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• In March and April 2023, the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi) engaged with companies on the topic of beyond value chain mitigation 

(BVCM) with the support of the Boston Consulting Group.

• 212 companies responded on an online survey and a further 22 companies were interviewed. The objective of the surveys and interviews 

was to understand more about companies' existing BVCM investments, alongside motivators, barriers and potential new incentive 

mechanisms to drive investment.

• Data cleaning: Responses saved part-way through by respondents but not completed are included. Duplicate responses from the same 

organization were removed / combined where appropriate.

• All information that the SBTi received from respondents to the corporate survey and interviews are treated with reasonable care, kept 

confidential and are communicated in aggregated form.

• This document provides the aggregated results from the corporate engagement survey conducted in March and April 2023, as well as key 

insights from the interview process.

• This document does not contain conclusions on how the corporate survey and interview findings are interpreted by the SBTi nor a 

description of how the SBTi is intending to incorporate them into BVCM-related products – it is merely a presentation of the results 

published for transparency purposes.

• Next steps: The SBTi is considering this research as it works to finalize the BVCM Guidance and associated research on incentives for 

BVCM.

Introduction
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 1 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Contextual questions • There were 212 survey respondents, 84% of which represent organizations that are headquartered in Europe and 

North America but with operations in all regions of the world (page 13).

• The respondent companies cover a wide range of sectors, with 18% from the commercial and professional services 

sector and 7% from the food sector (page 14).

• 83% of the individuals that responded to the survey were managers or executive leaders (page 14).

• Respondent companies reported to have more than 1.5 million combined full time equivalent (FTE) employees 

(page 15).

• Respondent companies reported combined revenues of more than USD 2 trillion (page 15).

• 50% of respondents had greenhouse gas (GHG) targets validated by the SBTi (page 16).

• Respondent companies reported almost 500 million tCO2e in combined scope 1 and 2 emissions, and almost 3 

GtCO2e in combined scope 3 emissions. Note that scope 3 emissions of different companies have not been reported 

as an aggregate figure as there is inherent double counting with scope 3 (page 16).

• A subset of survey respondents were also interviewed; the 21 interviewees were across sectors and geographies. 

75% of interviewees were from companies headquartered in Europe and North America. There were no interviewees 

from companies headquartered in the Middle East or Africa (page 17).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 2 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

general

• 56% of respondent companies with SBTi-validated targets reported that they purchase carbon credits (page 19).

• 58% of respondent companies purchase and retire carbon credits and have been doing so for between 1 and 5 

years (page 19).

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

spend and budget 

responsibility

• Respondent companies reported an aggregated annual spend on carbon credits of more than USD 360 million, 

representing approximately 18% of the value of the voluntary carbon market in 2022. Respondent companies 

reported an average annual spend on carbon credits of more than USD 5.4 million (page 20).

• The sustainability business unit is responsible for the budget for carbon credit purchase and retirement for more than 

50% of the respondents (page 21).

• Companies determine willingness to pay for credits in various ways but are often led by quality over price (page 21).

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

types of carbon 

credits

• Nature-based carbon removal credits were reported as the most popular credit type, followed by project-based 

REDD+* and other avoidance credits (page 22).

• Respondent companies with no current plans to commit to the SBTi indicate a slight preference for avoidance and 

reduction credits, whereas companies with validated SBTi targets are evenly split between reductions and removals 

(page 23).

• The existence of environmental and social co-benefits was the most frequently identified factor in selecting carbon 

credits, followed by the business activity and strategy of the organization (page 24).

*‘REDD’ stands for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation in developing countries. The ‘+’ stands for additional forest-related activities that protect the climate, namely sustainable management of forests and the 

conservation and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. 
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 3 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

quality

• 78% of respondent companies purchasing credits reported that they internally assess the quality of those credits. 

Additionality, permanence, the quality of the crediting program and the presence of co-benefits were the most 

common quality dimensions internally assessed by companies (page 26).

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

change in 

purchasing over 

time

• 78% of respondent companies that purchase and retire carbon credits reported an increase in carbon credit 

purchase and retirement in the last 5 years. 65% of those companies had a commitment to the SBTi or validated 

targets (page 26).

• 65% of respondent companies that purchase and retire carbon credits expect to increase the purchase and 

retirement of carbon credits in the next 5 years. 66% of those companies had a commitment to the SBTi or validated 

targets (page 26).

• The most important reason for increasing credit purchase and retirement is increasing trust that credits are delivering 

results (page 27).

• The most important reason for decreasing credit purchase and retirement is a redirection of funds to scope 1-3 

action (page 28).

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

motivations, barriers 

and incentives (i)

• Respondent companies highlight the need to reach net-zero globally as a motivation for purchasing carbon credits, 

and they want to be seen as climate leaders (page 29).

• Companies identify a number of barriers to spending more on carbon credits, notably the preferred focus on within 

value chain mitigation and concern about the quality of credits (page 29).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 4 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

motivations, barriers 

and incentives (ii)

• Beyond value chain mitigation was the most commonly cited purpose for the purchase and retirement of carbon 

credits (page 30).

• Most companies say that their commitment to the SBTi has either had no impact (61%) or has increased (30%) their 

purchasing and retirement of carbon credits. Only 9% of companies say that it has decreased their purchasing and 

retirement of carbon credits (page 31).

• Most companies feel that existing or anticipated market schemes do not provide sufficient clarity or incentives to 

influence behavior. Note, this survey was conducted prior to the release of guidance from the Voluntary Carbon 

Market Integrity Initiative (VCMI) and the Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon Market (ICVCM) (page 31).

• The companies not purchasing and retiring credits cite their preferred focus on within value chain abatement as the 

top reason for not doing so, followed by uncertainty about what will count towards claims and targets in the future 

(page 32).

• Companies not currently purchasing carbon credits indicate that they would do so if their customers and investors 

demand it and if they could receive a tax incentive. Claims and recognition were also cited as important (page 33).

