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1.1

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

Quialifications and experience

My name is Derik Broekhoff. | am a Senior Scientist at the Stockholm Environment Institute (‘SEI’). |
am based in SEI's office in Seattle, United States. | joined in 2015 to work on climate change mitigation
research. My areas of expertise include carbon markets and carbon offsets.

| have worked on energy and climate policy for more than 20 years, with an emphasis on greenhouse
gas accounting, emissions trading, and carbon offsets. My research interests include the effective
design and implementation of environmental market mechanisms, along with assessing and enabling
climate mitigation policies that go beyond “carbon pricing”. | have advised numerous state, national,
and multi-national policy initiatives on carbon accounting and program design, including voluntary
and regulatory offset programs and programs to reduce emissions from deforestation and
degradation (REDD+).

Prior to joining SEI, | was vice president for policy at the Climate Action Reserve in Los Angeles, where
| oversaw development of the Reserve’s voluntary carbon offset program and its transition into
California’s regulatory cap-and-trade program.

Previously, | worked on the Greenhouse Gas Protocol Initiative at the World Resources Institute,
where | also managed work on the design of emissions trading programs, registry systems, and
standards for carbon offsets. While at WRI, | testified twice before the United States Congress as an
expert on the design of standards and policies related to carbon offsets.

| have a master’s degree in public policy (MPP) from the University of California at Berkeley, and a
bachelor’s degree in international relations from Stanford University.

My publications include:

1.6.1. Broekhoff, D., Gillenwater, M., Colbert-Sangree, T., and Cage, P. (2019). “Securing Climate
Benefit: A Guide to Using Carbon Offsets.” Stockholm Environment Institute & Greenhouse
Gas Management Institute. This guide is for companies and organizations who aim to use
offsets in voluntary GHG reduction strategies.

1.6.2. Schneider, L., Duan, M., Stavins, R., Kizzier, K., Broekhoff, D., Jotzo, F., Winkler, H., Lazarus, M.,
Howard, A. and Hood, C. (2019). Double counting and the Paris Agreement rulebook. Science
366 (6462), pp. 180-183. This paper in Science identified three principles to guide the then
upcoming UN negotiations on the rules for international carbon markets.

1.6.3. Schneider, L., Michaelowa, A., Broekhoff, D., Espelage, A. and Siemons, A. (2019). Lessons
Learned from the First Round of Applications by Carbon-Offsetting Programs for Eligibility
under CORSIA. Oko-Institut / Perspectives / Stockholm Environment Institute. This study,
conducted on behalf of the German government and the ClimateWorks Foundation, assessed
the quality of applications submitted by carbon offset certification programs — including the
Gold Standard — to the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) for approval to issue
credits eligible for use under the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International
Aviation (CORSIA).



2.1.

3.1.

3.2.

1.6.4.

1.6.5.

1.6.6.

1.6.7.

La Hoz Theuer, S., Schneider, L. and Broekhoff, D. (2019). When less is more: limits to
international transfers under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. Climate Policy, 19(4). 401-13.
This study assessed the environmental integrity risks of international carbon markets under
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement and discussed possible international rules to address them.

Bailis, R., Broekhoff, D. and Lee, C. M. (2016). Supply and Sustainability of Carbon Offsets and
Alternative Fuels for International Aviation. Working Paper 2016-03. Stockholm Environment
Institute, Stockholm. This paper examined the potential supply of carbon offsets and jet fuel
alternatives available to help meet the international aviation sector’s emission reduction
needs in 2020-2035, with a focus on which types of mitigation projects yield more robust
offsetting claims.

Broekhoff, D. and Zyla, K. (2008). Outside the Cap: Opportunities and Limitations of
Greenhouse Gas Offsets. Climate and Energy Policy Series. World Resources Institute,
Washington, DC. This paper likewise examined the degree to which different type of
greenhouse gas mitigation activities (e.g., industrial gas destruction vs. tree planting) can
provide reliable offsets, and argued that certain types of projects would be better supported
through means other than selling offset credits because they cannot reliably support robust
offsetting claims.

Gillenwater, M., Broekhoff, D., Trexler, M., Hyman, J. and Fowler, R. (2007). Policing the
voluntary carbon market. Nature Reports Climate Change, no. 0711. 85-87. This article
examined requirements for effective carbon offsetting and argued that government
regulation should be required to ensure the quality of voluntary carbon offsets.

