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This document describes in detail the approach taken for the project “Development of En-
vironmental and Social Reporting Guidance on the Provenance of Biofuels Supplied 
through the RTFO”. The project is executed by a consortium of Ecofys, the renewable en-
ergy consultancy, and DNV, the international certification foundation. 
 
The focus of this document is on the approach, timeframe and project milestones for de-
livery of results and decision making. It is not in the scope of this document to give a de-
tailed vision on the development of a sustainability reporting scheme. This vision has 
been set out the project approach document “Development of Environmental and Social 
Reporting Guidance on the Provenance of Biofuels Supplied through the RTFO” dated 
19-9-2006. For description of the roles and responsibilities within this project we refer to 
“RTFO Carbon and Sustainability Reporting, Terms of Reference v2”. 
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Figure 2-1 gives a concise overview of the main project phases in this project. The next 
section gives a detailed Gantt-chart of the project, including essential meetings, deliver-
ables and decision points.  
 
The goal of this project is to provide a technical guidance for an effective, transparent and 
cost-efficient sustainability reporting scheme for the RTFO. Therefore the design of this 
Technical Guidance is at the core of this project. In order to improve both the quality and 
acceptance of the reporting scheme, a pilot phase and extensive stakeholder consultation 
make up the other main ingredients of this project. Finally, after the lessons learned from 
the stakeholder consultation and pilot have been included in the final version of the Tech-
nical Guidance, the Technical Guidance will be implemented. During this implementation 
the Guidance will be rolled-out to the obligated companies while the RTFO administra-
tion is prepared for the official launch of the RTFO in April 2008. 
 
 

Design
Pilot Implementation

Consultation

Finalize
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The next page depicts a Gantt chart of the project, showing the main activities, deliver-
ables, meetings and decision points over time. 

 



�

� ���������	��
� � �
����������������� ����� (�

�

week 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 -2007 jan-mar apr
Project Start Up

Kick-off Meeting M
Construct Project Initiation Document

Project Initiation document D

Design Technical Guidance Draft
Framework Report

Identify Information 
Information requirements D

Gather Information
Analysis

Workshop with Carbon team (E4tech) M
Report

Framework Report D

Advisory group meeting M
Final Framework Report D

Design decission steering group X,D

1st Draft Technical Guidance
Identify additional information
Gather additional information

Additional analysis
Construct Technical Guidance
First Draft Technical Guidance D

Advisory group consultation M

2nd Draft Technical Guidance
Make modifications

2nd Draft Technical Guidance D
Decision Steering Group X

Wider Stakeholder information
Meetings with LowCVP + Trade org.

Consultation forum on second Draft TG M

Pilot
Pilot preparation and approach document

Invitation letter Pilot Companies (LowCVP) D
Design pilot procedures

General Pilot Company requirements D
Pilot company information meeting M

1st List of Pilot companies (LowCVP) D
Assesment of pilot companies

Pilot approach document D
Advisory group meeting M

Final Pilot approach document D
Definite list of pilot companies (SG) X,D

Pilot approach decission steering group X
Pilot information meeting M
Asses special pilot needs

(Documented deviations from 2nd TG for pilot) (D)
Final pilot instructions M

Piloting
Piloting

Montly reports (piloting companies) D D D
Annual report (piloting companies) D

Evaluation
Prepare questionaire 

Questionaire D
Send out questionare

Hold interviews
Analyse outcomes 

Write evaluation report + suggestions
Evaluation report D

Final Technical Guidance
Advisory Group Pilot Evaluation M

Modifications wishes SG X,D
Make modifications

Final Technical Guidance D
Sign off Technical Guidance by Steering Group M,X

Issuance of Technical Guidance (DfT) D

Roll-out and pre-launch support
Roll-out

Pre-launch support
Launch RTFO

2006 2007 2008
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As stated above the design of the Technical Guidance (TG) is at the core of this project. 
The quality of the design will determine to a large extent the outcome of the pilot and 
consultation exercises as well as the functioning of the sustainability reporting starting in 
2008. The design of the Draft TG for the pilot consists of the following sub-phases: 
1. Framework report 
2. First Draft TG 
3. Second Draft TG 
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Framework report 
Purpose: the purpose the Framework Report is to provide an overview of the main design 
choices that will have to be made for the TG as well as the options available for these 
choices. Based on this Framework report structural choices will be made on the design of 
the TG. Based on these choices the TG will be worked out in more detail in the next sub-
phase. 
 
Results 
·  (week 52 2006): the Framework Report will provide an overview of the structural 

choices to be made regarding the TG, will discuss the various options available, their 
pro’s and con’s, and ultimately recommendations on the choices to be made. The 
Framework will clearly list all the choices that need to be made for the successful 
continuation of the design phase. The full list of choices to be made will become clear 
during the work of this phase. Important choices that we foresee at this moment are: 
1. Criteria: which criteria (both environmental and social) to include and which 

definitions to use for these criteria? 
2. Meta standard: what are the opportunities and potential (over time) for using ex-

isting certification schemes for RTFO reporting and what other verification op-
tions are available where existing schemes are insufficient? 

