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ABSTRACT 

 

The debate on climate change has moved from a question of whether humans are responsible to 

how best to address man-made greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that are the cause.  The United 

States has yet to pass any legislation that aggressively and appropriately addresses this issue.  In 

the absence of legislation mandating emission reductions, many voluntary GHG tracking and 

reduction programs have surfaced.  The main objective of this project is to profile the 

participants of three differing GHG tracking and reduction programs in order to determine 

specific criteria used when deciding to join a particular program.  The results conclude that the 

sector of the participant company could be a major determining factor when joining a voluntary 

program.  Those companies in the highest emitting sectors tend to join the least stringent 

voluntary program that does not include reduction goals.  Additionally, companies that are 

publically traded and produce end products for consumer use are more likely to join a more 

rigorous program that contains reduction goals.  Finally, the creation of regulations for voluntary 

programs could serve as a basis for future mandatory legislation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

  The United States has yet to pass any legislation to aggressively address issues relating 

to climate change.  That being said, there is growing support to study climate change more 

seriously, especially regarding legislation aimed at cutting greenhouse gases (GHGs).   Every 

sector of our economy is realizing that this legislation is no longer an ambiguous possibility, but 

a certain eventuality that many companies are addressing proactively.  The argument has moved 

from denying that GHG emissions are causing climate change to discussing the best way to 

address this proven fact. 

 With the lack of legislation both nationally and internationally relating to global warming 

causing GHG emissions, many voluntary GHG tracking programs have emerged and are 

attracting a growing and diverse membership.  Companies from different industries are 

participating in these programs in increasing numbers, even though participation costs the 

companies resources and time.  Past studies have concluded that members of these programs 

believe that being proactive in the face of potential future regulation will put them in a better 

position once the regulations are instituted.  Many studies have found that regulatory pressures 

are a significant factor when companies decide to join voluntary environmental programs 

(Khanna, et al 2007). 

 This paper will profile membership in three separate voluntary GHG tracking and 

reduction programs.  By profiling the membership of the differing programs, this paper will 

hypothesize why companies choose to participate in a particular voluntary GHG program.   It 

will also compare and contrast three national GHG tracking programs in the United States:  the 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Climate Leaders Program, the Chicago Climate 
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Exchange (CCX) and the Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) Voluntary GHG Reporting 

Program.  This project will look for evidence to support the following reasons companies may be 

enrolling in voluntary GHG tracking programs: 

 The ability to promote that the company is making positive and proactive steps to help 

the environment provides the company with positive reaction from consumers and 

potential consumers while lessening the impact of future losses in shareholder value 

(Koehler 2007). 

 Companies are participating in a voluntary program as a way to meet their specific 

company sustainability goals. 

 The business sector plays a large role in deciding which voluntary program to join.  

Larger-emitting entities (ex., power plants) may join less stringent programs, while 

smaller-emitting companies may join more strict programs since they have less emissions 

overall. 

 International companies are prompted to enroll in programs to compete in the global 

market.  Studies have found that multinational corporations were more likely to 

participate in voluntary environmental programs (Khanna, et al 2007). 

 Companies involved in one program are likely to become a member of another program 

since they have already gathered all of the necessary data. 

 Companies that perceive a shift in market demand toward more green products are more 

likely to participate in voluntary environmental programs (Koehler, 2007).  Studies have 

found that companies that produce end use goods sold in the market place are more 

exposed to consumer pressure and therefore are more likely to join these programs 

(Khanna, et al 2007). 
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 Market pressures also may come from investors.  Companies that are publicly traded may 

be more likely to participate in voluntary environmental programs (Koehler, 2007). 

2.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

This evaluation selected three specific GHG tracking programs located in the United States.  

These programs are: 

 The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Climate Leaders Program 

 Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) 

  The Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) Voluntary GHG Reporting Program.   

These particular programs were chosen because of their varying requirements that will be 

discussed in depth.  In addition, the programs were chosen to represent three different levels of 

requirements for participation.  The EIA program is the least stringent, the EPA program is more 

stringent, and the CCX is the most rigorous program chosen.  The specific goals and objectives 

of each of these programs are outlined below.  Each of the programs allow companies to 

voluntarily report their GHG emissions with the goal of reduction but differ on how much 

reduction, how this reduction is to be achieved and the amount of time allowed to achieve the 

goal.  These methods and requirements are discussed in depth in section 3.   

 Next, lists of participants in each of these programs were analyzed using the following 

criteria that were chosen based on the aforementioned theories for participation:  

1. Does the sector of the company determine the company’s participation in one program over 

another? 

2. Does the company promote its participation in a particular program on its website?  This 

criterion could show that companies promote their participation on the website to 

communicate their proactive behavior to consumers and other stakeholders. 
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3. Does the company have overall sustainability goals posted on its website?  If a company has 

overall sustainability goals that they promote, then joining a voluntary GHG tracking and 

reduction program may help it reach its overall sustainability goals.   

