédfigsré27).

Figure26: Does your business use footprinting methods to assess the environmental impacts
of yourorganisation?

Do you footprint your organisation?

Yes
45%
No
55%

Figure27: Does your business use footprinting methods to assess the environmental impacts
of yourorganisation?, Company size

Do you footprint your organisation?

greater than 1,000

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Do you use single or multiple organisational footprinting methodologres

Only 11%of the businesses surveyed reported that they are using multiple organisational
methods Figure28). This represents only one quarter of the companies using organisational

methods and is noticeably lower than the proportion using multiple product footprinting
methodologies

As shown irFigure29, it ismostlythe largest businesses that use multiple organisation
footprinting methodologies.

Figure28: Does your business usiagle or multiplefootprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of youwrganisation?

Do you use single or multiple organisational
footprinting methodologies?

11%
Multiple
Organisation m Single
55% m None

0% 0% O% 0% 40% 50% 60%

Figure29: Does your business usiagle or multipldootprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of yowrganisation, Company size

Do you use single or multiple footprinting
methodologies?
_ m None
m Single
T Multiple
OI% 2(I)% 4(I)% 6(I)% 8(I)% 100%
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How many organisational footprinting methodologies do you use?

As shown irFigure30, very few of the businesses sureejuse more tharone
organisationafootprinting method Of those few businesses that dgome usehree or
more different methods The spread by company size is showRigure31 whichagain
shows that by and large, it ithe larger companiethat use moremethods.

Figure30: How manyfootprinting methods doegour business use to assess the
environmental impacts of yowrganisation?

How many organisational footprinting

methodologies do you use?

3 >3
2 20 4%

5%_\
1 0
34% 55%

Figure31: How manyfootprinting methods doegour business use to assess the
environmental impacts of yowrganisationZ Company size

How many organisational footprinting
methodologies do you use?

] mo
ml
J m3
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Which organisational footprinting methodologies do you use?

Finally, the survey identified the GHREotocol as being by far the most popular method for
organisational footprinting, with 26 out of the 37 businesses conducting organisational
footprinting (70%) using this methodRigure32). Relatively few distinctions in methods can
be observed between different sizes of compar{ieigure33).

Figure32: Which of the following footprinting methods does your business currently use to
assess the environmental impacts of yortganisatior?

Which organisational footprinting

methodologies do you use?
30

25

20

15

10

NN = 0 B

ISO 14064 GHG EU OEF UK Carboefra CDP Bilan ILCD Other
Protocol Trust Carbone Handbook

Figure33: Which of the following footprinting methods does your business currently use to
assess the environmental impacts of yauganisatior? ¢ Company size

Which organisation footprinting
methodologies do you use?

| m [SO 14064
greater than 1,000 B GHG Protocol

EU OEF

|
verueen 250-1.000 | Ve Carbon T

Defra CDP

m Bilan Carbone
m ILCD Handbook

Other

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Costs and Benefits of Footprinting

In this section of the analysis, the four key costs and benefits expected from a €ihgle E

footprinting methodology have been reviewed to see how they relate to the UK situation
These include: cost in using footprinting methodologies (measured here by staff costs),
crossborder trade, improved resource efficiency and clarity of consumer ehoic

Quantified costs and benefits

Those businesses currently using footprinting methodologies were asked whether they
quantified the costs and benefit©nly one third of the businesses stated that they did
(Figure34), with the most common category being within environmental/sustainabikty
few businesses quantified the costs and benefits within the financial, compliance or
operation categoriesHigure35).

Figure34: Does your business quantify the costs/benefits of using footprinting methods?

Quantify costs/benefits

Yes
34%

Figure35: In which of theollowing categories are the costs/benefits of using footprinting
methods quantified?

How quantified?
16
14
12
10
8
6
4 l
2
; | | | _n
Financial Compliance  Environmental  Operations Other
/Sustainability
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Staff costs

Given that around two thirds of the companies using environmental footprinting
methodologies do not formally quantify the costs and benefits of doind-gue34), it is
necessary to asse#isis by indirect means

The first part of this assessmenss to quantify the number of staff involved in footprinting
Nearly @ %of the surveyed businessawlicatedthat zero or fewer than 10 employees are
responsible for footprinting within the Ukkigure36). 60 % of the businesses that use
footprinting methodologiegansweed thatfewer than 10 staffare responsible for
footprinting within the UK.