3. Chain of Custody: which type(s) of chain of custody can be included for sustain-
ability reporting under the RTFO? 

4. What is the need for and options available for reporting on land-use changes? 
5. What are realistic levels of reporting and how can these develop over time? 
6. Is monthly reporting indeed required as is currently assumed and is it feasible? 
7. What is the need for and feasibility of batch reporting? 
8. What data will need to be reported on monthly and annually, taking into account 

confidentiality? 
9. How should company reports or reporting systems be verified? 
10. Treatment of various regions: will the different institutional circumstances in dif-

ferent production regions affect the reporting requirements or verification meth-
ods?    

·  (week 3 2006): Based on the discussion with the Advisory Group in week 2, a final 
version of the Framework report will be submitted in week 3. This report will go to 
the Steering Group which will take decisions on the structure on the reporting scheme 
based on the Framework Report and Advisory Group input. 

 
Meetings  
·  (week 2 2007): the findings and recommendations documented in the Framework Re-

port will be discussed in the Advisory Group in order to gather input from the Advi-
sory group on the design choices and recommendations mentioned above. 

 
Decisions 
·  (week 4 2007): based on the Framework report and the meeting with the Advisory 

Group the Steering group will take the decisions on the choices to be made as speci-
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fied in the Framework report. These will be documented and will provide the input for 
the next sub-phase, the First Draft TG. 

 
Note on interaction with Carbon reporting 
It is the aim of DfT to integrate carbon and sustainability reporting as much as possible. 
This requires interaction between both projects early in the design phase on those aspects 
where carbon reporting and sustainability reporting meet. Collaboration with E4tech, the 
consultants for carbon reporting, is therefore foreseen on the following aspects: 
1. Definition of a “batch” as used in RTFO reporting. 
2. How are the final results reported to the RTFO Administrator? 

a. What is the interval and timing of reporting?  
b. Can one single format be used for carbon and sustainability reporting? 

3. How could commercially sensitive information be protected? 
4. How can carbon and sustainability data be verified? 

a. How often is verification needed?  
b. Who performs verification? 
c. Who accredits verifiers? 

5. How can company reports be independently verified? 
a. How often is verification needed?  
b. Who performs verification? 
c. Who accredits verifiers? 

6. What incentive will there be to encourage comprehensive and accurate reporting by 
companies if meeting the standards is not mandatory? 

 
A workshop is planned in week 50 to coordinate the work of Ecofys/DNV with the work 
of E4tech on the above mentioned issues. 
 
While it is the ultimate responsibility of DfT to coordinate the projects on carbon and sus-
tainability reporting, our project team will identify aspects where coordination is needed 
and address these to the Client Project Manager trough the monthly progress reports. 
 
Detailed approach 
As the Framework Report is the first phase in this project and its results are important the 
remaining of this project we have computed a detailed approach, see Figure 2-3. 
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Identify 
information

Gather
information Analysis Reporting

1. Criteria from ‘Draft 
Environmental Standards for 
Biofuels2. Identify environmental 

reporting schemes that 
are validated

7. Interviews with:
� SAN/RA (farm); RSPO (Palm); 
Basel (Soy); LEAF (farm); ACCS 
(combine crops); EuropGAP IFA, 
FSC, IFOAM
� FSC; Green Gold; RECS
� ISEAL; UK Soil Association;
� WWF/Aid Environment/FotE
� UKAS

3. Criteria of existing 
Environmental and Social 
Standards

4. Identify criteria
that could be reported

6. Identify organisations to 
interview + specific 
questions per organisation

1. Analysis of environmental, social and land-use 
criteria for usefulness, practicality, confidentially-
requirements and cost

1. Give recommendations 
for the definitions of criteria, 
including for accuracy 
required.

4. Determine what reliance can be placed on 
existing standards – Cross-checking matrix. 
(analysis of their scope, rigour and level of 
validation.)

2. Options to use existing 
standards for reporting (due 
to other standards) and 
whether existing standards 
can be adapted.

2. Options for land use change reporting such 
as info on prior land use and wider supplier 
company sustainability.

5. Determine the short-term potential for a Meta-
Standard (matrix for standards versus feedstock)

1. Identify relevant 
feedstocks

3. Options + limitations for 
setting up a RTFO standard

6. Determine validation options of both 
production and reporting (comply or 
explain; self review, limited scope reviews 
and visits) 

7. Pros and Cons analysis for COC 
options.

4. Description of feasibility of 
batch reporting versus annual 
reporting

8. Definition of a “Batch” and scope of ‘batch 
reporting’ and ‘annual reporting’

9. Assessment realistic levels of reporting over 
time.

5. Possible formats for 
reporting, incorporating 
confidentiality.

3. Analysis of existing environmental reporting 
schemes – approach types and lessons learnt. 
Time required for large scale certification.