4. Is the company involved in another of the other voluntary programs?   If so, companies that 

already track their emissions for one program may chose to join more than one since the data 

is already collected. 

5. Does the company work internationally?  International companies may be more likely to join 

voluntary programs in order to compete in the global marketplace. 

6. Is the company publicly traded in a financial marketplace?  Companies may join to appease 

market pressure from stakeholders. 

7. Does the company produce end goods sold directly to consumers?  If the company perceives 

a trend toward “green” activities, it may be more likely to join a voluntary GHG tracking 

and reduction program. 

Data for each of the program participants was gathered from each participating company’s 

website (if available).  Evaluation of data includes the coding of results by using the following 

categories:  

 Common themes or patterns in the membership of each program based on the criteria 

chosen. 

 Deviation from patterns. 

 How the emerging pattern relates to each of the original assumptions for participation. 

A data matrix is also used to organize and better evaluate the outcomes. 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF VOLUNTARY GHG PROGRAMS 

3.1 History of Voluntary GHG Tracking Programs 

 

 On February 14, 2002, President Bush committed the United States to an ambitious 

climate change strategy “to reduce the greenhouse gas intensity of the American economy (how 

much we emit per unit of economic activity) by 18 percent by 2012” (White House 2005).  This 

commitment communicated to companies and consumers that reducing GHG emissions was a 

national priority.  Although this did provide some direction for companies, there is yet any 

legislation to address GHG emissions.  That being said, the 110
th

 Congress (2007-2008) has seen 

an introduction of 24 separate bills addressing GHG emission limits and 9 additional bills 

focused on GHG reporting (PEW 2008).   

In recent years the nation has seen growth in the number of voluntary GHG reporting 

programs.   This paper focuses on three separate voluntary GHG reporting programs (see Table 

1).  All of these programs allow companies to voluntarily report their GHG emissions with the 

goal of reduction, but differ on how much reduction, how it is reported and how the information 

is shared.  To date, there are no specific guidelines or requirements for voluntary GHG reporting 

and/or reduction programs.  The purpose of voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs is 

to first be able to determine baseline emissions and track the progress being made to reduce this 

baseline.  Each of the voluntary programs chosen for this study has determined different ways to 

achieve this goal.   

3.2 EIA’s Voluntary GHG Reporting Program Background 

 

  The Energy Information Administration (EIA) overseas the Voluntary Reporting of 

Greenhouse Gases Program that was created in 1992 by the leadership of the Clinton 

Administration under the Framework Convention on Climate Change (EIA 2007).  The EIA is a 
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statistical agency of the U.S. Department of Energy that was created in 1977 to act as a policy-

neutral agency collecting data to better inform the public regarding the relationship between 

energy and the economy.  The Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Program was primarily 

designed so that any emission-emitting agency or company could become a member and have a 

place to report activities that reduce emissions, create or use offsets, and participation in carbon 

sequestration programs.  This program also allows its participants to report their GHG emissions 

and start a record of their emissions over time.  It is not legally binding, does not require a 

reduction goal and does not provide assistance in creating a reduction goal.  The U.S. 

Department of Energy released new guidelines for the program in 2007. 

 The EIA program covers four GHGs: CO2, methane, nitrous oxide and halogenated 

substances.  Members can define their own scope of the emissions reports.  The EIA does 

provide two separate forms for reporting, one for emissions and one for emission reduction 

activities.  Members of the EIA program do not need to report total emissions in order to report 

emissions reduction or sequestration efforts.  This is different from the other two programs 

profiled in this report.   

The EIA identified the following as benefits in joining the program:  to gain recognition for 

environmental stewardship, be able to inform the public of the voluntary steps the company is 

making towards reducing emissions, to demonstrate support for voluntary approaches to 

achieving environmental policy goals, and to contribute to information exchanges on the most 

effective way to reduce GHG emissions (EIA 2007).  There is no fee for joining the EIA’s 

voluntary program.  The most recent available list of participants is from 2005 and shows 220 

reporting entities. 
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3.3 EPA Climate Leaders Program Background 

 

This voluntary program was created by an industry-government partnership and works with 

companies to create an emissions reduction goal and GHG inventory program to track their 

progress. The EPA states that “Partners also identify themselves as corporate environmental 

leaders and strategically position themselves as climate change policy continues to unfold” (EPA 

2006).   The Climate Leaders reporting includes six main GHG gases, as defined by the Kyoto 

protocol.  The specific protocol followed by the Climate Leaders Program is based on an existing 

corporate GHG inventory protocol developed by the World Resources Institute (WRI) and the 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) entitled The Greenhouse Gas 

Protocol (WRI 2004).  The reporting requirements for the Climate Leaders Program include the 

following:  an Inventory Management Plan, the Annual GHG Inventory Summary and Goal 

Tracking Form, and the review process (EPA 2007).  The EPA provides up to 80 hours of 

technical assistance in developing each partner’s Inventory Management Plan and base year 

inventory (EPA 2006).    