Figure36: How many UK staff (by head count) are responsible for applying footprinting
methods to assess product and/or organisational environmental impacts?

UK Staff Responsible for Footprinting

30

25
20
15
10
5
0 . . , e —

Not sure Zero  fewer than fewer than fewer than fewer than greater than
10 20 30 50 50

Some variation became evident with company silost large companie&’0%) stated that
fewerthan 10 members of staff have responsibility for footprinting within the UK.

Two thirds of businessesith fewer than 250 stafétated that they haveo members of staff
responsible for footprinting within the Ukigure37). This implies that they do not have a

specialist member of staff focusing on this issareq thatfootprinting represents just part of
Iy 2 G KS NJjohdesddptoy Q a

Finally, this part of the survey highlighted that quite a few companies seem to donduc
significant parts of their footprinting activities outside the UK

Nearly 20%of the businesses surveyed indicated that globally they have more than 10 staff

responsible for applying footprinting methodBycomparisonjust 4%of businessebave
more than 10 UK staff responsible for footprinti(iigure38). Relatively few global
businesses had zero staff responsible for footprinting.
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Figure37: How many UK staff (by head count) are responsible for applying footprinting
methods to assess product and/or organisational environmental impgd@snpany size

UK Staff Responsible for Footprinting

greater than 250

| Not sure
i mZero

fewer than 10

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure38: How many UKjlobal staff (by head count) are responsible for applying
footprinting methods to assess product and/or organisational environmental impacts?

Staff Responsible for Footprinting

i m Zero

m Not sure

fewer than 10

m more than 10

UK

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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What are the costs and benefits for environmental footprinting?

The EC identified four main benefits that couldexpected to arise from having a single
European environmental footprinting methodology:

i costs/savings to business on applying multiple footprinting methodologies
i improved opportunities for cross border trading of green products

i clarity of consumer choicfoth B2C and B2B)

i improved resource efficiency.

Multiple methods

The survey did find evidence that a significant number of companies (30 %) are usin
multiple (product) footprinting methods. So, in principle, there might be expected to |
some cost savings resulting from having harmonised methodologies.

However, thesame companies also reported that the most significant costs were not |
the different methodologies, but rather in obtaining the data to conduct environmenta
footprinting. Once the data has been obtained, the companies suggested that cuttin
datain a slightly different way is less costly. This suggests that the cost savings to bl
may not be as large as expected by the European Commission impact assessment.

Crossborder trade

The study has found no evidence whatsoever that by not usingefgpenvironmental
footprinting methodology; this has affected crassrder trade. With the exception of just
a few anecdotal examples from the stakeholder workshop, none of the companies
surveyed had experienced any problems on this issue.

There wasome discussion by companies that the prospect of having to follow a
mandatory (Grenelle) method to trade in France may have subsided.

Clarity of consumer choice

There is some evidence from this study that footprinting is a useful tool in aiding con:
choice, especially for business-business customers. Therefore, if a harmonised
methodology could be agreed by sectors, this could promote better clarity of choice.

An important point is that the methodology must be able to allow effective companabi
between products and organisations, and it will clearly be a challenge to fully harmor
the data and methodology used. Some sectors are already working towards this goe

Improved resource efficiency

The survey and workshop discussions showed redeace of environmental footprinting
leading to resource efficiency benefits. 80 % of the survey participants thought this.
reason for this is that footprinting allows companies to identify hotspots of environme
impacts within their supply chaimd therefore lead companies to make efforts to mitig:
these and set yeaon-year improvement plans and targets.

However, the study is inconclusive over whether a harmonised footprinting methodolj
would lead to additional resource efficiency improvenmgenterand-above those already
offered by companies using one or more footprinting methods. Most companies thot
there may not be much additional benefit arising from a single methodology.
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6.2.3 Crossborder trade impacts

The businesses weadsoasked toidentify whether the lack of application of a specific
footprinting or labelling method had impacted crdssrder trade of their products.

The result on this question was resoundingth the exception of a few anecdotal examples
given at the workshomot a single businesdentified any markets or regionshere trade
had beenaffectedbecausearelevant footprinting or labelling methods taot been used
(Figure39). This finding was true for both companies currently using footprinting
methodologies and those not currently using footprinting methodologies.