5. Identify relevant Chain of 
Custody (COC)

5. Obtain documents for COC

7. Options for dealing with 
differences in risks between 
production in Western / 
Developing countries.

6. Recommendations for 
expected levels of reporting + 
evolution over time

2. Social Criteria from SASA

4. Documents describing 
certification procedure for existing 
Standards

6. Obtain other documents 
analysing existing standards and 
proposing biofuel standards

3. Identify social reporting 
schemes that are 
validated
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Purpose: in this phase the First Draft of the TG will be delivered. This will give all parties 
involved a detailed insight in the actual data to be reported on and the procedures to be 
followed. 
 
Results  
·  (week 8 2007): the First Draft TG will describe in detail: 

1. Reporting requirements for monthly reporting, including formats. 
2. Reporting requirements for annual reporting, including formats. 
3. Procedures to be followed by obligated companies (and/or their suppliers). 
4. Procedures to be followed by the RTFO administration. 
5. Where needed choices will be formulated which will need to be decided for the 

Second Draft TG which will be used for piloting. Where such choices are needed, 
clear options will be formulated with pro’s and con’s. 

 
Meeting  
·  (week 9 2007): the First Draft TG will be discussed with the Advisory Group in week 

9 2007 in order to acquire input from the Advisory group on the above mentioned is-
sues. 

 
Decision  
·  (week 9 2007): based on the First Draft TG, the choices formulated by the project 

team and the meeting with the Advisory Group, the Steering Group will inform the 
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project team on the changes to be made to the First Draft TG. This will form the input 
for the next phase, the construction of the Second Draft TG. 
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Purpose: the purpose of this phase is to provide a TG which will serve as the basis for 
both the wider stakeholder consultation and the pilot. 
 
Result  
·  (week 11 2007): the result of this phase consists of the Second Draft TG based on the 

amendments on the First Draft TG as specified by the Steering Group. 
 
Meeting: no meeting scheduled in this phase as its duration is limited to 3 weeks. The 
Second Draft Technical Guidance will be discusses with a wider group of stakeholders, 
including the Advisory Group, see Section 2.3. 
 
Decision  
·  (week 12 2007): the Steering Group will sign-off the Second Draft TG for the DfT-led 

formal stakeholder consultation and pilot phase, see below.  
 

# + % / � � � � � � � � & � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

This phase focuses on the wider stakeholder consultation in addition to the consultation 
with both the Advisory Group and the pilot companies which are described throughout the 
other phases. This wider stakeholder consultation concerns meetings with LowCVP and 
Trade Organisations, such as REA, EIC, UKPIA, NFU and AUKOI. In addition a formal 
stakeholder consultation on the second draft TG will be organised by DfT. 
 
Purpose 
·  The purpose of the wider stakeholder consultation with LowCVP and Trade organisa-

tions throughout this project is to raise awareness on the RTFO sustainability report-
ing requirements and to achieve a broader understanding and acceptance among the 
stakeholders for the Technical Guidance.  

·  The purpose of the DfT-led stakeholder consultation on the Second Draft TG is to 
both inform and receive feedback from a wide group of stakeholders. The feedback 
from this consultation, together with the lessons learned during the pilot will be used 
to finalise the Technical Guidance, see below. 

 
Results  
·  The findings of the DfT-led consultation the Second Draft TG will be provided to the 

project team by DfT before mid-July 2007.  
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Meeting 
·  There will be a number of individual meetings with both LowCVP fuels working 

group and principle trade organisations (such as REA, EIC, UKPIA, NFU and 
AUKOI) during the development of the Framework report and Technical Guidance 
documents to inform stakeholders of the Sustainability Reporting development proc-
ess. The planning of these meetings will take place in collaboration between the pro-
ject team and LowCVP. Currently meetings have already been planned in 2006 with 
REA, EIC and the LowCVP fuels working group. 

 
Decision: no decisions are made in this phase. The Steering Group is the decision making 
body in this project. It will base its decisions on the recommendations of the project team, 
Advisory Group and the outcomes of the stakeholder consultation. 
 

# + 0  � � � � � � � � �
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Purpose 
·  To inform and recruit companies who will take part in the pilot scheme early in the 

process such that companies have enough time to prepare for the pilot activities.  
·  Prepare a pilot approach document will provide clarity on the pilot approach. 
·  Prepare pilot companies and RTFO-administration for the pilot activities.  
 
Results 
·  (week 45 2006): LowCVP sends out a invitation letter to possible piloting companies. 
·  (week 47 2006): document describing the requirements for the pilot companies. At 

this point the design phase will not yet be completed such that no information can be 
provided on reporting procedures. The focus of this document will be on the coverage 
of the feedstocks and characteristics of the companies and feedstock chains the pilot 
aims to cover. 