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

claims (i)

• 51% of respondent companies make claims related to the use of carbon credits. The majority of companies (62%) 

stated that these claims are valuable to their brand (page 34).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 5 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Purchase and 

retirement of credits: 

claims (ii)

• 79% of respondent companies see a need for externally validated claims to incentivize the purchasing and 

retirement of carbon credits (page 35).

• For companies purchasing and not purchasing credits, externally endorsed claims about actual carbon credit 

purchase and retirement, as well as externally managed public leaderboards were seen as valuable incentives 

(page 35).

• Companies had a preference for the SBTi taking responsibility for managing claims related to carbon credits, but a 

lot of companies also stated that they didn’t have a preference (page 36).

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: general

• 47% of respondent companies reported that they are financing mitigation beyond the value chain through 

mechanisms other than carbon credit purchase and retirement. A higher % of companies with SBTi commitments or 

validated targets are providing such finance compared to those without commitments to the SBTi (page 38).

• The majority of respondent companies that provide non-credit based BVCM finance (46%) have been doing so for 

between 1 and 5 years (page 38).

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: budgeting

• There is no clear consistent way in which companies determine budget for financing BVCM through mechanisms 

other than carbon credits (page 39).

• Investment teams, strategic management teams and sustainability teams are cited as having responsibility for non-

credit based BVCM budgets, and many companies report that it sits across multiple business units (page 40).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 6 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: types of 

investments

• Renewable energy investment was the most commonly reported beyond value chain mitigation financing activity, 

followed by financing green investments and tech and supporting climate advocacy organizations (page 41).

• The business activity and strategy of the organization was the most frequently identified factor in determining the 

types of activities a company finances, followed by the existence of environmental and social co-benefits (page 42).

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: quality

• Measurability of results, the institutional stability and quality of the organizations being financed, and the presence of 

co-benefits were the most common quality dimensions assessed by companies (page 42).

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: change in 

investment over 

time

• 71% of respondent companies that finance BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms reported an increase in 

financing over the last 5 years. 74% of those companies have SBTi commitments or validated targets (page 43).

• 86% of respondent companies that finance BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms expect to increase 

financing over the next 5 years. 75% of those companies have SBTi commitments or validated targets (page 43).

• The most important reason for increasing non-credit based BVCM financing is trust that investments are delivering 

results, followed by a continued business case and incentive (page 44).

• Only one respondent company reported decreasing non-credit based BVCM financing, and that company attributed 

this to several reasons including the macroeconomic environment, inability to use BVCM to offset value chain 

emissions, the need to redirect funds to scope 1-3 action and to other priorities and a lack of business case or 

incentive (page 45).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 7 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: motivation, 

barriers and 

incentives

• Companies are motivated to finance BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms as they believe it is necessary to 

reach net-zero globally and they want to be seen as climate leaders (page 46).

• Respondents cited a number of barriers to financing more BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms, notably the 

lack of economic incentives, lack of policy incentives and a preferred focus on value chain mitigation (page 46).

• Most respondent companies say that their commitment to the SBTi has either had no impact (58%) or has increased 

(41%) their financing of BVCM though non-credit based mechanisms (page 47).

• 49% of respondent companies feel that existing or anticipated market schemes do not provide sufficient clarity or 

incentives to influence behavior with regards to this sort of financing, while 43% companies are not sure (page 47).

• Companies already financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms indicate that they would finance more if 

their investors and customers demand it, if they could receive some form of recognition or credit from SBTi for doing 

so, and if they could receive tax incentives for doing so (page 48).

• The respondent companies not financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms cite uncertainty about what 

will count towards claims and targets in the future as the main reason for not financing BVCM in this way (page 49).

• Respondent companies not currently financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms indicate that they 

would do so if their customers demand it, if they had guidance on credibly reporting on investments and if they could 

receive some form of recognition or credit from SBTi for doing so (page 50).
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Summary of corporate engagement results (page 8 of 8)

BVCM Corporate 

Engagement Results

Summary of high-level results

Non-carbon credit 

based BVCM 

financing: claims

• There were more companies that reported that they are not making claims on non-credit based BVCM financing 

activities than companies that did report to make related claims (48% compared to 43%) (page 51).

• The majority of companies see claims as valuable to their brand. 53% of companies already making claims said that 

they were valuable, and 61% of all companies said that an externally validated claim would be valuable (page 51).

• Most companies (62%) see a need for an externally validated claim to incentivize investments in non-credit based 

BVCM financing (page 52).

• For companies already financing non-credit based BVCM, tax incentives and externally endorsed claims about 

investments were seen as valuable incentives (page 52).

• 43% of companies had no preference for which organization manages claims related to financing of non-credit 

based BVCM, but 30% of respondents selected SBTi as their preference (page 53).
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The respondent companies have operations in all regions of 

the world.

84% of respondents are headquartered in Europe and North 

America.

N= 212

Location of respondent company headquarters

Location of respondent company headquarters and operations

70

Europe

26

0%

North America

109

5

Asia & Pacific

Central & South America

1

12%

Middle East

1Africa

Count

2%

51%

0%

33%

N= 212 responders with operations in multiple regions 

169

165

146

121

96

91

21%

21%

Asia & Pacific

Europe

Middle East

North America

Central & South America

Count

Africa

19%

15%

12%

12%

Locations of respondent company operations
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N= 212

Sector of respondent companies and the roles within those companies of the 
individuals who responded

N= 212

Materials
Energy

Food, Beverage & Tobacco
Software & Services

Diversified Financials
Telecommunication Services

Utilities
Consumer Durables & Apparel

Banks
Pharma, Biotech & Life Sciences
Household & Personal Products

Automobiles & Components

17.9%

10.4%

9.4%

8.5%

8.0%

8.0%

3.3%

3.3%

3.3%

2.8%

2.8%

2.8%

2.4%

Transportation
Capital Goods

Real Estate
Tech Hardware & Equipment

Media & Entertainment
Retailing

Consumer Services
Insurance

Semiconductors & Semiconductor Equipment

2.4%

Commercial & Professional Services

1.9%

1.9%

1.9%

1.9%

1.4%

2.4%

0.9%

Healthcare Equipment & Services
Food and Staples Retailing

0.5%

0.5%

1.4%

33%

50%

10%

7%

Executive / Leadership Manager Analyst Other

Most of the individuals (83%) that responded to the survey 

were managers or executive leaders.