The EPA specifies what benefits members receive when they join the Climate Leaders 

Program.  The EPA will include participants in national press events, public service 

announcements, articles in trade publications, case studies highlighting partner achievements and 

a full-page corporate profile on the Climate Leaders Program’s website. 

The EPA program does not mandate a specific reduction target, but requires partners to “set 

an aggressive corporate-wide GHG emissions reduction goal to be achieved over the next 5 to 10 

years” (EPA 2006).  Partners also are encouraged to publicize their participation and 

accomplishments in the program.   The EPA identified the following as benefits for members 

who join the Climate Leaders Program:  being identified as an environmental leader, increasing 
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efficiency and reducing energy costs, creating a record of emissions, receiving technical 

assistance to develop a GHG inventory, and promoting partnership with a credible, transparent 

GHG reporting mechanism (EPA 2007).  When data on the Climate Leaders Program was 

accessed in February 2008, there were 153 Climate Leaders partner companies that represent 

more than 8 percent of the total GHG emissions in the United States (EPA 2007).  The program 

is free to join, and there are no annual fees. 

3.4 Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) Background 

 

 CCX is a voluntary GHG allowance and trading system that was first created in 2003.  It 

is “the world’s first and North America’s only legally binding rules-based greenhouse gas 

emissions allowance trading system, as well as the world’s only global system for emissions 

trading based on all six greenhouse gases” (CCX 2007).  Members make a voluntary, but legally 

binding, commitment to GHG emission reduction targets on an annual basis.  Those that emit 

below the target are able to sell back credits while those that emit above the target must purchase 

offsets referred to as “CCX Carbon Financial Instrument (CFI) contracts”.  Each CFI contract 

represents 100 metric tons of CO2 equivalents.  A CFI is comprised of offset projects that are 

registered by another type of membership with CCX and are international in scope.  Therefore, 

those companies that emit more than their target are required to buy offsets for that additional 

carbon in the form of CFIs.  All reporting is subject to external audits by the Financial Industry 

Regulatory Authority (FINRA). 

 Data from 2007 indicates there were a total of 98 entities reporting to the CCX.  The 

program identifies the following as benefits to joining the program:  being prepared for future 

mitigation, proving action on climate change to stakeholders, driving policy developments, 

gaining leadership recognition by early entry, and establishing a track record of carbon initiatives 
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(CCX 2008).  The requirements of the program are completion of a program-wide Baseline and 

Compliance report, emissions reporting, verification and compliance.  The program has an 

annual fee, which is based on the baseline level of emissions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5   GHG Voluntary Reporting and Reduction Programs Summary 

 

 Table 1 shows a comparison of the three chosen voluntary GHG programs.  The EIA 

program is the least stringent in that it does not involve a program fee, is not legally binding, 

does not provide specific technical assistance, and does not require a specific reduction goal.  

The EPA Climate Leaders Program also does not have a program fee, nor is it legally binding.  

However, it does offer 80 hours of technical assistance with the initial creation of goals and an 

emissions strategy.  Finally, the CCX does have a program fee, is legally binding and does 

provide a large amount of technical information on its website for members.  There is also a 

specific reduction goal that must be met by all members. 

 

Voluntary 

Program 
Year Started 

Program 

Fee 

Legally 

Binding 

Technical 

Assistance 
Reduction Goal 

EIA 

Reporting 
1992 No No Page on website 

No specific reduction 

goal 

EPA CL 2002 No No 

80 hours of initial 

goal creation 
assistance 

Flexible, allows 

company to set goals 

CCX 2003 Yes Yes One page on website 
Minimum of 1% 

reduction per year 

Table 1 – Overview of Voluntary GHG Reporting Programs 
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4.0   RESULTS 

4.1   Participant Sectors 

 

 The first criterion was to identify the particular sector of each participant of each 

program.  Given that the three voluntary programs vary widely in the processes and requirements 

for participants, it was important to look at the particular sector in which each member was doing 

business.  The electricity generation sectors, mainly utility companies, emit a much larger 

amount of CO2 and other GHGs than other sectors.  According to the Pew Center on Climate 

Change, “As of the year 2000, in the United States, generation of electricity was responsible for 

33% of total US GHG emissions; transportation 27%, industry 19%, agricultural 8%, 

commercial establishments 7%, and residences 5%” (PEW 2008).   Figure 2 shows the sector 

profile of each program.   

The significant finding of the sector profiles of each program is that the largest 

percentage of utilities that account for the largest amount of GHG emissions participate in the 

EIA’s program, which is the least rigorous and does not require a specific reduction goal.  The 

CCX has a wide range of participants from differing sectors, with the largest percentage being 

from the manufacturing sector.  Figure 3 shows a comparative analysis of the major GHG 

emitting sectors.  The EPA program members are mainly from the manufacturing sector, which 

will be discussed further in Section 4.7.  Overall, the sector analysis shows a large difference in 

the profile of each of the programs.  The larger-emitting sector of utilities joined the less 

stringent program (EIA), while companies in the manufacturing and industrial sectors tended to 

join either the CCX or EPA programs, which are more rigorous. 
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16%
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35%
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Figure 2:  Sector Profiles 
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4.2 Promotion of Participation on Website 

 

 The next criterion that was examined was whether or not each company advertized or 

posted its participation in a particular program on its website.  Therefore, each member’s website 

was researched for this content.  The premise of this criterion is that the participant desires the 

ability to promote that the company is making positive and proactive steps to help the 

environment.   Studies have shown that being able to promote green activities may provide the 

company with positive reaction from consumers and potential consumers while also lessening 

the impact of future losses in shareholder value (Koehler 2007). 