·  (week 50 2006): first list of pilot companies in response to the pilot company meeting 
in week 48. 

·  (week 52 2006): Pilot Approach document. This document describes in abstract terms 
how the pilot will be organised. As the Draft TG will not be available at this time, no 
specifics on procedures or exact reporting requirements can yet be given. This docu-
ment will describe in detail the choices which need to be made for the pilot and the al-
ternatives available as well as recommendations on these choices.  

·  (week 3 2007): final Pilot Approach document based on outcomes Advisory Group in 
week 2. This will then go to the Steering Group. 

·  (week 3 2007): final list of pilot companies after possible modifications based on the 
pilot company requirements document described above. 
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·  (week 11 2007) Optional: document explaining how to use the second Draft Technical 
Guidance for the pilot phase.1 

 
Meeting: There will be a total of three meetings for involved parties during the pilot 
preparations. These are planned shortly after the delivery of design milestones and deci-
sion points such that information is provided to piloting companies and RTFO administra-
tion as soon as the information is available.  
·  (week 48 2006): a meeting will be held for companies which may be interested to take 

part in the pilot scheme. This is envisaged to be roughly 25 companies. The meeting 
will provide information to companies on the process of the development of the 
RTFO Sustainability reporting framework, with the aim of encouraging companies 
throughout the supply chain to take part in the pilot scheme. 

·  (week 5 2007): information meeting for the companies selected to participate in the 
piloting phase (and RTFO administration) to provide information on the structural de-
sign of the reporting scheme based on the Framework Report and the decisions taken 
based on this, see above. 

·   (week 12 2007): final information meeting for all parties involved in the pilot scheme 
to provide full information on the content of the second Draft Technical Guidance 
(used for the pilot), and on the practicalities of how the pilot scheme will run and the 
information that will be required from parties taking part in the pilot. This meeting 
will be held directly before the launch of the pilot scheme. 

 
In addition to the above meeting with piloting parties there will be one meeting with the 
Advisory Group to discuss the Pilot Approach Document.  
·  (week 2 2007): the Advisory Group Meeting in week 2 2007 will discuss both the 

Framework Report of the design phase (see above) and the Pilot Approach Document 
with special attention for the choices that need to be made. 

 
Decision 
·  (week 4 2007): A first draft list of potential companies will be produced in week 50, 

with a final decision on 5-10 companies to take part in the pilot made by the Steering 
Group in week 4 2007. 

·  (Week 4 2007): Based on the Pilot Approach Document, and the results of the Advi-
sory group meeting, the Steering Group will decide on the choices in the approach to 
the pilot. These decisions will be documented and will form the basis for the further 
preparation of the pilot, see below.  

 
Note on coordination with carbon reporting 
Piloting of carbon and sustainability reporting will be done in parallel. Therefore piloting 
preparations and planning will be coordinated with E4tech. While it is the ultimate re-
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sponsibility of DfT to coordinate the separate projects, our project team will identify co-
ordination needs and discuss these with the Client Project Manager through the monthly 
progress reports.  

����
����

Purpose: during the pilot phase important lessons will be learned on the workings of the 
Technical Guidance, whether the procedures are sound and clear and whether piloting 
companies and RTFO administration are able to run the reporting scheme based on the 
Technical Guidance. The valuable lessons from this phase will, together with the feedback 
from the wider stakeholder consultation, provide the input for the modifications made to 
the Second Draft Technical Guidance (see below).   
 
Results 
·  (Week 19, 23 and 27 2007): monthly reports by piloting companies. It is foreseen that 

a the first monthly report may not be feasible due to limited preparation time for pilot-
ing after second draft Technical Guidance has been delivered. 

·  (Week 28 2007): annual report by piloting companies. 
 
Meeting: No meetings are planned in this phase although piloting companies and the 
RTFO administration will be monitored during the pilot phase. In urgent cases ad-hoc 
meetings can be held with troubled piloting companies.   
 
Decision: no decisions are made in this phase. The results of the pilot phase will lead to 
decisions on modifications to the second Draft Technical Guidance, see below. 
 

������
�����

Purpose: evaluate the pilot and extract lessons and recommendations for improving the 
pilot.  
 
Results 
·  (week 26 2007): questionnaire 
·  (week 33 2007): piloting evaluation report. This report will describe: 

1. The results of the pilot exercise: quality of the reporting 
2. Evaluation of the piloting exercise based on: 

a. the feedback received from both the obligated companies and the RTFO-
administration received in the interviews 

b. the observations of the project team during the pilot 
c. the quality of the sustainability reports 

3. Conclusions and recommendations for improvement of the TG. Again it will be 
formulated clearly which issues will need to be decided on, what the alternatives 
are and what the pro’s and con’s of these alternatives are.  
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Meeting: there will be no central meetings in this phase. Piloting companies and the 
RTFO administrator will be interviewed in week 29/30, after the annual report has been 
produced in week 28. 
 
