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An increasing number of companies are committing themselves to take climate action. This is a
positive development. Private sector support for climate action is urgent. Companies that focus
their efforts on internal emission reductions while also funding mitigation and adaptation projects
can genuinely make a difference and contribute to a safer planet. At the same time, financing
climate mitigation projects does not intrinsically change the physical damages generated by the
GHG emissions produced by a company.

Many companies are now pledging to become net-zero and compensate their emissions
through the purchase of offsets on the voluntary carbon market. However, uncertainty
continues to undermine the environmental integrity of some carbon offsets, as
measuring emission reductions against a hypothetical counterfactual scenario is open to
gaming. In addition, there is a risk that emission reductions purchased from abroad will be
counted by both the country where they take place, and the buyer company. CAN members
have various views regarding the use of carbon offsets by companies, yet we collectively
recognize the importance of developing claims which can provide alternatives to offsetting, as
well as the need to ensure adequate safeguards, regardless of the type of claim made.

One such claim which is being increasingly promoted is that of a “contribution” claim, whereby a
company provides finance for a project, without stating that this compensates the impact of their
own activities. Beyond a simple rhetorical change, this new claim would have several benefits,
including a more transparent depiction of climate action. Today, companies can too easily hide
behind unspecific “net zero” claims.

Contributions by companies could also be measured in metrics other than tCO2e reduced, e.g.
in financial terms, to direct resources to projects which do not necessarily yield short-term
reductions, e.g. R&D as well as adaptation or loss & damage action. A balance needs to be
found between tonne-per-tonne reporting, which often implies high MRV costs, and pure
financial reporting, which fails to provide sufficient guarantees relative to the impact of the
contribution. This recommendation applies to the voluntary market, and CAN does not
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support the use of non-CO2 metrics in compliance markets, e.g. under article 6 of the
Paris Agreement.

The contribution model could be integrated within a “levy and fund” approach whereby a
company sets itself an internal carbon price and allocates the associated funds to climate
projects.

This new system does not preclude the use of carbon credits, and appropriate safeguards will
continue to be needed. Note that credits could be purchased without claiming
compensation or “net-zero”. Carbon credits are not necessarily carbon offsets. While
some of the existing voluntary carbon market infrastructure could be retained, it will need to
evolve in significant ways. Rules relating to environmental integrity, including additionality,
permanence, and baseline-setting should be thoroughly reviewed, and the right
infrastructure to enable the application of corresponding adjustments should be
established. Finally, projects should be encouraged to increase their engagement with host
countries to ensure that funds are directed where they can make the biggest difference.

To conclude, we collectively support the development and promotion of alternative claims, in
particular a contribution claim, and encourage companies to move in this direction as a possible
alternative to offsetting.

Further resources and parallel with existing initiatives:
● Gold Standard rule update proposing the development of alternative claims on the

voluntary carbon market
● NewClimate Institute’s “climate responsibility approach” which implements the levy fund

approach
● Carbone 4’s Net Zero Initiative which proposes a new framework for reporting corporate

action without relying on offsetting and net-zero
● Carbon Market Watch’s policy briefing on alternatives to offsetting which promotes the

concept of “contribution claims”
● NewClimate Institute reports on results-based finance in the Paris era and the future role

for the voluntary carbon market which analyse options for the voluntary carbon market
● WWF and Boston Consulting Group’s Blueprint for corporate action on climate and

nature and WWF’s Recommendations for corporate climate strategies in the era of the
Paris Agreement, which supports the concept of contribution claims
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https://newclimate.org/climateresponsibility
http://www.netzero-initiative.com/en/initiative/projet
https://carbonmarketwatch.org/publications/above-and-beyond-carbon-offsetting-alternatives-to-compensation-for-climate-action-and-sustainable-development/
https://newclimate.org/2020/12/16/results-based-finance-in-the-paris-era/
https://www.carbon-mechanisms.de/fileadmin/media/dokumente/Publikationen/Bericht/2020_11_19_cc_44_2020_carbon_markets_paris_era.pdf
https://www.carbon-mechanisms.de/fileadmin/media/dokumente/Publikationen/Bericht/2020_11_19_cc_44_2020_carbon_markets_paris_era.pdf
https://wwfint.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/beyond_science_based_targets___a_blueprint_for_corporate_action_on_climate_and_nature.pdf
https://wwfint.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/beyond_science_based_targets___a_blueprint_for_corporate_action_on_climate_and_nature.pdf
https://www.wwf.ch/sites/default/files/doc-2020-12/201215_WWF%20Recommendations_Climate%20Strategies%20in%20the%20Paris%20Era.pdf
https://www.wwf.ch/sites/default/files/doc-2020-12/201215_WWF%20Recommendations_Climate%20Strategies%20in%20the%20Paris%20Era.pdf