Declaration

The evidence which | have prepared and provide for in this proof of evidence is true, and | confirm
that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. | am acting as an independent
expert offering my services based on my professional experience.

Introduction and summary of conclusions

| have been asked by Friends of the Earth England, Wales and Northern Ireland to act as an expert
witness and prepare this proof of evidence for use in planning application reference
APP/H0900/V/21/3271069. This is an application, promoted by West Cumbria Mining Ltd (‘WCM’), for
a new underground metallurgical coal mine in Whitehaven, Cumbria. My evidence relates to the use
of carbon credits — such as those issued by the Gold Standard — as a means to offset or counterbalance
greenhouse gas emissions for the purpose of mitigating climate change.

In preparing my evidence | have reviewed the proof of evidence of Caroline Leatherdale, dated 10
August 2021, and submitted on behalf of WCM [WCM/CL/1]. That includes a report, at Appendix 1
[WCM/CL/2], by Ecolyse also dated 10 August 2021 and entitled ‘Greenhouse Gas Assessment for
the Woodhouse Colliery, West Cumbria Mine’. In addition to reviewing that version of the report |
have also reviewed the updated version (‘Version 2’) dated 1 September 2021, which I shall refer to
as ‘the Ecolyse Report’. | have also reviewed the letter from the Gold Standard Foundation to
Friends of the Earth, which is undated but which | am told was received by Friends of the Earth on 26
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3.3.

4.1.

4.2

4.3.

4.4,

August 2021 (‘the Gold Standard letter’). The Gold Standard letter is included at Appendix 9
[FOE/DB3/9], and the letter from Friends of the Earth to which it responds, dated 11 August 2021, is
included at Appendix 8 [FOE/DB3/8].

The conclusions | have reached in this proof of evidence are, in summary:

3.3.1. Carbon credits should be seen as tool for channeling investment and accelerating action on
mitigating climate change. As a means to compensate for (or “offset”) greenhouse gas
emissions, they are an imperfect and unreliable solution.

3.3.2. Ifcarbon credits are used to offset emissions, they should (1) exclusively come from mitigation
activities that can reliably meet core criteria for offsetting — including that mitigation is truly
permanent; and (2) must be associated with mitigation (i.e., greenhouse gas emission
reductions, or carbon dioxide sequestration) that is not counted by any national government
towards the achievement of mitigation pledges under the Paris Agreement.

3.3.3.  Over the long term, offsetting is not a viable greenhouse gas mitigation strategy. As the world
economy decarbonizes, opportunities for additional mitigation that could compensate for
remaining emissions will dwindle. Scarce and uncertain capacity for removing carbon from the
atmosphere should be conserved in order to compensate for truly hard-to-abate and
unavoidable emission sources in the latter half of the century — the precise nature of which
has yet to be determined.

3.3.4. For this reason, the fundamental question for any new source of greenhouse gas emissions
should be whether the source itself is aligned with a broader “net zero” decarbonization
scenario, not whether through offsetting it can claim to have a net zero carbon footprint.
Offsetting is not a means for turning an otherwise incompatible new source into a compatible
one.

Definitions

A *“carbon offset” broadly refers to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions — or a removal of
greenhouse gases from the atmosphere (e.g., through tree planting or other means) — that is used to
compensate for greenhouse gas emissions that occur elsewhere (Broekhoff et al. 2019).
“Compensate” in this context means to counterbalance the greenhouse gas emissions, such that an
actor’s net contribution to global warming is zero or negative. Below, | use the term “mitigation” to
refer to either a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions or removal of CO, from the atmosphere.

The term “carbon” in this context is used as a shorthand for any of a number of greenhouse gases that
contribute to global warming.

The act of “offsetting” emissions typically refers to enabling a carbon offset to happen.

“Carbon credits” are transferable instruments certified by governments or independent certification
bodies to represent an emission reduction of one metric tonne of CO,, or an equivalent amount of
other greenhouse gases. The purchaser of an offset credit can “retire” it to claim the underlying
reduction towards their own greenhouse gas reduction goals.

—5_



4.5.

5.1.