This analysis shows that the vast majority of the EIA participants do not promote their 

membership on their websites.  The largest percentage of members promoting their participation 

in a particular voluntary reporting program was those in the Climate Leaders Program.  More 

than one-half of the members of the CCX program also promoted their involvement on their 

websites.  See Figure 4 for a summary of this analysis.  Based on the analysis, companies that 

would like to promote their participation on their website may choose a more rigorous program 

over a less stringent one. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EPA CLNo

16%
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84%

CCXNo

21%

Yes

79%

EIA

No

55%

Yes

45%

Figure 4:  Website Information 
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4.3 Overall Company Sustainability Goals 

 

 An overall sustainability goal theoretically would be a large motivator for a company to 

participate in a voluntary GHG tracking and reduction program.  Companies could use their 

participation in a voluntary GHG tracking and reduction program as one way to reach their 

overall corporate sustainability goals without having to create their own program.  The next 

criterion examined is if each participating member has overall sustainability goals on its website.   

 As Figure 5 shows, the vast majority of both the EPA Climate Leaders and the CCX 

members do have overall sustainability goals.  The majority of EIA program members do not 

have overall sustainability goals on their website.  Figure 6 shows a comparative analysis of each 

of the three programs.   Based on this criterion, it would appear that a company that has overall 

sustainability goals is more likely to join a more rigorous program than a company that does not 

have overall sustainability goals.  

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

EIA EPA CL CCX

No

Yes

Figure 5:  Comparative Analysis of 

Sustainability Goals
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4.4 International  

 

 Next, participant companies were evaluated as to whether or not they operated in the 

global marketplace or only domestically.  This criterion would suggest that if a company 

operates on an international scale, they are more motivated to join a more rigorous program.  

Studies have found that multinational corporations were more likely to participate in voluntary 

environmental programs (Khanna, et al 2007). 

  The European Union has already passed legislation to cut GHG emissions, and 

international companies are prompted to enroll in programs that do the same in order to compete 

in the global market.   Companies that do business in countries that already have laws and 

regulations for GHG emissions may be more likely to join a voluntary program in the U.S. in 

order to standardize their production, management and distribution processes (Khanna, et al 

2007).   

 Figure 6 shows the results of this criterion analysis.  The majority of the members of the 

EIA program are utilities that operate only domestically.  CCX program members were almost 

exactly one-half international and one-half domestic, while the majority of the EPA members do 

operate internationally.  Overall, companies that operate on a global scale seem to be more likely 

to join a more rigorous voluntary tracking program than companies that operate only nationally. 
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4.5 Participation in One or Both of the Other Programs 

 

This criterion was evaluated to determine if there was a large number of cross memberships 

between the three chosen voluntary programs.  The assumption is that companies involved in one 

program are likely to become a member of another program because they have already gathered 

all of the necessary data. 

EPA CL

Yes

75%

No

25%

CCX

Yes

50%

No

50%

EIA

No

77%

Yes

23%

Figure 6: International Profile 
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Refer to Figure 7 for the results of this analysis.  Overall, there were a very small 

percentage of companies involved in multiple programs.  With a total of 421 companies 

participating in the three programs, only 38 companies were involved in more than one program.  

Therefore, this criterion was not determined to be a significant factor in companies joining 

voluntary GHG tracking programs.  

 

4.6 Publicly Traded Companies 

 

This criterion was chosen to determine if stakeholders provided a significant incentive for 

companies to join voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs.  Companies that are publicly 

traded may be more likely to participate in voluntary environmental programs (Koehler, 2007).  

A company that is publicly traded is generally seen as having a larger responsibility to its 

stakeholders.  With a growing trend toward companies demonstrating actions that are considered 

Figure 8:  Number of Companies Reporting to Multiple Programs
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“green” (good for the environment), many companies are facing these new expectations from 

investors. 

 Figure 9 shows the results of this analysis.  For the EIA program, this theory does not 

seem to apply, because the majority of participants are not publicly traded entities.  The CCX 

program has a slight majority of members who are publicly traded, while the EPA program has 

an even larger majority of members who are publicly traded.  Therefore, this analysis supports 

the above theory for both the CCX’s and EPA’s programs, but not for the EIA’s program.  This 

may be because the EIA program is not a strict program with regard to reducing GHG emissions, 

so stakeholders may not see participation in EIA as taking real action.  It would seem that 

publicly traded companies are more likely to join either the CCX or EPA programs because they 

are well publicized and also contain a mandatory reduction in emissions. 
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4.7 Produce End Goods Sold to Consumers 

 

This criterion was chosen to address the issue of market pressure by consumers.  Companies 

that perceive a shift in market demand toward more “green” products are more likely to 

participate in voluntary environmental programs (Koehler, 2007).  Therefore, companies that 

produce end use goods sold in the market place are more likely to join these types of programs 

(Khanna, et al 2007). 