The respondent companies cover a wide range of sectors, 

with commercial and professional services representing 18% 

of respondents.

Sector of respondent companies, % The role of the individuals submitting responses



15

N= 205

Size of respondent companies (in revenue and FTE employees)

N= 212

54

9

30

36

83

Fewer than 500

More than 15000

500-999 4%

25%

17%

1000-4999

5000-15000

14%

39%

54

28

68

47

8

14%

26%Less than $250M

$250M - $2B

33%

$2B - $10B

$10B - $200B

More than $200B

23%

4%

Respondent companies reported to have more than 1.5 

million combined full time equivalent (FTE) employees.

Respondent companies reported combined revenues of more 

than USD 2 trillion.

Annual revenue of respondent companies, USD Respondent companies’ reported FTE employees



16

N= 212

Emissions and target setting status of respondent companies

N= 148

46

9

11

39

82

25

We have not committed 

to the SBTi

We have a commitment

with an alternative body

We have not yet committed to 

the SBTi, but want to submit soon

We have committed to the SBTi 

(without a validated target)

We have a validated near-term 

science-based target

We have a validated long-term 

science-based target

22%

4%

5%

18%

39%

12%

We have not committed 

to the SBTi

We have a commitment

with an alternative body

We have not yet committed to 

the SBTi, but want to submit soon

We have committed to the SBTi 

(without a validated target)

We have a validated near-term 

science-based target

We have a validated long-term 

science-based target

881

26

272

773

1,000

405

Scope 1 and 2 emissions Scope 3 emissions

*Note that scope 3 emissions of different companies should not be reported as an aggregate figure 

as there is inherent double counting with scope 3.

Respondent companies reported almost 500 million tCO2e in 

combined scope 1 and 2 emissions, and almost 3 GtCO2e in 

combined scope 3 emissions*.

50% of respondents had greenhouse gas (GHG) targets 

validated by the SBTi.

Respondent companies’ GHG targets Annual scope 1-3 emissions of respondent companies, million tCO2e 
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4
APAC

11 
NAMR

1
CSA

5
EU

0
MEA

A subset of survey respondents were also interviewed; interviews were across 
sectors and geographies 

Industry Experience Geography Experience (based on HQ location)

3

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Multiline retail

Diversified financial services

Beverages

Textiles, apparel and luxury goods

Food products

Entertainment

Automobiles

Energy equipment & services

Food and staples retailing

Household durables

Industrial conglomerates

IT services

Media

Personal products

Professional services

Software

Interview respondent survey completion

Source: Market Participant Interviews; BCG Analysis

21

Total

71%

Yes

29%

No
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N= 211

Purchase and retirement of carbon credits

N= 111

38%56%No current plans to commit to the SBTi

73%
No current commitment to SBTi

but a plan to do so soon

49%49%Commitment to SBTi

7%36%56%Targets validated by the SBTi

64

11

39

107

Purchase and retire credits

Do not purchase and retire credits

Don’t know

19

64

11

17

Less than 1 year

1-5 years

6-10 years

More than 10 years

17%

58%

10%

15%

Most respondent companies that purchase and retire carbon 

credits and have been doing so for between 1 and 5 years 

(58%).

56% of respondent companies with targets validated by the 

SBTi reported that they purchase carbon credits.

Number of respondent companies purchasing and retiring carbon 

credits

Length of time that respondent companies have been purchasing 

and retiring carbon credits
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N= 67

Spend on carbon credits (split by SBTi target setting status)

N= 67

186

15

9

152 42%

No current plans to commit to the SBTi 52%

Targets validated by the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi

but a plan to do so soon

Commitment to SBTi

4%

2%

12.4

3.0

6.6

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

Targets validated by the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi

but a plan to do so soon

Commitment to SBTi 0.7

Respondent companies reported an average annual spend 

on carbon credits of more than USD 5.4 million.

Respondent companies reported an aggregated annual 

spend on carbon credits of more than USD 360 million, 

representing approx. 18% of the value of the voluntary carbon 

market in 2022. 

Respondent companies’ total reported annual spend on carbon 

credits, million USD 

Respondent companies’ average reported annual spend on carbon 

credits, million USD
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“We purchase high quality, independently verified credits based on their 

market prices.”

“Our selection of projects is made based on quality criteria and additional 

Sustainable Development Goal impacts. Price is not the key factor for us.”

“We aim for around $15-25 per tCO2e.”

“We are ramping up towards the Social Cost of Carbon (triangulated from a 

range of sources).”

“Fair value for a high-quality credit and make sure that it is significantly 

below our internal cost of carbon to address the risk.”

“A portfolio of different kinds of high-quality projects, including more 

expensive ones and less expensive ones.”

“According to a carbon price of 100 USD per tonne (in line with the 

European Union Emissions Trading Emission Trading Scheme).”

“We compare prices across different providers.”

Decision-making with regards to the budget for carbon credit purchase and 
retirement

N= 96

50

13

11

8

8

3

3

Marketing, sales, and customer accounts

Sustainability

Procurement, logistics, and distribution

Strategic management

Operations

Other

Finance

52%

14%

11%

8%

8%

3%

3%

Business units responsible for the carbon credit budget

Companies determine the price they are willing to pay for 

carbon credits in various ways but are often led by quality 

over price.

The sustainability business unit is responsible for the budget 

for carbon credit purchase and retirement for more than 50% 

of the respondents.