Decision: no decisions in this phase. The decision on the modifications to the design, 
based on the piloting outcome, will be taken in the next phase, see below. 
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Purpose: integrating the feedback from both the wider stakeholder consultation and the 
piloting phase into a Final TG, which will form the TG for implementation. 
 
Results  
·  (week 39 2007): final TG including the lessons learned from both the wider stake-

holder consultation and the pilot phase. 
 
Meeting 
·  (week 34 2007): in this phase a meeting with the Advisory Group will be held on the 

report which summarises the findings of the stakeholder consultation and pilot exer-
cise.   

 
Decision 
·  (week 35 2007): decision by the steering group on the desired amendments to the sec-

ond drat technical guidance based on the pilot and stakeholder consultation outcome 
report and the Advisory Group meeting. 

·  (week 40 2007): approval of the Final Draft TG by the Steering group. This approved 
document will then be issued by DfT three weeks later, see below.  

·  (week 43 2007): The Final Technical Guidance will be issues by DfT, three weeks af-
ter it has been signed of by the Steering Group. 
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Because the exact approach taken in this phase depends largely on the outcomes of the 
previous phase, the planning for this phase is currently described at a more abstract level. 
During the project, the final phase will be planned in more detail, depending on the out-
comes of earlier project phases. 
 
Purpose 
·  The purpose of the roll-out (October – December 2007) is to inform all obligated 

companies and the RTFO-administration of the sustainability reporting requirements. 
For companies the focus will be on how to meet the reporting requirements cost-
effectively. For the RTFO-administrator the focus will be on how to operate, maintain 
and improve the Technical Guidance. 
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·  The pre-launch support (December 2007 – March 2008) is the period between the 
roll-out of reporting requirements and the launch of the RTFO. In this period compa-
nies and the RTFO-administrator will need to put in place the systems required for 
sustainability reporting.  

 
Results 
Please note that the Final Technical Guidance is effectively implemented in this phase. 
The Final Technical Guidance itself is a result of the previous phase and is therefore not 
mentioned here as a result of this phase. 
·  Frequently Asked Questions (FQA) for the RTFO website. During the roll-out and 

pre-launch support the RTFO administrator maintains a website with information on 
the RTFO. The project team will deliver content for a FAQ with respect to sustain-
ability reporting. New questions posted by companies will be answered through the 
FAQ.  

·  In January 2008 a draft project overall report will be delivered by the project team. It 
will consist of a new report about the key lessons learned through the project and ad-
vises for additional activities during the coming years, so to further improve the guid-
ance where necessary and make it stricter where desired. The report will be comple-
mented by all technical documentation, the pilot report, and other relevant informa-
tion. This document will aid mainly the RTFO-administrator in running and improv-
ing the sustainability reporting under the RTFO.  

·  The final project overall report will be delivered in March 2008 after commenting by 
DfT (Steering Group) in February 2008. 

 
Meeting 
·  Several instruction meetings are foreseen with the RTFO administrator to discuss all 

the details of the Technical Guidance. 
·  Support to companies in this phase is done trough the helpdesk and FAQ on the 

RTFO website. 
 
Decision 
·  In March 2008 the final overall report will be delivered. With acceptance of the final 

overall report by the Steering Group and the launch of the RTFO in April 2008 this 
project assignment will end. 
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Table 3-1 shows the risk register for this project. Risks were assessed using a standard 
risk assessment process, as shown in Figure 3-1.  
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The main steps of our risk assessment are described below. 
 
Step 1: For each solution, risk and uncertainties were identified (where the solutions var-
ied), by individual brainstorming, for each of the categories below: 
·  Strategic  
·  Technical (design, pilot, stakeholder consultation and implementation) 
·  Project Management 
·  Markets 
 
Step 2: The risk and uncertainties were ranked based on the severity of the Consequences 
if the risk materialised (Q) and the Likelihood of the risk actually occurring (L). 
 
Step 3: Once risk and uncertainties had been prioritised, some possible/additional con-
trol/contingency measures were put forward for consideration.  
 
 
 
 



�

� ���������	��
� � �
����������������� ����� �3�

�

�  ,+ � � ( � � � � � '6 �  ' ' � ' ' � � !%- � 	 . 	 � � ) � 1 . 1 � * � � � ) � � . � � �& - � � . � � ' 6) �

; . ; � ! ' �@� � ! $ � ) � 	 . 	 � 6 �+ � & � � * - �

Controls Contingency C L R Action Responsible Date C L R

UK Government stops 
RTFO

Change in government 
policy

No standard required H L M H L M

Company objects to 
mandatory requirements

Standard needs to be 
changed retrospectively

Integrated in design

Breach of WTO rules
Project is not aligned with 
sister GHG project

Lack of communication Separate reporting is 
required, which would be 
more disruptive to 
industry

LowCVP as coordinator 
between two projects

M L L M L L

Schemes in other 
countries are developed 
that are not compatible 
with UK approach

Meeting with NL 
government and Cramer 
Committee.