 Referring to Figure 9, a majority of all three programs have members with end goods sold 

to consumers.  The EIA program has a slight majority of members producing consumer goods.  

Both the EPA CL and CCX have a large majority of its members producing end goods for 

consumer purchase.  This data supports the theory mentioned above and could be a major driver 

for companies to join voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs.  This data could indicate 

that companies that sell end goods to consumers are more likely to join a voluntary GHG 

tracking program than companies that do not produce end goods. 
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5.0   DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1    Discussion of the Results 

5.1.1   EIA Voluntary GHG Reporting Program 

 

 The EIA Voluntary GHG Reporting Program is the least rigorous program and does not 

require reduction in order to report emissions, nor does it require specific reduction strategies.  

The membership profile of this program shows that majority of the members are utilities, with 

the second largest group being manufacturing.  Aside from transportation, utilities and 

manufacturing make up the largest percentage of GHG emissions in the United States.   

 Based on this analysis, the highest emitters of GHGs are more likely to join the EIA 

program over the other two discussed.  EIA program participants are also mainly domestically 

operating companies that do not have to respond to international pressure to reduce global CO2 

levels.  The utilities will be impacted the most from any national domestic legislation that would 

require mandatory reductions of GHGs.  A major reason for these utilities to join the EIA 

program could be to begin creating a GHG baseline inventory over a period of years in order to 

be prepared for legislation that seems increasingly inevitable.  Promotion of involvement in a 

voluntary GHG program does not appear to be a factor with the EIA program.  Unlike the EPA 

program, the EIA program does not offer much for its participants to advertise or promote their 

involvement.   

 Other criteria that do not seem to be major factors in motivating participation in the EIA 

program are companies being publicly traded or having overall sustainability goals.  Companies 

producing end goods directly available to consumers seem to have a slightly higher membership, 

but not a significant amount to conclude that this is a main factor.   
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5.1.2 EPA Climate Leaders Program 

 

The EPA Climate Leaders Program is the most high-profile of the three programs 

examined.  The program offers a large amount of free publicity to its members.  Looking at the 

sector profiles, the manufacturing sector makes up the largest percentage of the program.  The 

analysis concludes that companies participating in a voluntary GHG tracking and reduction 

program and operate on an international scale are more likely to join the program than either of 

the other two programs.   

The majority of members of the EPA program do have overall sustainability goals, which 

may also be a determining factor.  It is a way for companies to inexpensively communicate to 

their stakeholders that they are taking action on climate change and sustainability.  A large 

percentage of companies in this program were publicly traded and also produced end products 

sold to consumers.  This data supports the above-mentioned theory that stakeholders and 

consumers could be a driving force in companies joining a more rigorous voluntary GHG 

tracking and reduction programs that contain mandatory reductions in emissions. 

 

5.1.3 Chicago Climate Exchange 

 

 The Chicago Climate Exchange proved to be the most interesting case study of this 

analysis.  The profile of the participants is quite varied and covers a large variety of sectors.  The 

international profile was equally international and domestic, so where they operate may not be a 

determining factor. 

 This analysis of participant website data shows that the largest determining factor for 

joining the CCX may be the existence of an overall firm sustainability goal.  The CCX is known 

as the only legally binding cap and trade system for emissions in the United States.  Any 
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company joining CCX would be communicating to its stakeholders that it is serious about 

achieving its overall corporate sustainability goals.  Analysis showed that a majority of CCX 

members were publicly traded.   

 One of the most conclusive criterions analyzed was the production of end use goods for 

consumers use.  As stated earlier, studies have shown that companies that produce end use goods 

sold in the marketplace are more exposed to consumer pressure (Khanna, et al 2007).  A large 

majority of the CCX member companies did produce end products sold to consumers, a fact 

which could support the theory that either perceived or real consumer pressure could be a driver 

to join voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs.   

 

6.0 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR POLICY 

6.1 Overall Conclusions 

 

 This study set out to profile three separate voluntary GHG tracking and reduction 

programs in order to determine motivators for participating in one program over another.  After 

analyzing each program participant profile, the following generalizations can be made: 

 The sector of a company largely determines which voluntary program it joins.  The 

majority of the largest emitting sectors joined the least rigorous program of the three. 

 Companies that operate on the international market seem more likely to join a program 

with reduction targets than the EIA program, which does not require reductions of 

emissions. 

 Companies with overall corporate sustainability goals could be more likely to join and 

promote their involvement in the EPA program. 
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 Companies with end products available to consumers seem more likely to join a 

voluntary GHG tracking and reduction program. 