Figure39: Are there (or have there been) markets and/or regions that your businesstcan
trade in because relevant footprinting or labelling methods have not been used?

Affected crosshorder trade

Yes
0%

This is a very clear finding, and suggests that at present the application and choice of
footprinting methodologies and labels is not (yet) a factor at all affectingsdrosler trade.

This provides direct evidence that this benefit, noted in the EC Impact Assessment, may not
be particularly relevant to UK business at present.

Thisfinding issomewhatsurprising.In theory, those businesses with greater exposure to

international trade would havenuch moreto gain from a single environmental footprinting

methodology, if there are indeed currently significant additional costs arising relating to

difficulties in the cossborder trade of green productd. O2 YLJ y& Q& SELJ2 & dzNB (2
international trade might even be more importaftr determiningits view on having a single

harmonised European footprinting methodology.

However, theprospectof fragmented European requiremenseems tchaverececed
recently,and companies have always had to deal wgitimedifferences irconsumer
preferences across Euroge.g. agreater aversion to hazardous chemidal®Northern
Europg and therefore few companies have identified any crbesder trade issues for
green products.
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6.2.4 Clarity of choice

In terms of customers, 8&of the surveyed businesses stated that they [B&Bcustomers
and 60%hadB2Ccustomers Analysis of the company characteristics revealed thate
were nosignificant differences apparent in customer base between companies applying
footprinting methods and those that are not currently footprinting

However, around 8060f those companies using footprinting methodologies reported that
the methods providedmproved clarity of choice to both B2B and B2C custoniggu(e40
andFigure4l). Nearer60 %of the nonfootprinting companies felt that they were providing
sufficient clarity of choice to their customers by not footprinting.

Figure40: Do yourfootprinting methods provide your B2B customers with improved clarity of
choice regarding the environmental impaofs/our products and/or wider organisation?

Clarity of choice B2B

Non-Footprinters

mYes

m No

Footprinters

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure41: Do your footprinting methods provide your@2istomers \ith improved clarity of
choice regarding the environmental impaofs/our products and/or wider organisation?

Clarity of choice B2C

Non-Footprinters

mYes

m No

Footprinters

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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It also appears that footprinting may have a slightly greater impact in improving the clarity of
choice to B2B customers than BEy(re40andFigure4l). The survey findings support
anecdotal evidencéhat consumers do want to havgetter comparabilityof footprinting

results, although ultimately footprinting may have more relevance for tB2sactions.

In terms of effects by company size, it is noticeable that the larger companies thought that
footprinting had a much bigger impact on clarity of choice for B2B customers than did the
small companiesHigure42). For B2C customers the impact of footprinting on clarity of
choice was thought to be the same by both small and large companieskitikeg43).

Figure42: Do your footprinting methods provide your B2B customers with improved clarity of
choice regarding the environmental impaofs/our products and/or wider organisation?

Clarity of choice Footprinters- B2B

greater than 250

mYes

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure43: Do your footprinting methods provide your@&istomers with improved clarity of
choice regarding the environmental impaofs/our products and/or wider organisation?

Clarity of choice Footprinters- B2C

greater than 250

mYes

m No

fewer than 250

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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6.2.5 Resource efficiency benefits

The businesses were next &R | 6 2 dzii

GKSGKSNI F220LINAYGAY3T KIa |

resource efficiency effortsOf those businesses currently using footprinting methodologies,

over 80%thought that footprinting did have an impact on resource efficierieigre44).

However, of those businesses not currently using footprinting methods, orfigth8ught

GKIG GKAE KFER Fy AYLI OG 2y (Fig@eds). dliesdey Sa a4 Q

findings suggest some split opinidmstween the footprinting users and neusers regarding
its impact on resource efficiency efforts.

Figure44: Does the use of footprinting methods have any impact on your business' resource

efficiency efforts (e.gor materials, carbon, energy, water)?

Does footprinting affect resource efficiency?

No
17%

Figure45: Do you think your business' resource efficiency effortsf@.gnaterials, carbon,
energy, water) are impacted by not using footprinting methods?

Impact from not footprinting?