2222

The types of carbon credits being purchased and retired

57

40

32

21

20

12

10

8

Technology-based carbon removal credits 

(e.g., Direct Air Capture or Carbon capture and Storage)

Nature-based carbon removal credits (e.g., 

reforestation, afforestation, soil carbon sequestration, agroforestry)

Project-based REDD+ credits

Other removal credits (generated from activities

that eliminate carbon from the atmosphere)

Other avoidance credits (activities that prevent carbon

 from being released into the atmosphere)

Other reduction credits (activities that reduce carbon

 being released into the atmosphere)

Jurisdictional REDD+ credits

Credits for protecting the carbon sink function

of intact forests with historically low rates of deforestation

Count

23

12

23

17

539

9

60

32

Average spend per tCO2e (USD)

Nature-based carbon removal credits were reported as the most popular credit type, followed by project-based REDD+ and 

other avoidance credits.

N= 178 

Type of carbon credits purchased and the average spend per credit

Note this is not the volume of carbon credits purchased in each category, but the count of respondents stating that they purchase each category of credits. 
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N= 45

No current plans to commit 

to the SBTi

No commitment currently, 

but a plan to commit soon

Commitment to the SBTi Targets validated by the 

SBTi

N= 8 N= 36 N= 89

Type of carbon credits purchased and retired, split by SBTi target setting status (count)

N= 71 N= 18

Validated near-term targets Validated long-term targets

Note this is not the volume of carbon credits purchased in each category, but the 

count of respondents stating that they purchase each category of credits. 

Respondent companies without plans to commit to the SBTi indicate a slight preference for avoidance and reduction credits, 

whereas companies with validated SBTi targets are evenly split between reductions and removals.

The types of carbon credits being purchased and retired, split by SBTi target 
setting status

36%

60%

4%

54%
46%

0%

33%

50%

17%

49%
48%

3%

Removal

Avoidance and reduction (including jurisdictional REDD+)

Credits for protecting the carbon sink function of intact forests

with historically low rates of deforestation
49%

47%

4%

48%
52%

0%
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The existence of environmental and social co-benefits was the most frequently identified factor in determining which carbon 

credits companies purchase and retire, followed by the business activity and strategy of the organization.

N= 88

The factors respondent companies consider when selecting which types of carbon credits to buy

Factors that companies consider when selecting which types of carbon credits 
to purchase and retire

67

59

45

40

39

39

16

18

Whether the associated activity will deliver other

environmental and social co-benefits (e.g., adaption)

Count

The business activities and strategy of our organization

Whether the associated activity will help prevent 

ecological tipping points

The geographical location of our operations or consumer markets

The expected requirement to neutralize my residual 

emissions at our net-zero target date through removals

How I want our brand to be perceived in the market

What my consumers are passionate about

Other
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Quality dimensions that impact which types of carbon credits companies 
purchase

N= 89 N= 65 but respondents were able to select multiple options

62

58

58

57

49

42

38

28

16

7

Additionality

Permanence

Quality of the crediting program

The presence of co-benefits

Avoiding double counting of emissions reductions or removals

Avoiding double claiming of emissions reductions or removals

Avoiding leakage

Supporting those at highest risk of the

negative impacts of climate change

The presence of corresponding adjustments

Other

Additionality, permanence, the quality of the crediting program 

and the presence of co-benefits were the most common 

quality dimensions internally assessed by companies.

78% of respondent companies purchasing credits reported 

that they internally assess the quality of those credits.

Whether or not the respondent companies internally assess the 

quality of carbon credits purchased

Quality dimensions assessed by respondent companies

Yes

No

Don’t know

6930% 6% 13%

16

19%

44%

4

25% 25%

51%

38%

50%

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi

but a plan to do so soon

Commitment to SBTi

Targets validated by the SBTi
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N= 101

Change in carbon credit purchase and retirement

N= 99

6% 17% 48%

31% 63%

29%Increased

Remained the same

77

Decreased

I don’t know

16

2

4

46%

Remain the same 50%

13

12%Increase 8%

75%

34%

Decrease

46%

38%

I don’t know

65

14

8

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

Targets validated by the SBTi

Commitment to SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi but a plan to do so soon

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi but a plan to do so soon

Targets validated by the SBTi

Commitment to SBTi

65% of respondent companies that purchase and retire 

carbon credits expect to increase the purchase and 

retirement of carbon credits in the next 5 years, 66% of which 

had a commitment to the SBTi or validated targets.

78% of respondent companies that purchase and retire 

carbon credits reported an increase in carbon credit purchase 

and retirement in the last 5 years. 65% of those companies 

had a commitment to the SBTi or validated targets.

Reported change in carbon credit purchase and retirement over the 

last 5 years

Expected change in carbon credit purchase and retirement in the 

next 5 years 
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The most important reason for increasing credit purchase and retirement is trust that credits are delivering results.

Reasons for increasing carbon credit purchase and retirement

N= 66

Scored importance of reasons for increasing credit purchase and retirement (10 being high)

551

465

487

458

420

243

Continued business case / incentive

Trust that credits are delivering results

It counts to offset our GHG emissions

Increased commitment to emissions mitigation

Reputational benefit

Other

Total score

9

8

8

8

8

Median

0

8.3

7.0

7.4

6.9

6.4

3.7

Mean
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The most important reason for decreasing credit purchase and retirement is a redirection of funds to scope 1-3 action.

Reasons for decreasing carbon credit purchase and retirement

N= 9

Scored importance of reasons for decreasing credit purchase and retirement (10 being high)

46

41

38

35

34

33

31

28

7

10

Lack of continued business case/incentive

Redirecting funds to scope 1-3 action

Emerging reputational risk

Lack of trust that credits are delivering results

Redirecting funds to other priorities

It does not count to offset our scope 1-3 emissions

Macroeconomic environment

Other, because our emissions will decrease

Other, lack of clarity for implementation  of SBTi guidelines on BVCM

Other, We have no longer use the Carbon Neutral certification

Total score

6

5

5

5

4

5

5

10

7

10

Median

5.1

4.6

4.2

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.4

9.3

7.0

10.0

Mean
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N= 83

Barriers to spending more on carbon credits

N= 91

Motivation for purchasing carbon credits

Companies identify a number of barriers to spending more on 

carbon credits, notably the preferred focus on within value 

chain mitigation and concern about the quality of credits.