M L L Make arrangements for 
information exchange at NL-
UK venue

M L L

Low acceptance of 
reporting systems

LowCVP and SASA criteria 
as starting point.

Advisory Group input
Communication: initial aim 
is a running system: 
increase reporting 
requirements later.

Industry unable to comply 
at reasonably cost with 
suggested scheme.

Advisory Committee input

Emphasis on developing an 
affordable, practicable and 
legal system.

New Standards 
can be included in 
system

Project team too 
ambitious

Industry resistant to 
scheme; uptake low.

Advisory Committee input + 
Pilot company feedback

The supply chains are 
less developed that 
perceived by project team

Review of existing 
environmental schemes 
planned.

Emphasis on developing an 
affordable and practicable 
system.

Current feedstock 
production not certified

Nill-reporting Analyse coverage of 
feedstock plantations by 
existing standards

Analyse options 
for short term 
expansion of 
existing Standards

Include options other than 
existing standards in 
design phase

Reporting requirements 
involve duplication with 
existing standards

Review and use of existing 
standards planned

M L L M L L

 Criteria are not 
prioritised correctly 

Not budget to ensure that 
previous prioritisations are 
correct

Standards are not risk-
based, or not fully risk-
based.

M M M Include sessions on criteria 
prioritisation

M L L

Duration of pilot 
insufficient

Short duration (3 months) Poor standard/ 
approaches adopted

H M H One day risk assessment 
carried out prior to piloting 
to improve design.

H L M

Coverage of pilot not 
sufficient

Problems not identified Poor standard/ 
approaches adopted

H H H One day risk assessment 
carried out prior to piloting 
to improve design.

H L M

Poor standard/ 
approaches adopted

Information meeting in Nov 
2006 + Jan 2007 + feb 
2007 + march 2007
Start with simple system

Interest groups assert 
themselves

Scheme is of reduced 
value

Project over-run Communication poor Project reporting
Industry resistance Project management

Accreditation by UKAS 
takes longer than 
expected

New scheme Delays M M M Speak to UKAS to 
determine situation

M L L

Extensive training of 
verifiers required.

Existing training of most 
verifiers not sufficient for 
biofuel projects

Delays M M M Speak to UKAS to 
determine situation

M L L

Trained RTFO personal 
not available for launch

RTFO personal switch 
jobs

No trained personal 
available for laucnh

M M M DfT makes every effort to 
keep staff stable

M L L

Project 
management

Project not deliverd in 
time

Complexity and limited 
time available

Clear ambition to get 
simple system operating 
first

M H H Clear decisions defined in 
project plan

M M M

Market Uptake of scheme is poor Scheme is too costly for 
industry

To little reporting occurs Focus of project team of 
developing an affordable 
scheme.

M L L M L L

MLH

L MM H L

M

L L

L L

MML M

L L H

M

L L M

ML M LH

L

M L L

M L

Pilot

Obliged parties are not 
prepared in time

H

Breakaway schemes are 
taken-up

Unrealistic expectations 
of Industry's ability to 
report.

HDesign

Successful Legal 
challenge

Insufficient consensus on 
reporting criteria

M

M

Proposed Action(s)Element

Strategy

H

After Description Causes Consequences Risk Description Curren t

LImplementation rushed

LM L

M L

H L

Implementation

Unrealistic expectations 
of Meta-standard 
potential

Consultation Lobbying produces a 
compromise scheme that 
does not function 

 
 

The overall conclusion is that the project has a fairly high risk profile with several risks 
which, even after mitigating actions, form a medium-level risk to the success of the pro-
ject. The main risks to the project and their suggested mitigating actions are discussed in 
further detail below. 
1. Coverage of Meta Standard: the earlier work on sustainability reporting commis-

sioned by LowCVP has spoken in favour of a Meta-Standard which effectively build 
on certification of existing standards. However, it is expected that the coverage of the 
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relevant existing sustainability standard on the relevant biofuel feedstocks is limited. 
This translates into a limited short term potential of such a Meta-Standard. While the 
likelihood of this risk is high and the means to reduce this likelihood are limited, sev-
eral actions are taken to minimise the impact of this risk: 
·  The current coverage of existing standards on biofuel feedstocks will be assessed 

early in the project. This gives a clear picture of the current Meta-Standard poten-
tial. Further project activities such as defining alternative methods for reporting 
and setting the expected levels of reporting will be adjusted to these findings. 

·  The project will include an analysis on the feasibility of extending the coverage of 
existing standards on a short to medium term which gives an insight in the poten-
tial of the Meta-standard over time. Again, further project activities will build on 
these findings. 