Yes
13%

Not sur
26%

No
61%
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In terms of measuring the impact of using footprinting methods on resource efficiency, the
survey results showed that approximately half of businesses do measur&itnise46).

Larger companies were slightly more likely to measure the impact of footprinting methods
upon resource efficiency{gure4?7).

Figure46. Does your business measure the effect on resource efficiency of using footprinting
methods?

Measure Impact on Resource Efficiency

No
43%__

Yes
51%

Not sur
6%

Figure47. Does your business measure #igect on resource efficiency of using footprinting
methods?, Company ige

Measure Impact on Resource Efficiency

greater than 1,000

mYes
1 m Not sure
No
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
OAKDENE HOLLINS

RESEARCH & CONSULTING

45



46

UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

Finally, businesses were asked whether a single common footprinting method might have

any impact on their resource efficiency effar®®nly 17%%0of the surveyedusiness thoulgt
that it would. 38 %were unsure and 486thought that it wouldnot have any impactHigure
48). A similar proportion of small versus large companies thoughtaigihgle method

would have no impactHigure49), although a greater proportion of large companies thought

that a single footprinting method would have an impacttbair resource efficiency efforts.

Figure48: Would a single common footprinting method (tlee ECs PEF/OEF framework)
have any impact on your business' resource efficiency efforts?

Impact of Single Methodology

Yes
17%

No
45%_

Not sure
38%

Figure49: Would asingle common footprinting method (i#he ECs PEF/OEF framework)
have any impact on your business' resource efficiency efforts?

Impact of Single Methodology

greater than 1,000

mYes

m Not sure

fewer than 1,000

_ )

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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6.2.6 ECPEF/OEF Methods

Finally, businesses weeasked their opinions on the BEF/OEF method©nly 16%0f the
surveyed businesses felt thatdhJK should transition to the BREF/OEF methods and
replace all existing footprinting methodBigure50), although quite a nonber of the
participants were unsuré4 %), with 40 %againstthe transition

Interestingly, those companies currently footprinting had a much stronger opomdhis
question, with more than half of these companies agairetsitioning to the Emethods
Most of the norfootprinting companies were unsur&igures1).

Figure50: Do you think the UK should transition to using the PEF/OEBfodse and in so
doing replace the use of all other existing footprinting methods?

PEFs and OEFs Transition

Yes
16%

No
40%_

Not sure
44%

Figure51: Do you think the UK should transition to using the PEF/OEF megsmatig, so
doing replace the use of all other existing footprinting methods?

PEFs and OEFs Transition

mYes
1 m Not sure
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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What should be the future policy direction for footprinting?

There was some discussion at the stakeholder workshop and in the survey comment
what should be the futurg@olicy directions for environmental footprinting, both for the
European Commission and for Defra in the UK.

European policy direction

It is fair to say that there was quite some scepticism at the stakeholder workshop relé
to the European policy direcin on environmental footprintingOverall, there was a cleal
consensus that any European scheme should be voluntary, rather than mandatory.

Participants thought that, while a having single footprinting methodology was concep
attractive; the practicaimplementation of this could be quite challenging to realise. T}
would require standardisation not only of the footprinting methodology, but also of the
data used and the reporting of the results. It could also stifle future innovation, and
maybe some issues relating to confidentiality of data on product performance.

Additionally, due to the differing objectives of companies conducting environmental
footprinting, a single method might not fulfil all the possible needs of the users. Ther
particular concern that either the single method would be too generic to be meaningft
too complex or costly to use. Concern was also raised on what would happen to cur
methodologies that are already established within an industry. Many felt treetivere
already adequate tools available, and therefore not a need for a new methodology.

On the other hand, other companies understood the benefits that having agreed and
harmonised footprinting methodologies within specific sectors. They felt thatvbigd
help level the competitive playing field, allow for greater comparability and collective
action to mitigate the identified environmental hotspots, but companies did not identil
role necessarily for the EC in this. However, it was evident tleatdmpanies actually
participating in the pilots were more supportive of the proposed European policy diret

Many of these concerns appear to be in the process of being addressed during the p
as outlined during the afternoon workshop, e.g. freeendary data, defining appropriate
category rules, making the EC methodology voluntary rather than mandatory etc.