5.2

Purchase of carbon credits is the primary means through which most actors seek to offset their
emissions. When the Ecolyse Report refers at paragraph 5.7 to the “purchasing of recognised Gold
Standard offsets,” | interpret this to mean that WCM would purchase Gold Standard-certified carbon
credits as a means to offset those emissions identified by the Report as resulting from the proposed
development.

Requirements for an effective carbon offset

Carbon offset claims or assertions are only defensible under a specific set of conditions. For the use
of carbon credits to truly compensate for an actor’s greenhouse gas emissions, there must be a
causal connection between using credits and lowering global greenhouse gas emissions. The
“quality” of a carbon credit refers to the level of confidence one can have that using a credit actually
lowers global emissions, compared to a scenario where the credits are not purchased or used
(Broekhoff et al. 2019; Schneider and La Hoz Theuer 2019).

To be truly effective at compensating for emissions, carbon credits must be associated with mitigation
that meets the following five conditions (Broekhoff et al. 2019):

5.2.1. The mitigation must be additional. Mitigation is additional if it would not have occurred in
the absence of demand for carbon credits. If mitigation would have happened anyway - i.e.,
without any prospect for the initiators of the mitigation to sell carbon credits — then it is not
additional. “Additionality” is the most essential criterion for carbon credit quality. If mitigation
claimed as an offset not additional, then purchasing carbon credits yields no change in global
emissions. There is no compensatory value.

Unfortunately, the determination of additionality is deceptively difficult and subject to
inherent uncertainty. It requires comparison to a counterfactual scenario where demand for
carbon credits is not present. While carbon credit certification programs — like the Gold
Standard — take pains to try to ensure that credited mitigation is additional, their
determinations are unavoidably subjective and subject to error. Multiple studies have
suggested that, for a wide range of mitigation activities certified as carbon offsets,
additionality claims are not reliable (Alexeew et al. 2010; Cames et al. 2016; Haya 2009; Haya
et al. 2020; Haya and Parekh 2011; Ruthner et al. 2011; Schneider 2009; Trexler 2019).

5.2.2. The mitigation must not be overestimated. If the actual effect of a mitigation activity on
reducing or removing greenhouse gas emissions is overestimated, then its compensatory
value will also be overestimated. This is sometimes referred to as “over-crediting”: more
credits are issued than the actual quantity of emission reductions or removals achieved.
Overestimation can occur in several ways, including through inaccurate assessment of a
mitigation activity’s baseline emissions, under-estimation of the activity’s actual emissions,
and failing to account for an activity’s indirect effects on greenhouse gas emissions at other
sources (sometimes called “leakage™) (Broekhoff et al. 2019). Again, uncertainty is inherent.
A mitigation activity’s effects must be quantified against a counterfactual baseline,
representing emissions or removals that would have occurred in the absence of a carbon
credit transaction. This will always be inherently subjective, even where the baseline scenario
appears to be straightforward.



5.2.3.

5.24.

5.2.5.

5.2.6.

Another way emission reductions and removals can be overestimated is through “forward
crediting.” Under this practice, credits are issued for mitigation that is expected to occur but
whose occurrence has not yet been verified. If the actual performance of a mitigation activity
fails to live up to expectations, then forward crediting can lead to over-crediting. Note that, in
some cases, the Gold Standard issues a distinct class of carbon credits — called ‘Planned
Emission Reductions” (or PERs) — that are based on current estimates of future mitigation that
will be achieved. While these credits can be a useful source of financing for some types of
mitigation activities, they should not be used to offset emissions. For example, the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) expressly forbids the use of Gold Standard
PERs for the purpose offsetting emissions from international aviation (ICAO 2021).

The mitigation must be permanent. One challenge with using carbon credits to compensate
for carbon emissions is that the effects of carbon emissions are very long-lived. Most of the
carbon in a tonne of CO, emitted today will — eventually — be removed from the atmosphere.
However, around 25% remains in the atmosphere for hundreds to many thousands of years.
This is an issue for methane (CHs) emissions as well. While methane has a much higher
warming effect over shorter time periods than CO., it ultimately degrades into CO; in the
atmosphere, leading to similarly long-lived effects.