Companies highlight the need to reach net-zero globally as a 

motivation for purchasing carbon credits, and they want to be 

seen as climate leaders.

Motivations and barriers for purchasing and retiring carbon credits

61

59

38

35

35

26

17

16

2

Other

We want to make a claim (e.g., Carbon Neutrality)

Stakeholders (e.g., customers, investors) are demanding it

It is necessary to reach net-zero globally

We want to avoid public scrutiny

We want to be seen as a leader in corporate climate action

We want to strengthen our brand reputation

(e.g., by investing in things our consumers care about)

We have commitments outside SBTi that require

purchasing carbon credits

Competitors are all doing it

Count

40

35

29

27

24

20

18

7

Preferred focus on within 

value chain mitigation
Concern about supply-side quality 

of carbon credits
Fear of being accused of greenwashing 

if we purchase too many

Lack of policy incentives

Other

Lack of investor pressure

Lack of economic incentives

Not a strong enough green premium 

(e.g., lack of consumer demand)

Count
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N= 124 but respondents were able to select multiple options

The purpose for the purchase and retirement of carbon credits in the context of SBTi targets

How companies currently utilize or plan to utilize carbon credits in the context 
of their SBTi targets

63

43

42

41

15

5

We intend to purchase and retire carbon removal credits for the purposes of neutralizing residual

emissions once we have achieved our long-term SBT, at our Net-Zero target date

We expect to continue to purchase and retire carbon credits as we transition to Net-Zero

in line with SBTi’s recommendation that companies invest in mitigation beyond their value chains

Other

We do not purchase and retire credits

in the context of our SBTi targets

I don’t know

We purchase and retire carbon removal credits as

we transition to net-zero because we have set neutralization milestones

Count

Beyond value chain mitigation was the most commonly cited purpose for the purchase and retirement of carbon credits. 
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N= 89

Whether or not existing or anticipated market schemes provide 

sufficient clarity and/or incentives to influence behavior regarding the 

purchase of carbon credits

N= 66

How the organizations commitment to the SBTi was reported to 

influences the purchase and retirement of carbon credits

How the company’s commitment to the SBTi influences the purchase and 
retirement of carbon credits

40

20

6 9%

Count

Decreased

No impact

Increased

61%

30%

39

31

19 21%

35%

44%

Yes

I don’t know

No

Count

Most companies feel that existing or anticipated market 

schemes do not provide sufficient clarity or incentives to 

influence behavior. Note, this survey was conducted prior to 

latest guidance from VCMI and ICVCM.

Most companies say that their commitment to the SBTi has 

either had no impact (61%) or has increased (30%) their 

purchasing and retirement of carbon credits. Only 9% of 

companies say that it has decreased their purchasing and 

retirement of credits.
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N= 71 but respondents were able to select multiple options

Respondent companies’ reported rationale for not purchasing and retiring carbon credits

Rationale for not purchasing or retiring credits

39

32

29

29

23

16

15

15

13

9

Preferred focus on within value chain

Uncertainty about what investments and activities will count toward

claims/targets in the future under voluntary and/or regulatory frameworks

Fear of being accused of greenwashing

Concern about supply-side quality of carbon credits

Other

No perceived return on investment (ROI)

Lack of economic incentives

Lack of evidence for a green premium (e.g., lack of consumer demand)

Lack of policy incentives

Lack of investor pressure

Count

The companies not purchasing and retiring credits cite their preferred focus on within value chain abatement as the top reason 

for not purchasing carbon credits, followed by uncertainty about what will count towards claims and targets in the future.

Example quotes from interviews

• "There is a strong anti-carbon markets 

sentiment that will clobber us no matter what 

we do.“

• "It almost seems like a company looks better 

by doing less and not engaging with carbon 

markets at all."
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Factors which might incentivize companies that do not purchase and retire 
credits to start doing so

N= 69

Scored importance of different factors which might incentivize the purchase and retirement of carbon credits (10 being high)

448

441

430

394

390

376

298

108

If we could get tax incentives from doing it

If our customers start to demand it

If our investors start to demand it

If we could make an externally approved claim about it

If our competitors invest in it

If we could receive some form of recognition

/credit from SBTi for doing it

If we received additional points from CDP for doing it

Other

Total score

7

7

7

7

7

6

5

1

Median

6.6

6.5

6.4

5.7

5.7

5.5

4.4

4.3

Mean

Companies not currently purchasing carbon credits indicate that they would do so if their customers and investors demand it  

and if they could receive a tax incentive for doing so. Claims and recognition were also cited as important.
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Whether companies purchasing and retiring carbon credits make claims, and 
how claims impact brand value

N= 79

How valuable claims are for respondent companies’ brands

N= 99

Whether or not the respondent company makes claims related to 

purchase and retirement of carbon credits

50

41

8 8%

Count

No

Yes

I don’t know

51%

41%

21

28

18

5

7

27%Very valuable

Somewhat valuable

Count

Neutral

Not valuable

I don’t know

35%

23%

6%

9%

The majority of companies (62%) stated that these claims are 

valuable to their brand.

51% of respondent companies make claims related to the use 

of carbon credits.
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N= 165

Whether or not companies perceive a need for an externally validated 

claim to incentivize the purchasing and retirement of carbon credits 

The role of claims in incentivizing purchase and retirement of carbon credits

131

21

13

I don’t know

Yes

13%

Count

79%

8%No

79% of respondent companies see a need for externally 

validated claims to incentivize the purchasing and retirement 

of carbon credits.

Types of incentives and whether they would incentivize carbon credit 

purchase and retirement (count)

For companies purchasing and not purchasing credits, 

externally endorsed claims about actual carbon credit 

purchase and retirement, as well as externally managed 

public leaderboards were seen as valuable incentives.