 Companies that are publicly traded and therefore under stakeholder and investor pressure 

may join a voluntary program that offers higher publicity over a program that does not. 

The purpose of voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs is to first be able to 

determine baseline emissions and track the progress being made to reduce this baseline.  

Companies have many options when choosing to join a voluntary GHG tracking and reduction 

program.  The three programs chosen all have the same overall goal of reducing or offsetting 

GHG emissions, but have chosen three separate methods, which were discussed in Section 3, in 

order to achieve this goal.  Each program chosen has increasing requirements for participants, 

with the EIA program the least rigorous and the CCX program the most.   

6.2 Recommendations for Policy 

 

Looking at the overall results, it appears that the largest emitters of GHGs are doing the least 

amount to reduce their emissions.   In order to increase voluntary participation of these large 

emitters to ensure a significant reduction in emissions, the government should create guidelines 

for voluntary programs to follow.  All programs should require a reduction goal to achieve the 

overall impacts needed to slow climate change.  Programs that allow their participants to simply 

record their emissions or register offsets do not necessarily result in reduction of emissions.   

In the absence of federal legislation to regulate GHG emissions, guidelines for voluntary 

programs need to be created to ensure the maximum amount of participation, particularly from 

sectors that create the largest percentage of GHG emissions.  These guidelines could then serve 

as a basis for a mandatory cap on emissions in the future.  If all voluntary programs followed the 
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same general structure, there would be less of an impact on the economy as a whole once 

legislation is passed and mandatory limits replace these voluntary programs.  A more streamlined 

approach to voluntary GHG tracking and reduction programs would serve to simplify the process 

once emissions tracking and reduction become obligatory, mitigating the impact of mandatory 

legislation on the U.S. economy.  
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APPENDIX 

 

Corporate Participants in EIA, EPA CL and CCX 

 

EIA 
EPA Climate 

Leaders 

Chicago Climate 

Exchange 
3M Abbott A&N Electric Cooperative 

Abbott Abitibi-Consolidated  
Abe Krasne Home 

Furnishings, Inc. 

ACE Group of Companies Agrium U.S. Inc. AES Hawaii, Inc. 

Advanced Micro Devices, 

Inc. * 
Allegheny Energy Inc. AES SeaWest, Inc.  

Aggregate Industries 
Alliant Energy Corporate 

Services Inc. 
AES Shady Point, LLC 

Agilent Technologies American Electric Power AES Thames, LLC 

Air Products and 

Chemicals, Inc. 

American Municipal 

Power-Ohio 
AES Warrior Run, LLC 

Alcan Aluminum 

Corporation * 
Amtrak 

Alabama Biomass Partners, 

Ltd 

Alcoa Inc. * Aracruz Celulose S.A. 
Alcan Primary Products 

Corporation, Sebree Works 

Alticor Inc. 
Arcelor Mittal Florestas 

Ltda 

Algonquin Power - 

Cambrian Pacific Genco  

LLC 

American Electric Power Aspen Skiing Company Allegheny Energy, Inc. 

American Water 
Associated Electric 

Cooperative, Inc. 
Allergan, Inc. 

Anheuser-Busch 

Companies, Inc. 

Atlantic County Utilities 

Authority 
Alliant Energy  

Applied Materials, Inc. Avista Corporation 

Ameren Corporation 

(formerly UE, CIPS, 

CILCO, IP) 

Ball Corporation * 
Bank of America 

Corporation 

American Electric Power, 

Inc. 

Baltimore Aircoil Company Baxter International Inc. 
American Municipal Power 

- Ohio 

Bank of America 

Corporation 
Bayer Corporation Anoka Municipal Utility 

Baxter International Inc. * Cargill, Incorporated Aquila, Inc. 

Benziger Family Winery 
Cenibra Nipo Brasiliera 

S.A. 

Arizona Portland Cement 

Co. 

Best Buy Co., Inc. 
Central Vermont Public 

Service 

Arizona Public Service 

Company 

Boise Cascade City of Aspen Asheville Landfill Gas LLC 



 27 

Burt's Bees, Inc. City of Berkeley BARC Electric Cooperative 

California Portland Cement 

Co. 
City of Boulder Baxter Healthcare Inc. 

Calpine City of Chicago Berkshire Power LLC 

Campbell Soup Company City of Fargo Biomass Partners, LP 

Capital One Financial 

Corporation 

City of Melbourne, 

Australia 
Blue Source, LLC 

Casella Waste Systems, Inc. 

* 
City of Oakland BMW US Holding Corp.  