To compensate for carbon emissions, therefore, carbon credits must be associated with
mitigation that is similarly permanent. If mitigation is “reversed” (i.e., carbon stored as a result
of a mitigation activity is subsequently emitted, so that no net reduction or removal occurs),
then it no longer serves a compensatory function. This is primarily a concern with mitigation
activities that result in enhanced carbon storage in biospheric reservoirs (including trees,
shrubs, soils, and other biological stores of carbon) such as activities that reduce deforestation
or that lead to greater reforestation. More on this below, in section 6.

The mitigation must be exclusively claimed. This requirement is straightforward. If two
different actors lay claim to the same mitigation, the sum of their claims will exceed the actual
mitigation achieved. Mitigation that is “double counted” (e.g., counted by another party
towards the achievement of an emissions target) has no compensatory value, because in the
absence of double counting, the other party can be expected to still achieve the same quantity
of mitigation. Double counting can occur in mundane ways, e.g., if more than one credit is
issued for the same tonne of mitigation (“double issuance™), or if a credit is used by more than
one actor (“double use”) (Schneider et al. 2015). A more challenging problem, however, is the
risk that mitigation may be “double claimed” by national governments when accounting for
progress towards their mitigation pledges under the Paris Agreement (Fearnehough et al.
2020; Schneider, Duan, et al. 2019; Schneider, Broekhoff, et al. 2019). See section 7, below.

Mitigation activities must avoid social and environmental harms. Although this criterion is
not directly related to the compensatory value of a carbon credit, it is essential for ensuring
that carbon offsetting does not result in unintended and undesirable consequences.
Unfortunately, there are multiple documented cases of carbon offset projects resulting in
adverse effects unrelated to climate change. Projects involving waste incineration and
hydroelectricity production in developing countries, for example, have led to adverse local
health impacts, environmental degradation, displacement of local populations, and social



5.3.

5.4.

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

conflict (Dufrasne 2018; Haya 2007). Care must be taken in selecting the types of mitigation
activities used to offset emissions.

One question that often arises is whether carbon crediting programs, like the Gold Standard, do a
sufficient job in ensuring that all of the conditions above are met for the credits they issue. This is a
contested debate, and one that is perhaps impossible to objectively resolve given the inherent
uncertainties associated with key criteria such as additionality and the estimation of counterfactual
baselines. The quality of a carbon credit is essentially a matter of confidence, not something that can
be objectively measured and assessed. A key challenge for carbon crediting programs, therefore, is
that they must make a binary decision about whether or not to issue credits for a mitigation activity,
when in fact the quality of any given credit exists along a spectrum of relative confidence (Broekhoff
etal. 2019; Trexler 2019). For something as consequential as offsetting the greenhouse gas
emissions from a new coal mine, it should not be a foregone conclusion that any given credit issued
by a recognized program like the Gold Standard will provide sufficient confidence.

In light of these uncertainties, it is best to treat carbon credits as a means of channeling investment
into climate change mitigation activities, not as a failsafe way to compensate for a given source of
emissions (Broekhoff et al. 2019). The Gold Standard letter alludes to this when it suggests a
“mitigation hierarchy” consisting of (1) avoiding (new) emitting activities; (2) reducing emissions
from already existing activities; and (3) “[taking] responsibility” for unavoidable emissions (not
offsetting per se) through mechanisms such as carbon markets.

The problem of permanence

A large segment of the voluntary carbon market today is focused on supporting mitigation activities
such as reducing deforestation, tree planting, and other activities that effectively seek to enhance
the storage of carbon in biospheric reservoirs (compared to what proponents claim would occur
without those activities). These kinds of activities are often referred to under the umbrella of
“nature-based climate solutions” (“NCS”). They are an essential part of comprehensive efforts to
address climate change globally.

However, as offsets to greenhouse gas emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels, they pose
serious risks. The fundamental issue is that NCS mitigation cannot reliably balance out fossil carbon
emissions over the long run and at large scales. Substituting NCS mitigation for fossil fuel reductions
means, in essence, shifting carbon from highly stable geologic reservoirs (such as coal seams) to
more precarious terrestrial ones (such as forests), which may release carbon to the atmosphere due
to natural and/or anthropogenic disturbances — including disturbances induced by climate change
itself (Smith et al. 2014).