·  In case the short term potential of the Meta-Standard is deemed insufficient, the 
project will include an analysis of the feasibility of additional (temporary) verifi-
cation on (critical) sustainability issues. Both independent verification and self 
reporting will be assessed on feasibility and credibility. 

2. Overall time available to the project: as illustrated by the activity planning, see 
Figure 2-2, the time schedule for this project is extremely tight. The project deals with 
this limited time available by: 
·  Having realistic ambitions on the level and detail of reporting. The focus will be 

on getting a practical system operational by April 2008 with gradual increasing 
expectations on the level and detail of reporting.  

·  Structural design choices are analysed in depth in the Framework report with 
clear formulation of the choices that need to be made in January 2007. By having 
clarity on these structural design choices in January 2007, several months remain 
for working out a practical and transparent reporting scheme. On the other hand, 
the importance of these structural design choices is recognised and a significant 
effort of the project team is allocated to this first critical phase. 

·  A risk assessment of the Draft TG is suggested, see below. 
3. Pilot failure due to unworkable Draft TG: there is time for only one pilot. If it appears 

that the draft TG used for the pilot is structurally unworkable, the pilot will fail and 
will thereby also fail to provide the needed insight to make the final adjustments to 
the TG before it is rolled out. It is therefore proposed that a thorough risk-assessment 
is performed on the Draft TG prior to the pilot such that the chances of the pilot fail-
ing are minimised.  

4. Coverage of pilot not sufficient: due the limited time and scope of the pilot it will not 
provide a full coverage of the problems which may occur during application of the 
scheme. In order to have a better insight in possible problems and how to deal with 
this, again it is suggested to have a thorough risk assessment: this can be combined 
with the risk assessment described above. 

5. Obligated parties are not prepared in time for the pilot: due to the tight time sched-
ule, there is very limited time available between the finalisation of the second Draft 
TG (used for the pilot) and the start of the pilot. While the tight time schedule makes 
this inevitable, the following actions are taken in order to prepare the pilot companies 
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in time. It should be noted that even with these actions in place, the risk remains sub-
stantial. 
·  A first information meeting will be held with possible piloting companies early in 

the process, in November 2006. Here it will be made very explicit that a substan-
tial part of the detailed information will become available to them on a short no-
tice such that piloting companies can reserve capacity accordingly. 

·  Another information meeting is planned prior to the final instruction meeting in 
March 2007. This is timed shortly after the decision moment on the Framework 
report, when structural design choices will have been made and more clarity ex-
ists on the reporting structure. 

·  Pilot companies will be monitored during the pilot phase. 
·  Again, the focus is on having a practical system operational first with evolving 

requirements over time.  
6. Development of incompatible schemes in other countries: if such systems develop and 

are fundamentally different from the UK system this will make it more difficult to de-
velop towards an EU-wide system. In order to prevent this risk from materialising 
there already is a meeting planned with the Dutch government during which also the 
EC and German government will be present. It is further proposed that agreements are 
made at this venue on how to keep each other informed during the development phase 
in the various countries and at the level of the EC. Together these measures lead to an 
acceptable risk level.  

 
Looking at the proposed mitigating actions, arrangements with the Dutch governments 
have already been made on the session of 31st October. This leaves two proposed mitigat-
ing actions which are currently not included in the project scope: 
1. Risk-assessment based on the draft Technical Guidance. 
2. Criteria prioritisation session.  
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This annex defines the information to be gathered for this project and thereby defines 
important aspects of the scope of this project. Additional information may also be col-
lected in a later stage of the project. However, in order to get a system operational by 
2008, the initial scope needs to be within well defined limits in order to be feasible. 
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The following feedstocks will be included in this project, in line with the feedstocks in-
cluded in the Carbon reporting project. These will still need to be signed-off  by the Steer-
ing group and are therefore subject to change. 
1. Sugar Cane 
2. Sugar beat 
3. Wheat 
4. Corn 
5. Palm oil  
6. Rapeseed 
7. Soy oil 
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An import part of this project is to analyse existing environmental schemes. This is done 
to learn from their experience as well as to assess to what extent these existing schemes 
are suitable for environmental reporting under the RTFO. The existing schemes will also 
be analysed for their coverage of the above mentioned feedstocks as this determines the 
short term potential of a Meta-Standard. All the schemes that were analysed in the pre-
paratory work by LowCVP are included. In addition we added several standards based on 
their relevance to sustainable feedstock production and their international scope: 
1. The UK oriented Assured Combinable Crops Scheme (ACCS) 
2. EurepGAP, integrated farm assurance (IFA) 
3. LEAF 
4. Sustainable Agriculture Network / Rainforest Alliance (SAN/RA), farm assurance 

scheme. 
5. Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 
6. Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 
7. Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 
8. International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) 
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In addition to environmental sustainability reporting the RTFO also requires social sus-
tainability reporting. The following social schemes are included for this project: 
1. Social Accountability International, SA8000 
2. Sustainable Agriculture Network / Rainforest Alliance (SAN/RA), farm assurance 

scheme. 
3. Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International (FLO) 
4. International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements 
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The relevant environmental issues to be reported on for the RTFO have been analysed and 
described by the multi-stakeholder group LowCVP. Based on the experience of the pro-
ject team with environmental issues in biofuel feedstock production, the project team feels 
this list gives a good representation of the main environmental issues. The environmental 
issues addressed in this project thereby are: 
1. Conservation of carbon stocks  