Recently, the EC also seems to be more open on testing changes to the methodolog

UK policy direction

From a UK policy perspective, tbempanies encouraged Defra to remain actively invol
as a stakeholder in the European pilots (UK has active membership of the EU footpri
LAt 20aQ {GSSNRYy3I /2YYAGGSS FYR GKS ¢S«

In particular, companies encouradi®efra to keep using its influence at the EC level to
ensure that the footprinting initiatives are voluntary for business rather than mandato!

Two other possible policymaking roles were identified:

i Helping to bring specific sectors and trade bodies thgeto develop harmonised
industry relevant guidelines and reporting for environmental footprinting. (A note
example of this happening is the Sustainable Clothing Action Programme, SCAF

i Helping to ensure the accurate communication and interpretatbthe results of
F220LINRYy GAYy IO CKA& fAYyla Ay 6AGK S

the Multi-stakeholder Dialogue on Environmental Claims (MDEC).
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In terms of the opinion by company size, it was again the largest compsh@&bad the
strongest opinion®n this question Half of these companies were against transitioning to
the EAmethods, although nearly one quarter were in favokigure52). Asfor the smaller
companies, 30bwere against the transition, 1%were in favour.

Figure52: Do you think the UK should transition to using the PEF/OEF me#makis, so
doing replace the use of all other existing footprinting methap€@mpanysize

PEFs and OEFs Transition

greater than 1,000

EmYes
m Not sure
No

fewer than 1,000

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The ten businesses in favour of transitioning @nkethods were then asked how the
transition should be madeThe majority were in favour of voluntary trial€X%y, although a
few thought the transition should be permanentust 20%thought the transition should be
mandatory Figure53).

Figure53: On what basis could the transition to the PEF/OEF methods be made?

How to transition

Not sure
Mandatory 10%
permanen

20%

Voluntary
permanenty
10%

Voluntary trials
60%
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6.3 GeneralComments
A number of the businesses surveyed provided commentsspadific recommendations for
Defra regarding the use @idotprinting methods in the UKThese comments atdésted in full
below, but have been broadly grouped by their theme.

Figureb4: A visual word summary of the comments provileith common words removed)
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6.3.1 Involving stakeholders

oMost important is to involve stakeholders framdustry. Focus should be on improving

OFLI oAftAGeE Ay (KS aRS §thedghhvgiud of E@ANIsitieddsyd | A y I 0 A f A (¢
hotspots which help companies improve subsequent versions of the profefta needs to

provide a clear message on tlsisbject Industry feels like Defra dips in and out of this when

they please If Defra promote a method, they must pick the impact categories corréctly.

oHold forums targeted at businesses according to the size of their impact on the
environmentb €

éDefrg needs to have an active and clear voice on this subjgasinesses want to know
GKSNBE GKSe ail§R NB 5STNIXrQa LXIyaod

oBeing involved as a stakeholder is more than enough for. ieep up with goings on in
the EC, but do not spend much time or moneytlois.£

oDefrashould be involved actively in the EU PEF/OEF pilots, with the objective to ensure that
the PEF/OEF approach remains scientifically sound, practical and most importantly that the
PEF scheme will be fit to drive the desired changes in subtaipeoduct design and

consumer behaviour changes both at point of sale (buy more sustainable products) at the in
home use phase (use products in most sustainable wag)far very few labelling schemes

have beenabléi 2 RNA @S (KSaS ySSRSR OKIy3Saoé

GTheyneed to be consistent, understood and relevafurrently there is very little
understanding in most business and effectively zero understanding in consemers.
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6.3.2 Ease of use

GThe methodology needs to be clear and easy to use and how the information isgbdn
needs to be considered to ensure accurate comparisons are éhade.

dt is so important for footprinting to be standardised (and this also includes for sector
specific guidance as well) so that accurate comparisons can be made by stakeholders
knowing that the scope, methodologies, assumptions.eti@ consistent It seems so

opague and misleading nowt's also very confusing to practitioners to know what to follow
We are doing our best to adhere to the most up to date best praétice.

oBusinesses neksimple and quick tools, not a framework that takes excessive time and
money to implement and operateTherefore, a sensible avenue would be to identify the

tools that would help businesses (especially SMESs) to competgthing that the UK adopt
has tobe practical and of benefit to businesses.