Already, there are examples of forests associated with offset projects being destroyed by
catastrophic fires, including projects funded by BP and Microsoft affected by the increasingly
prevalent wildfires in the American West (Hodgson 2021). Such impacts are leading credit buyers to
re-evaluate the risks of such projects. While some carbon offset programs, such as the Gold
Standard, maintain insurance mechanisms to address carbon losses (essentially, “buffer reserves” of
credits that are issued but not circulated), there are questions about whether they are sufficiently
robust (Hodgson 2021) and it is doubtful that such mechanisms can be effective over indefinite time

8-



6.4.

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

periods (Schneider, Michaelowa, et al. 2019). Furthermore, in the case of the Gold Standard, the
obligation to compensate for “reversals” (i.e., carbon losses) may extend for as little as 20 years — far
short of what is needed to fully compensate for carbon emissions.

The fragility of biospheric carbon reservoirs has led some scientists to object to any use of NCS to
offset fossil carbon emissions (Mackey et al. 2013; Becken and Mackey 2017). As a general rule, it is
prudent to treat carbon credits for NCS as helpful complements to actions that reduce and avoid
emission from fossil fuels, but not as substitutes or compensation for them (Mackey et al. 2013;
McLaren et al. 2019).

The need to avoid double claiming

One currently under-recognized challenge with carbon offsetting is how it can be reconciled with
mitigation pledges that all countries have now made under the Paris Agreement. In short, mitigation
that countries have already pledged to achieve cannot credibly be used to compensate for an entity’s
emissions. This would represent a form of double counting called “double claiming” (Schneider et al.
2015; Schneider, Broekhoff, et al. 2019). The presumption must be that, in the absence of any carbon
credit transactions, countries will make good on their pledges and achieve mitigation that would
otherwise be enabled through carbon credits.

The possibility of double claiming has long been recognized as a challenge for emissions trading in a
world with universal climate action pledges (Schneider et al. 2015). The Paris Agreement formally
recognizes this challenge and calls on countries to avoid double claiming through the application of
“corresponding adjustments” (UNFCCC 2015, para.36) — essentially a form of bookkeeping to ensure
that no two countries can count the same mitigation towards achievement of their pledges (called
Nationally Determined Contributions, or “NDCs”).

Although a consensus about how to avoid double claiming has eluded negotiators over the past
several years, it seems likely that robust accounting rules will be adopted and applied broadly
(Schneider, Duan, et al. 2019), including to backstop offsetting claims by the international aviation
industry (Avoiding Double Counting Working Group 2019; Schneider, Broekhoff, et al. 2019). The idea
is that a country hosting a mitigation activity would apply an “adjustment” to the ledger it uses to
track progress towards achievement of its NDC, to reflect that the aviation industry (or another credit
buyer) has used the mitigation activity to offset its emissions.

The same principle applies to voluntary carbon credit transactions, something the Gold Standard in
particular has explicitly recognized. Actors who wish to use Gold Standard-certified carbon credits for
the purpose of offsetting emissions must ensure that mitigation associated with those credits is not
counted by any national government in the fulfillment of its mitigation pledge. This must be done by
obtaining a commitment from the government of the country where the mitigation occurs to apply
an appropriate accounting “adjustment” (Gold Standard 2021).

Note that this requirement applies logically to any mitigation achieved within the United Kingdom,
not just in other countries. Any mitigation used to compensate for a source’s emissions must be over
and above what a country has pledged, or it must be assumed that the mitigation would have occurred
anyway. If carbon credits sourced from projects located in the United Kingdom were used as offsets,

—9-—



8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

9.1

therefore, they would need to be backed by a commitment to apply accounting adjustments from the
UK government.

Sticking to “lower risk” mitigation activities

As all of the foregoing suggests, a commitment to acquire generic carbon credits — without further
specification of the types of mitigation activities involved and the measures taken to avoid double
claiming — is not sufficient on its face to provide a robust assurance that a source’s emissions will be
effectively offset. This is true even if the credits are sourced from a recognized certifier such as the
Gold Standard or its “equivalent” (as the commitment is worded in the draft Section 106 Agreement,
in the definition of “Acquisition of Carbon Offsets™).

My work has identified several types of greenhouse gas mitigation that are “lower risk” for carbon
offsetting, in the sense that it is easier for these types of activities to meet the required criteria for a
robust offset (i.e., additionality, no overestimation, permanence, and no double counting) (Broekhoff
et al. 2019; Bailis et al. 2016; Broekhoff and Zyla 2008). These types of mitigation activities include
certain types of industrial gas destruction, a subset of measures that reduce or avoid methane
emissions, destruction of ozone depleting substances, and certain types of long-term carbon removal
and storage (for example, direct air capture and geologic storage of COy).