N= 144

24%
35%

49%Externally endorsed claim about actual

carbon credit purchase and retirement

Externally managed public leaderboard

21

28%
23%

41%

34%
40%

27%

35

Externally endorsed claim about target

carbon credit purchase and retirement

51%

33

14%

38

36%
Other

70
41

59
50

48
57

30
8

NoYes I don’t know
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N= 120. Note this was an open text question and some respondents specified multiple options. Those reporting “other” referred to Gold Standard, Verra, governments.

Preference for which organization/body takes responsibility for managing potential claims for investment in carbon credits (note this survey 

was conducted before the release of the VCMI Claims Code of Practice)

The role of the SBTi and others in managing claims and incentivizing purchase 
and retirement of credits

42

22

12

12

33

Other

35%

Count

No preference

SBTi

CDP

VCMI

18%

10%

10%

27%

Companies had a preference for SBTi taking responsibility for managing claims related to carbon credits, but a lot of 

companies also stated that they didn’t have a preference.
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Introduction

Summary of BVCM corporate engagement results

Aggregated survey responses by topic and question:

1. Contextual questions

2. Purchase and retirement of carbon credits

3. Financing mitigation beyond the value chain through mechanisms other than carbon credits

Disclaimer

Contents



38

N= 176

Financing BVCM through mechanisms other than carbon credit purchase and 
retirement

N= 82

Yes

No

Don’t know

8222% 2% 23%

7029% 7% 14%

2429% 21%

52%

50%

46%

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi

but a plan to do so soon

Commitment to SBTi

Targets validated by the SBTi

14

38

12

18

Less than 1 year

1-5 years

6-10 years

More than 10 years

17%

46%

15%

22%

The majority of respondent companies that are providing non-

credit based BVCM finance (46%) have been doing so for 

between 1 and 5 years.

47% of respondent companies reported that they are 

financing mitigation beyond the value chain through 

mechanisms other than carbon credit purchase and 

retirement.

Number of respondent companies financing mitigation beyond the 

value chain through mechanisms other than carbon credit purchase 

and retirement

Length of time that respondent companies have financed mitigation 

beyond the value chain through mechanisms other than carbon 

credit purchase and retirement
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Budgeting and pricing mechanisms for determining non-credit based BVCM 
financing

N= 67

7

5

57

We spend a percentage of our

annual revenue

Other

We spend in proportion to unabated emissions

based on a defined cost of carbon

Count

10%

7%

83%

There is no clear consistent way in which companies determine budget for financing BVCM through mechanisms other than 

carbon credits.

How respondent companies determine annual spend non-credit based BVCM financing

147

1,360

Mean amount of finance, million USD

0

Examples of “Other”:

“These investments are part of an 

overall investments strategy where we 

define the amounts invested with an 

asset allocation plan aiming to be 

achieving several goals: returns, 

diversification, sustainability, in line with 

a defined risk appetite.”

“Based off budget approved which each 

year can vary.”

“Some of these activities are closely 

related to our business strategy, so we 

finance via corporate budgeting.”
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Examples of “Other”:

“Low carbon technology business unit.”

“Investment and lending arms.”

“There is not a single business unit responsible for these investments. 

The budget used for investments is based on the type of project 

implemented.”

“We have various business units, project teams, innovation teams etc. 

that are responsible for different aspects of these projects.”

“Public policy.”

“Combination of business units.”

“Facilities management”

Decision-making with regards to the budget for non-credit based BVCM 
financing

N= 74

Other

1%

Finance

Strategic management

Sustainability

Operations

Product or service development

Technology and process development

Corporate Relations

15%

Procurement, logistics, and distribution

22%

27%

22%

9%

1%

1%

1%

Business units responsible for the budget for non-credit based 

BVCM financing

Investment teams, strategic management teams and sustainability teams are cited as having responsibility for non-credit 

based BVCM budgets, and many companies report that it sits across multiple business units.
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The types of non-credit based BVCM financing activities

53

29

29

18

16

11

9

5

Methane destruction (e.g., landfill gas projects)

Renewable energy investment

Other

Supporting climate advocacy organizations

Financing green investments/technology (e.g., 

R&D for precision agriculture technologies or CDR technologies)

Just Transition financing

Climate adaptation finance

Industrial gas investments (e.g., N2O destruction)

Count

Renewable energy investment was the most commonly reported beyond value chain mitigation financing activity, followed by 

financing green investments and tech and supporting climate advocacy organizations. 

N= 73

Activities financed by respondent companies through non-credit based mechanisms beyond the value chain

Note this is not the volume of finance but the count of respondents stating that they finance each activity

Examples of “Other”:

“Early-stage nature-based removal activities.”

“We support organizations that complement 

our sustainability initiatives, such as academia 

and research.”

“Batteries (utility scale).”

“Mangroves.”

“Investing in regenerative agriculture beyond 

our value chain at landscape level.”



4242

Measurability of results, the institutional stability and quality of 

the organizations being financed, and the presence of co-

benefits were the most common quality dimensions assessed 

by companies.

The business activity and strategy of the organization was the 

most frequently identified factor in determining the types of 

activities a company finances, followed by the existence of 

environmental and social co-benefits.