6Spend some time assessing whether footprinting in this form is actually of benefit to a
company LCAs need to be simple and efficient, and PEFs/OEFs seem to be taking it further
the other way Better to spendnoney developing tools that will help business conduct

cradle to grave lifecycle reportirg.

oNeed to ensure that any methods that are standardised are simple and accessible to
business ensuring added value to products.

oFootprinting methods have to beifficiently robust to be credibleHowever, they
shouldn't be unduly burdensome and should also be sufficiently flexible to be tailored to
specific industry requirementsConsultation and collaboration with business is paramaunt.

dIs detailed environmetal evaluation information such as PEF/OEF too complex to
customers? To consider what is useful for stakeholders is impaogtant.

OPEF/OEF fails to address the cost, availability and specificity of Blasinesses are

concerned by data, not by whether eyene is using the same methotf the PEF/OEF were
adopted, how would Defra help SMEs in particular with their data issues? The UK does not
have the same kind of pedigree in LCA as other parts of Europe, so any mandatory PEF/OEF
programme that the UK eafces would need to be aligned with major education and

training programs

CKAY]l l02dzi GKS 06A33ISNI LIAOGAZNE FT2NJ LINPRdAzOGAY dARS
AYLRNIFYG GKFy (. rSEp aeadpathidiflydilicaEBngral condurheys

R2y Qi NBIFftfte 1y2¢ 6KIG 6S INB (GL£E]RYR PDERBzITB
actually care Businesses have to care, due to CSRreporting dzf Ry Qi Al YI 1S &aSya
consumers what they care about, and what would influence their buyihg$ahen devise

a program to educate the wider consumer base?

oOur industry is very specific and required us to develop our own carbon calcuGttoers
were either too complex or didn't include the necessary infrastructure aspects

GThe PEF is not plicable for complex products such as passenger vehidiere must be
flexibility to achieve a maximum environmental performance over the etifeeyclesuch as
accountability for efforts in the recycling phasé/e use ISO 14040/44 successfully since
many years to show internal decision makers very specifically improvement potential and to
inform our customers about our environmental progréss.
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Standardisation

OWe use LCAs to trigger action, which leads to genuine improvement in supplier operations,

the quality of life of the farmers that supply our bottlers efction is more important than

data. If Defra is serious about introducing a single method, it must be on a voluntary basis to

begin with to let companiesgét 2 INA LA A GK GKS ySg RSYIlI yRa®é

GThere are a number of emerging frameworks so any further development of new
framework, protocol or specification should aim for as much alignment/harmonisation with
others to avoid imposing administrative burdenghe materiality of aspects or impactdiwi
vary considerably between organisations so flexibility and proportionality will be needed
rather than rigid specification of how to measure specific aspeiferent audience groups
need to be considered through tailored outputs or repatts.

¢Standadisation can only be a good thing, but only if it actually helps businesses and
consumers compare across the products or organisatiéwss| understand it, footprinting
YSGiK2Ra OF y Qi -camParistza b tRis raterdWWodd\eBsiagie method acally
make a difference to thig?

GThere is value in having flexible choice in footprintiAgsingle method would actually
result in onefor-all that works for very fewWe are prereporting, but businesses are best
served by using such methods as a fdaton from which they can build their own internal
methods Promoting this activity would be much more benefigial.

dlf we are all to use the same method then use a method that already exists rather than the
time/cost of reinventing the wheel ISO14064s an excellent model and fits in with existing
management systems.

OAll footprinting methods are, in one way or another, excerpts from LCA studies, therefore,
any such method should rely on LCA methodold®0O 14025 would be an excellent starting

point to build on in the sense that clear and well defined Product Category Rules to ensure
comparable LCA studies and results would be sufficient to allow comparisons on fo@grints

oMoving to one single system would only make sense if others were dietesta
consequence otherwise this just leads to proliferatioé

GAlthough moving to a single PEF/OEF method would be ideal to pick up, those who have
spent large sums to already do it to a different standard would lose out a fair am&anbe
carbonfootprints are done in collaboiaA 2y A G K SEGSNYIFf O2yadzZ F yiac

oStandardisation is essentiadn 1SO is required, though every sector has its own issues to
address, including the requirement to properly establish footprint boundaries.

aJust that we ne@ documentation in relation to guidelines and what is included/left out so
the full industry is working on a level playing fielthis will stop outlandish claims to try and
win customere ¢

GThe pescription of other footprinting methods may compromiseaganisations that have
headquarters both within the EU and externallife are a part of a multinational which has
its main HQ in the US and we therefore follow their ledtie most important element in
footprinting is clarity and transparengy.