Caterpillar Inc. City of Portland BNSF Railway Company 

Cherokee Investment 

Partners 

Companhia de Gas de Sao 

Paulo -  Comgas 

Bountiful City Light & 

Power 

Cisco Systems, Inc. Concord Steam Corporation BP America 

Citigroup Inc. Corn Plus LLP 
Bristol-Myers Squibb 

Company 

Coca-Cola Enterprises Dow Corning 
Burlington County Board of 

Chosen Freeholders 

Codding Enterprises DTE Energy Inc 
California Portland Cement 

Co. - Colton Plant 

Conestoga-Rovers & 

Associates 
DuPont 

California Portland Cement 

Co. - Mojave Plant 

Conservation Services 

Group 
Duquesne Light Company 

Cambrian Energy 

Development LLC 

Coors Brewing Company Duratex S.A. 
Cargill, Inc. - Oil Seeds 

Division 

CSX Transportation, Inc. Eastman Kodak Company 
Carolina Power & Light 

Company 

Cummins Inc. Ford Motor Company Catawba Landfill Gas, LLC 

Cytec Industries Inc. Freescale Semiconductor CDX Gas, LLC 

Deere & Company Green Mountain Power Cedar Falls Utilities 

Dell Inc. Hadlow College Chevron Corporation 

DPR Construction, Inc. 
Honeywell International 

Inc. 

Choptank Electric 

Cooperative 

Duke Energy 
Hoosier Energy Rural 

Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Cinergy Corp. 

DuPont Company IBM 
City of Austin Electric 

Utility (Austin Energy) 

EarthColor Intel Corporation City of Palo Alto Utilities 

Eastman Kodak Company * Interface, Inc. City Public Service 

Ecolab Inc. International Paper City Utilities of Springfield 

EcoPrint Jim Walter Resources, Inc. Cleco Corporation 

EMC Corporation King County, Washington CMS Energy 

Entergy Corporation Klabin S.A. CMV Joint Venture 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/conservationservicesgroup.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/conservationservicesgroup.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/coorsbrewingcompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/csxtransportationinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/cumminsinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/cytecindustriesinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/deerecompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/dellinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/dprconstructioninc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/dukeenergy.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/earthcolor.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/ecolabinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/ecoprint.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/emccorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/entergycorporation.html
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Exelon Corporation Knoll, Inc. CNX Gas Corporation 

Fairchild Semiconductor 

Lancaster County Solid 

Waste  Management 

Authority 

CommonWealth Bethlehem 

Energy, LLC 

Fetzer Vineyards * Manitoba Hydro 
CommonWealth New 

Bedford Energy LLC 

First Environment, Inc. * Masisa S.A. 
COMMSCOPE 

CATAWBA PLANT 

FPL Group, Inc. * MeadWestvaco Corp. 
COMMSCOPE 

CLAREMONT PLANT 

Frito-Lay, Inc. Meister Cheese Co. LLC 
COMMSCOPE CONOVER 

REEL RECYCLING 

Gap Inc. 
Miami-Dade County, 

Florida 

COMMSCOPE 

Headquarters- Hickory 

General Electric Company Michigan State University 
COMMSCOPE NEWTON 

PLANT 

General Motors Corporation 

* 
Monsanto Company 

COMMSCOPE 

SCOTTSBORO PLANT 

Genesis Microchip Inc. Motorola, Inc. 
CommScope Solutions 

(1111 Digital Dr) 

Genzyme Corporation Neenah Paper Incorporated 
CommScope Solutions 

(1300 E. Lookout Dr) 

Green Mountain Energy 

Company 

New Belgium Brewing 

Company 

COMMSCOPE SPARKS 

PLANT 

Greenstar North America NRG Power Marketing Inc. 
COMMSCOPE 

STATESVILLE PLANT 

Harbec Plastics Ozinga Bros., Inc. 
Community Electric 

Cooperative 

Harrah's Entertainment 
Petroflex Industria 

e Comercio SA 

CONNECTIVITY 

SOLUTIONS 

MANUFACTURING Inc. 

Hasbro, Inc. * PinnOak Resources LLC Consol Coal Group 

Haworth, Inc Potash Corporation 

Consolidated Edison 

Company of New York, 

Inc. 

Holcim (US) Inc. * Premium Standard Farms Constellation Energy 

Honeywell Inc. Puget Sound Energy, Inc. 
County Sanitation Districts 

of Los Angeles County 

HSBC - North America 
Reliant Energy Services 

Inc. 

DADS Landfill / Dept. Of 

Env. Health 

IBM Corporation * Rhodia Energy Brasil Ltda 
DaimlerChrysler 

Corporation 

Intel Corporation 
Roanoke Electric Steel 

Corp. 

Dakota Gasification 

Company 

Interface, Inc. * Rolls-Royce DeBourgh Manufacturing 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/exeloncorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/fairchildsemiconductor.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/fetzervineyards.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/firstenvironmentinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/fplgroupinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/fritolayinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/gapinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/generalelectriccompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/generalmotorscorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/generalmotorscorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/genesismicrochipinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/genzymecorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/greenmountainenergycompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/greenmountainenergycompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/greenstarnorthamerica.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/harbecplastics.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/harrahsentertainment.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/hasbroinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/haworthinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/holcimusinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/hsbcnorthamerica.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/ibmcorporation.html
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Company 

International Paper * 
Sacramento County, 

California  

Delaware Electric 

Cooperative 

Johnson & Johnson * Safeway, Inc. 
Delaware Solid Waste 

Authority 

Johnson Controls, Inc. 
San Joaquin Regional Rail 

Commission 
Dominion Generation 

Kellogg Company Smithfield Foods, Inc. 
DTE Energy/ Detroit 

Edison 

Kimberly-Clark 

Corporation 
Smurfit-Stone Duke Energy Corporation 

Kohl's Department Stores Sony Electronics Inc. Dynegy,  Inc. 