N= 170

The factors respondent companies consider when selecting which 

types of activities to finance beyond the value chain

Factors and quality dimensions considered when selecting types of non-credit 
based BVCM financing activities

64

46

34

27

26

21

4

The business activities and strategy of our organization

Whether the associated activity will deliver other

environmental and social co-benefits (e.g., adaption)

The geographical location of our operations

or consumer markets

How I want our brand to be perceived in the market

Whether the associated activity will help

prevent ecological tipping points

What my consumers are passionate about

Other

Count

N=68 but respondents were able to select multiple options

44

41

39

38

38

26

20

2

7

Measurability of results

Institutional stability and quality of the organizations

The presence of co-benefits

Additionality

Potential return on investment (ROI)

Permanence

Supporting those at highest risk of the negative impacts

of climate change

We do not assess quality dimensions

Other

Quality dimensions assessed by respondent companies
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N= 64

Change in non-credit based BVCM financing over time

N= 75

8%

23% 4% 49%Increased 25%

Remained the same 75%

Decreased

I don’t know

53

12

0

1030%

4% 5553%22%

Decrease

22%Increase

75% 8Remain the same

I don’t know

1

0

Targets validated by the SBTi

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

Commitment to SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi but a plan to do so soon

No current plans to commit to the SBTi

Targets validated by the SBTi

No current commitment to SBTi but a plan to do so soon

Commitment to SBTi

86% of respondent companies that finance BVCM through 

non-credit based mechanisms expect to increase financing 

over the next 5 years. 75% of those companies have a 

commitment to the SBTi or validated targets. 

71% of respondent companies that finance BVCM through 

non-credit based mechanisms reported an increase in 

financing over the last 5 years. 74% of those companies have 

a commitment to the SBTi or validated targets. 

Reported change in non-credit based BVCM financing over the last 5 

years

Expected change in non-credit based BVCM financing in the next 5 

years 
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The most important reason for increasing non-credit based BVCM financing is trust that investments are delivering results, 

followed by a continued business case and incentive.

Reasons for increasing non-credit based BVCM financing over time

N= 54

Scored importance of reasons for increasing non-credit based BVCM financing over time (10 being high)

438

429

416

398

285

135

Trust that the investments are delivering results

Continued business case / incentive

Increased commitment to emissions mitigation

Reputational benefit

It counts to offset our scope 1-3 emissions

Other

Total score

9

8

8

8

6

Median

0

8.1

7.9

7.7

7.4

5.3

2.5

Mean
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Only one respondent company reported decreasing non-credit based BVCM financing, and that company attributed this to 

several reasons including the macroeconomic environment, inability to use BVCM to offset value chain emissions, the need to 

redirect funds to scope 1-3 action and to other priorities and a lack of business case or incentive.

Reasons for decreasing non-credit based BVCM financing over time

N= 1

Scored importance of reasons for decreasing non-credit based BVCM financing over time (10 being high)

10

10

10

10

9

7

Macroeconomic environment

Because it does not count to offset our GHG emissions

Redirecting funds to scope 1-3 action

Redirecting funds to other priorities

Lack of continued business case/incentive

Lack of trust that it is delivering results

Emerging reputational risk

Other

Total score

0

0

10

10

10

10

9

7

Median

0

0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

7.0

Mean

0.0

0.0
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N= 57

Barriers to financing more non-credit based BVCM

N= 67

Motivation for non-credit based BVCM financing

Companies identify a number of barriers to financing more 

BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms, notably the 

lack of economic incentives. Lack of policy incentives and 

preferred focus on value chain mitigation were also important.

Companies are motivated to finance BVCM through non-

credit based mechanisms as they believe it is necessary to 

reach net-zero globally and they want to be seen as climate 

leaders.

Motivations and barriers for non-credit based BVCM financing

45

43

35

33

22

15

14

11

8

5

It is necessary to reach net-zero globally

We want to reduce the price of removals needed to neutralize

our residual emissions at our net-zero target date

We have commitments that require financing these actions

We want to be seen as a leader in corporate climate action

We want to strengthen our brand reputation

(e.g., by investing in things our consumers care about)

We want to make a claim (e.g., Carbon Neutrality)

Other

Stakeholders (e.g., customers, investors) are demanding it

Competitors are all doing it

Count

We want to avoid public scrutiny

28

23

22

20

16

16

14Lack of investor pressure

Lack of economic incentives

Count

Other

Lack of policy incentives

Not a strong enough green premium

(e.g., lack of consumer demand)

Preferred focus on within value chain

Fear of being accused of greenwashing
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N= 67

Whether or not existing or anticipated market schemes provide 

sufficient clarity and/or incentives to influence behavior regarding 

financing of non-credit based BVCM

N= 59

How the organizations commitment to the SBTi was reported to 

influence financing of non-credit based BVCM

How the organizations commitment to the SBTi influences non-credit based 
BVCM financing

34

24

1 2%

No impact

Increased

Count

Decreased

58%

41%

33

5

29

No

43%I don’t know

Yes

Count

49%

7%

49% of companies feel that existing or anticipated market 

schemes do not provide sufficient clarity or incentives to 

influence behavior with regards to this sort of financing, while 

43% companies are not sure.

Most companies say that their commitment to the SBTi has 

either had no impact (58%) or has increased (41%) their 

financing of BVCM though non-credit based mechanisms. 

Only 1 company said that it had decreased their commitment.
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Factors which might incentivize companies which do finance BVCM through 
non-credit based mechanisms to finance more

N= 206

Scored importance of different factors which might incentivize the financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms (10 being high)

485

475

432

419

401

382

377

307

73

If we could get tax incentives from doing it

If our investors start to demand it

If our customers start to demand it

If we could receive some form of recognition/

credit from SBTi for doing it

If our competitors invest in it

Guidance for actioning on and prioritizing investments

Guidance for credibly reporting on these investments

Total score

Other

If we could make an externally approved claim about it

8

8

8

8

7

7

7

5

Median

0

7.8

7.5

7.0

6.9

6.7

6.4

6.3

5.2

3.2

Mean

Companies already financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms indicate that they would finance more if their 

investors and customers demand it, if they could receive some form of recognition or credit from SBTi for doing so, and if they 

could receive tax incentives for doing so. 
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N= 66 but respondents were able to select multiple options

Respondent companies’ reported rationale for not financing of non-credit based BVCM

Rationale for not providing non-credit based BVCM finance

26

21

20

17

16

13

11

10

10

9

9

Lack of economic incentives

Uncertainty about what investments and activities will count toward claims/

targets in the future under voluntary and/or regulatory frameworks

Fear of being accused of greenwashing

Other

No perceived ROI

Preferred focus on within value chain

Difficulty measuring impact of investments

Lack of existing claims regarding investments

Lack of investor pressure

Lack of policy incentives

Lack of evidence for a green premium (e.g., lack of consumer demand)

Count

The companies not financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms cite uncertainty about what will count towards 

claims and targets in the future as the main reason for not financing BVCM in this way.