OAKDENE HOLLINS

RESEARCH & CONSULTING




UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

6.3.4 Other(sector) initiatives

GThere might be a good opportunity to join this effort up with other sustainability actions
around value chains e.@ISCO/Granta materials product passports, myEcafosBefore
deciding on this it would make sense to contact theulstdal Strategy Groups.

6Recommend that you review the new combined{TUETSI L1.410 standard for LCA of
Information, Communications Technology when it is published in.2D34a collection,
supplier data confidentiality, sensitivity of analytical tmedls, methodology uncertainty and
non-uniform application of assumption are just some of the challenges that continue to be
significant issues for footprinting.

OWe have trialled Trucost EP&L and also water footprinting and found interesting results,
including problems with methodologies in our sect@e are part of the Accounting 4
Sustainability network and on one of their subgroups looking at natural and social capital
This could offer a good selection of organisationdiszuss your thinking furf NJb &

GAN ICT product is not well represented by a single vaBiandards and methodologies (like

those of ETSI and ITU which offer the highest accuracy for ICT) can be used as a basis for:
ARSYUGATAOLFIGAZ2Y 27T Ilid§clehi§eevebaigregaloh of Seftor  LINE RdzO i Q&
environmental data The achievable accuracy when using footprinting standards is

inherently not high enough to justify their use as a basis for policy measures influencing

competitiond €

dt would be great to align disparate geiihes in different countries, but the PEF/OEF
method has an overeliance on LCAWhatever happens, guidance (eREF) should be
aligned with sectosspecific guidance (e.gligg Index) Industry spends time and effort

getting this right, so it shouldebused in national/continental governance effoéts.

GThe UK water industry has been carbon footprinting for several years and has a well
developed method based on sound principl&¥e would be reluctant to change our
footprinting approach unless there wasnsiderable benefit to doing sWe would be

happy to discuss this further, although it is a subject that should be discussed with the UK
water industry as a whole rather than with individual businesses because we would wish to
maintain our consistentgproach across the industgy.

dn the Food and drink sector, the consumers who will buy a product based on
environmental credentials look at the performance of the company, not of the product
Total brand reputation is so much more important that the.embodied C®in the use
phase of product X.

oWe make many different types of leather that use many different chemicals and go through
many differentprocessesa simple average would not really be representative of energy or
water use of each of our inddual type of leather The LWG protocdlsavailable on their
websitehttp://www.leatherworkinggroup.com/about/protocol.htr has attempted to be

able to quantify water and energy usager unit area of leather produced which is

compared with other tanneries.
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In this section of the report, analysis of the survey data is disaggregated by sector to see
what differences in practice and opinions exists betwdd#ferent sectors A breakdown of
the survey participation by sector is showrFigure55. A breakdown of UK staff by sector is
shown inFigure56, which shows the relatively smaller sizellef businesses in the foaghd
drink and transport sectorsompared to the other sectors.

Figure55: Participation in the survey, classified by sector

Chemicals Transport
| 10%

Engineering

12%
__Services
9%
Food and Drin
19%
Utilities
9%
I
Textiles
21%

Figure56: How many staff are employed by your besis in the UK Bysector

UK Staff

Chemicals

Electronics

=
Food and Drink fewer than 10

m fewer than 50

Textles fewer than 250

Utilities m fewer than 1,000

Services fewer than 10,000
Engineering m greater than 10,000

Transport : A

0% 20%  40% 60%  80% 100%
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7.1 Footprinting¢ Level of Uptake

7.1.1 Generalactivity

The general level of footprinting uptake by sector is summarisé&igiare57 and Figure58.
Over 80%o0f the companies in the chemicals, electronics and utilities sectors use
footprinting methods This is in contrast to the less than &bf businesses in the food and
drink, textiles and services sectors that currently use footprinting methods.

Figure57: Does your business currently use one or morg@mwviental footprinting methods
to assess the impacts associated with your products and/or wider organisatsator

Do you footprint?