As a general strategy, confining carbon credit purchases to credits derived from these types of
activities could enhance the likelihood of obtaining a robust offset (Broekhoff et al. 2019). However,
the additionality, accurate quantification, and permanence of even these activities is not a foregone
conclusion. For the reasons cited above — specifically, that credits issued may reflect a wide range of
relative confidence (paragraph 5.3) — additional due diligence should still be required.

Furthermore, many of these mitigation opportunities are likely to become increasingly scarce as the
world takes steps to reduce and eliminate greenhouse gas emissions, making it questionable at the
least— if not untenable — to rely on them over the long run for offsetting emissions.

Offsetting as a long-term solution

In a deep decarbonization scenario aligned with achieving net zero emissions by mid-century, most
activities that reduce emissions should be undertaken as a matter of course. Most measures involving
the destruction or avoidance of industrial gases and methane, for example, can be easily achieved
through regulation and should be pursued as part of general mitigation policies. This is acknowledged
in the UK Climate Change Committee’s “Sixth Carbon Budget” report of December 2020 [CD8.10],
which states at page 38:

“The Net Zero target requires deep reductions in all sources of emissions, with any remaining
sources offset by removals of CO, from the atmosphere...” (emphasis added)

and

“Net Zero is a different challenge from the previous 2050 target for at least an 80% reduction
in emissions — all UK emissions must be tackled, without reliance on offsets from elsewhere.

-10-



9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

10.

It is not sufficient to simply reduce emissions — where zero-carbon options exist these must
be deployed (for example, in homes and in manufacturing)...”

In this context — where all available options to reduce greenhouse gas emissions must be pursued —
there should be no room to use a subset of emission reductions to “compensate” for emissions.

It is for this reason that “The Oxford Principles for Net Zero Aligned Carbon Offsetting” (‘the Oxford
Principles’) call for transitioning over time to basing carbon offsets strictly on activities that
permanently remove CO, from the atmosphere, by storing it in geologic reservoirs or mineralizing
carbon in stable forms (Allen et al. 2020). The Oxford Principles also emphasize the need for any given
source to cut emissions (not increase them) before turning to any offsetting.

Notwithstanding the Oxford Principles’ emphasis on permanent removals as the basis for offsetting,
there is a real risk of over-reliance on these mitigation options over the longer term. The primary
means for achieving permanent removals — geologic sequestration through carbon capture and
storage (CCS) —is still a largely unproven approach (Minx et al. 2018). In particular, geologic reservoirs
for CCS are finite, and it is unclear what the total viable long-term storage potential might be (Fuss et
al. 2018). This has led a number of commentators to warn against making premature assumptions
about the reliability of “negative emission technologies” (Larkin et al. 2018), and to argue for
developing emission reduction targets separate from considerations about sequestration or negative
emissions (McLaren et al. 2019). A prudent strategy would be to act as if CCS and other negative
emission technologies will not be widely available, even over the long term (van Vuuren et al. 2018).

For any new source of greenhouse gas emissions, therefore, the fundamental question should be
whether the source itself is aligned with a broader “net zero” decarbonization scenario — one that
does not rely heavily on CO, removal — not whether through offsetting it can claim to have a net zero
carbon footprint. Offsetting is not a means for turning an otherwise incompatible new source into a
compatible one. While my analysis here does not address whether the proposed Whitehaven coal
mine is aligned with UK and global efforts to achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions, this is the
question that should be dispositive as far as climate change impacts are concerned, not whether mine
owners commit to an offsetting strategy.

| would agree in principle with the Gold Standard letter that “a new coal mine in 2021 is an activity
that must be avoided in the context of the climate emergency.” If this is the case, then seeking to
offset the proposed Whitehaven mine’s emissions using carbon credits does not alter the equation.
Aside from the points | have made about the inherent uncertainty of carbon offsetting, just because
a facility or operation claims to have (or even does have) “net zero” emissions on the basis of using
carbon credits does not mean it is compatible with the achievement of global net zero emissions by
the middle of the century.
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