Examples of “Other”:

“Not our business.”

“We are financing adaptation instead.”

“We don't currently but will in the future.”

“In the end, the main reason is risk and 

uncertainty.”

“As a small company with limited budget, we 

see potential to achieve greater impact 

through existing mechanisms (VCMs) than 

through developing direct investment.”
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Factors which might incentivize companies that do not finance BVCM through 
mechanisms other than carbon credits to do so

N= 59

Scored importance of different factors which might incentivize financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms (10 being high)

342

342

336

331

325

321

318

224

32

If our investors start to demand it

If our customers start to demand it

Guidance for credibly reporting on these investments

If we could receive some form of recognition/

credit from SBTi for doing it

If our competitors invest in it

If we could make an externally approved claim about it

Guidance for actioning on and prioritizing investments

Total score

Other

If we could get tax incentives from doing it

7

6

7

7

6

6

5

4

Median

0

5.9

5.8

5.7

5.7

5.5

5.4

5.3

3.9

1.4

Mean

Companies not financing BVCM through non-credit based mechanisms indicate that they would do so if their customers 

demand it, if they had guidance on credibly reporting on investments and if they could receive some form of recognition or 

credit from SBTi for doing so.
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Whether companies providing non-credit based BVCM finance make related 
claims, and how claims impact brand value

N= 59

How companies that do make claims perceive their value in terms of 

impact on the brand

N= 67

Whether or not the respondent company makes claims related to non-

credit based BVCM financing

31

29

7

Yes

No

Count

I don’t know

46%

10%

43%

24%Very valuable

Somewhat valuable 29%

Neutral

Not valuable

I don’t know

Count

22%

7%

19%

The majority of companies see claims as valuable to their 

brand. 53% of companies already making claims said that 

they were valuable, and 61% of all companies said that an 

externally validated claim would be valuable.

There were more companies that reported that they are not 

making claims on non-credit based BVCM financing activities 

than companies that did report to make related claims.

Not valuable

Very valuable

I don’t know

Somewhat valuable

Neutral

11%

34%

Count

27%

16%

12%

All companies’ perspectives on whether an externally validated claim 

would be valuable for their brand

N= 143
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N= 148

Whether or not companies perceive a need for an externally validated 

claim to incentivize non-credit based BVCM financing

The role of claims in incentivizing non-credit based BVCM financing

92

32

24

Yes

No

I don’t know

Count

62%

22%

16%

Most companies (62%) see a need for an externally validated 

claim to incentivize investments in non-credit based BVCM 

financing.

Types of incentives and whether they would incentivize non-credit 

based BVCM financing (count)

For companies already financing non-credit based BVCM, tax 

incentives and externally endorsed claims about investments 

were seen as valuable incentives.

N= 138

66

61

43

12

28

44

13

41

48

51

53

28

Tax incentive

Externally endorsed claim

about actual investment

Externally managed public

leaderboard

Externally endorsed claim

about target investment

Other

30

38
47

Yes No I don’t know

Example quotes from interviews

• "Claims are too technical for 

customers, but they are very 

important for rankings, ratings, 

investors, and peers“

• "[Having claims about BVCM] 

makes it easier to internally 

challenge when a project comes 

with a lower ROI but will bring a 

bigger benefit for society." 
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N= 74. Note this was an open text question and some respondents specified multiple options. Those reporting “other” referred to ISO, audit firms, trusted third parties.

Preference for which organization/body takes responsibility for managing potential claims for financing of non-credit based BVCM (note this 

survey was conducted before the release of the VCMI Claims Code of Practice)

The role of the SBTi and others in managing claims and incentivizing non-credit 
based BVCM financing

32

22

14

7

4

Other

30%

CDP

No preference

SBTi

VCMI

43%

# of responses

19%

9%

5%

43% of companies had no preference for which organization manages claims related to financing of non-credit based BVCM, 

but 30% of respondents selected SBTi as their preference.
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Introduction

Summary of BVCM corporate engagement results

Aggregated survey responses by topic and question:

1. Contextual questions

2. Purchase and retirement of carbon credits

3. Financing mitigation beyond the value chain through mechanisms other than carbon credits

Disclaimer

Contents
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• The SBTi accepts no liability for the reliability of any data provided by third parties.

• The contents of this Report may be used by anyone provided acknowledgment is given to the SBTi. Permission to use does not represent 

a license to repackage or resell any of the data reported to the SBTi or contributing authors and presented in this Report. If you intend to 

repackage or resell any of the contents of this Report, you need to obtain prior written permission from the SBTi.

• No representation or warranty (express or implied) is given by the SBTi as to the accuracy or completeness of the information, insights, 

results and/or opinions contained in this Report. You should not act upon the information contained in this Report without obtaining specific 

professional advice. To the extent permitted by law, the SBTi does not accept or assume any liability, responsibility or duty of care for any 

consequences of you or anyone else acting, or refraining to act, in reliance on the information contained in this Report or for any decision 

based on it.

• All information and views expressed herein by the SBTi are based on their judgment at the time this Report was prepared and are subject 

to change without notice due to economic, political, industry and firm-specific factors.

• The data contained in this Report is not intended to constitute or form the basis of any advice (financial or otherwise) and the SBTi does 

not accept any liability for any claim or loss arising from any use of or reliance on the data or information.

Disclaimer
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sciencebasedtargets.org

/science-based-targets

@ScienceTargets Science Based Targets

info@sciencebasedtargets.org

IN COLLABORATION WITHPARTNER ORGANIZATIONS
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