·  Protection of above-ground carbon 
·  Protection of soil carbon 

2. Conservation of biodiversity 
·  Conservation of important ecosystems & species 
·  Basic good biodiversity practices 

3. Sustainable use of water resources 
·  Efficient water use in water critical areas  
·  Avoidance of diffuse water pollution  

4. Maintenance of soil fertility 
·  Protection of soil structure and avoidance of erosion 
·  Maintain nutrient status 
·  Good fertiliser practice 

5. Good agricultural practice 
·  Use of inputs complies with relevant legislation  
·  Use of inputs justified by documented problem 
·  Safe handling of materials 

6. Waste management  
·  Waste management complies with relevant legislation  
·  Safe storage and segregation of waste 
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While LowCVP has computed a list of environmental issues to consider, no such list has 
yet been computed for social issues for the RTFO. The project team feels it is wisest to 
build on the work of experienced players in this field whose work is based on wide stake-
holder involvement: SASA (Social Accountability in Sustainable Agriculture)2. SASA 
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computed a list of issue areas which should be covered by social sustainability schemes in 
agriculture. This project will focus on this list of social issues and will add issues related 
to land-right conflicts as the project team feels this is an important social issue in large 
scale agriculture which is missing in the SASA list. The list of social issues this project 
focuses on thereby is: 
1. Freedom of association and right to collective bargaining 
2. Working hours 
3. Seasonal workers, contracts and undocumented workers 
4. Child labour 
5. Health and safety 
6. Wages/compensation 
7. Discrimination 
8. Basic treatment and disciplinary practices 
9. Forced labour 
10. Land right issues 
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The Chain of Custody is concerned with the transfer of information from the certified 
plantation to the step in the supply chain requiring the certification information (this can 
be the end-used in a consumer oriented scheme, or a business in the middle of the supply 
chain in a business to business oriented scheme.) While there are many specific types of 
Chain of Custody they can be reduced to three principle types of Chain of Custody based 
on the link between the physical product and the certification information. These three 
principle types of Chain of Custody have recently been analysed by the Round Table on 
Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) and are: 
1. Track and trace systems: in such a system the product and information and fully 

linked throughout the supply chain. In the case of commodities this allows no mixing 
of batches with varying certification statuses. This system is often applied in the food 
sector due to hygiene and safety concerns. 

2. Inventory and control systems: in such a system it is registered in every stage of the 
supply chain how much certified produce enters a certain stage and how much exits 
the same stage. Thereby certification information and product are temporarily decoup-
led in so called black boxes while the inventory and control system ensures that no 
double counting occurs. This system is used by the Dutch Green Gold Label which 
provides information on the sustainability of the energy sources sourced. 

3. Book and claim system: in such a system the information if completely decoupled 
from the supply chain. The production of products according to certain standards 
leads to the issuance of sustainable produce certificates which can be traded to buyers 
of the product who redeem the sustainable produce certificate upon consumption or 
sales to prevent double counting. This system is used for the trade in electricity from 
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Renewable Energy Sources (RES) in the EU by the system called RECS (Renewable 
Energy Certificate System). 
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Concerns about the sustainability of large scale agriculture are by no means new and nei-
ther are the initiatives to address these concerns. Today already many schemes exist 
which, on an abstract level, serve exactly the same goal as the goal of sustainability re-
porting under the RTFO, to promote sustainable agricultural production. This project will 
aim to collect the relevant knowledge and experience of a representative selection of these 
experienced parties. The parties we will approach for interviews and the subject we wish 
to address with them are summarised in the Table below. 
 

Organisations Subject 
FSC Chain of Custody (track and trace and Inventory and 

Control), Criteria 
Green Gold Chain of Custody (Inventory and control) 
RECS Chain of Custody (book and claim) 
ISEAL Criteria, Use of Meta Standard, Development of Standard 
NGO (Aid Environment / 
WWF / FotE) 

Priority of Criteria, Credibility of book and claim 

UKAS Accreditation of certifiers, Meta-Standard 
Organisations behind 
schemes listed above 

Comprehensiveness of criteria, current certification of 
biofuel feedstocks, future options for and time needed for 
certification of biofuel feedstocks, lessons learned.  

UK Soil Association Lessons learnt 

 
 
 