Chemicals
Electronics

Food and Drink

Textiles
o HYes
Utilities
mNo

Services

Engineering
Transport

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure58: Does your business currently use one or more environmental footprinting methods
to assess thanpacts associated with your products and/or wider organisatid®éctor
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7.1.2 Product footprinting

As for product footprinting specifically, the survey data revealed relatively low uptake within
the textiles and food and drink sectofSigure59). A high prevalence of multiple methods
was identified in the chemicals, electronics, engineering and services sectors.

Figure59: Does your business usiagle or multipldootprinting methods to assess the
environmental impacts of your products or serviceSector
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Figure60: How manyfootprinting methods doegour business use to assess the
environmental impacts of your products or serviceSector

How many product footprinting
methodologies do you use?

100% -
90% - ] . -
80% -
70% - .:
60% - — >3
50% - —
40% - . m3
30% - 2
20% -
10% - .: =l

0% -

m0
& & & & & »
Q & W .'\\‘0 D N N &
@& \&e g ?}4 R '\Q;y Qbo Céo \(&@\
< <é‘¢° 5?2 Qe C
o
<<O
56 OAKDENE HOLLINS

RESEARCH & CONSULTING



UK Assessment of Footprinting Methods

What are the major differences between sectors?

It is clear, from both the survey results and the discussions at the stakeholder worksk
that there some ginificant differences between sectors in terms of their current practi
of environmental footprinting. (One must be a little careful not to eireerpret these
sector results, given the small sample sizes.)

Different levels of uptake for footprinting

As the survey results showed, there appear to be significant higher levels of uptake fi
environmental footprinting in some sectors than for others.

Notably, aver 80% of the companies in the chemicals, electronics and utilities sectors
footprinting methods. This is in contrast to the less thar/b®f businesses in the food
and drink, textiles and services sectors that currently use footprinting methods.

Some of these differences appear to be partly driven by company size. For example
food ard drink and textiles sectors had a greater proportion of SMEs within the surve
sample. Given the cost of environmental footprinting and the knowledge/skills requir
is therefore unsurprising that SMEs are a bit less active in environmental fodatgrint

Similarly, for biebased products, such as food and drink and some textiles products,
variability according to the season and sourcing strategies makes the benchmarking
products more tricky, which helps explain the more limited uptake for thesesecThe
type of energy mix in the source country and fibre choice can greatly influence the re

The workshop discussions also revealed that there are different drivers for each sect]
environmental footprinting. For example, some sectors hagpecific legal obligation to
undertake environmental footprinting, such as enetging products, energy generation
and the automotive sectors. Most other sectors seem to be using footprinting metho
a voluntary basis, because of the benefits tHayt provide to their business.

Different methodologies used

It is also clear that there are some significant differences in the methods used betwe
sectors. GHG Protocol and UK PAS 2050 are fairly widely applied across s8ciomes.
sectors have alreadcollaborated to developed harmonised methodologies.

Secialist product footprinting methods seem to be more commonly used in the trans
utilities, textiles and electronics sectors:

i1  For utilities sector, regulatory drivers are important. Energy geti@m companies
are often required to use multiple metho@ssociated with EU ETS, CCAs, ROCs

i For the textiles sector, impacts such as social conditions antbaanty can be
important factors to include within the environmental footprinting methddgy.
Specialist methods include SCAP, Sustainability Consortium and the Higg Index

i1  For the electronics sector, measurement of energy use is key consideration, and
is already a high uptake of the ITWU 1410 standard. Emerging issues for thidae
include conflict minerals and materials traceability.

i For the transport sector, it seems that companies often greatly adapt environme
footprinting methodologies to meet their own internal purposes.
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However, with the notable exception of the cherals sectors, most businesses do not apply
multiple product footprinting methods to the same produ&tigure61). In terms of which
methods are used, ISO 14044, GPtGtocol and UK PAS 2050 are fairly widely applied across
sectors Figure62). Specialist product footprinting methods seem to be more commonly
used in the transportutilities, textiles and electronics sectors.

Figure61: Does your business use multiple footprinting methods to assess the environmental
impacts associated with individual products and/or servicgS&ctor
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Figure62: Which of the following footprinting methods does your business currently use to
assess the environmental impacts of your products and/or sengcesetor
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