Kroenke Sports Enterprises 
Square D/Schneider Electric 

N.A. 
Edward Olthoff 

L.L. Bean, Inc. State of Illinois Energy Developments, Inc. 

Lafarge North America Inc. State of New Mexico 
Energy Management 

Partners, LP 

Lincus, Incorporated Steelcase Inc. Entergy Services, Inc. 

Lockheed Martin 

Corporation * 
STMicroelectronics 

Environmental Synergy, 

Inc. 

Lucent Technologies Inc. Stora Enso North America Exelon Corporation 

Mack Trucks, Inc. (MTI) 
Suzano Papel E Celulose 

SA 
FirstEnergy Corporation 

Mantria Corporation TECO Energy, Inc. 
Fisher Scientific 

International Inc.   

Marriott International, Inc. Tembec Industries Inc. Florida Power Corporation 

Melaver, Inc. Temple-Inland Inc Ford Motor Company 

Merck & Co., Inc. Tufts University FPL Group 

Miller Brewing Company * 
United Technologies 

Corporation 
Gas Recovery Systems 

Millipore Corporation 
University of 

California, San Diego  
General Electric Company 

Mohawk Fine Papers Inc. University of Idaho General Motors Corporation 

MTC Limousine & 

Corporate Coach, Inc. 
University of Iowa 

Golden Valley Electric 

Association, Inc 

MWH Global, Inc. University of Minnesota Granger Electric Company 

National Geographic 

Society 
University of Oklahoma Granger Energy, LLC 

National Renewable Energy 

Laboratory * 

Veolia Environmental 

Services North America 

Corp. 

Greater New Bedford 

Regional Refuse Mgt 

District 

NCR Corporation 
Wasatch Integrated Waste 

Management Authority 

Hanes Dye and Finishing, 

Butner Plant 

NiSource Inc Waste Management  Hanes Dye and Finishing 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/johnsonjohnson.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/johnsoncontrolsinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/kelloggcompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/kimberlyclarkcorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/kimberlyclarkcorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/kohlsdepartmentstores.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/kroenkesportsenterprises.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/llbeaninc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/lafargenorthamericainc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/lincusincorporated.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/lockheedmartincorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/lockheedmartincorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/lucenttechnologiesinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/macktrucksincmti.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/mantriacorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/marriottinternationalinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/melaverinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/merckcoinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/millerbrewingcompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/milliporecorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/mohawkfinepapersinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/mtclimousinecorporatecoachinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/mtclimousinecorporatecoachinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/mwhglobalinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/nationalgeographicsociety.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/nationalgeographicsociety.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/nationalrenewableenergylaboratory.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/nationalrenewableenergylaboratory.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/ncrcorporation.html
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Winston-Salem Plant 

Noble Corporation  
Hawaiian Electric 

Company, Inc. 

North Bay Construction  
Highland Industries, 

Inc.Cheraw Finishing Pt 

Novelis Corporation  

Highland Industries, 

Inc.Kernersville Finishing 

Pt 

NVIDIA Corporation  Hollomon Family 

Office Depot  IBM 

Oracle Corporation  
Indiana Univ., School of 

Public & Envir. Affairs 

OSRAM SYLVANIA  
International Truck and 

Engine Corporation 

Owens Corning  JEA 

PepsiCo  Jim Walter Resources, Inc. 

Petaluma Poultry  Johnson & Johnson 

Pfizer Inc. *  
Kansas City Power & Light 

Company 

Pizza Fusion  
Kern County Waste 

Management Department  

PPG Industries, Inc.  
KeySpan Energy 

Corporation 

Praxair, Inc.  
Klickitat County Public 

Utility District No. 1 

Public Service Enterprise 

Group (PSEG) * 
 Landfill Energy Systems 

Quad/Graphics Inc.  
Lehigh Cement Co. (fmrly 

Lehigh Portland Cement Co 

Random House, Inc.  

Lehigh Cement Co. 

(formerly Calaveras Cement 

Co.) 

Raytheon Company *  
Los Angeles Department of 

Water and Power 

Roche Group U.S. 

Affiliates 
 

Lower Colorado River 

Authority 

Rockwell Collins, Inc.  Lucent Technologies Inc. 

Sandy Alexander  Mallinckrodt, Inc. 

SC Johnson *  Maple Springs Laundry 

Shaklee Corporation *  
McMinnville Electric 

System 

Smithfield Foods, Inc.  McNeil Generating Station 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/noblecorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/northbayconstruction.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/noveliscorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/nvidiacorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/officedepot.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/oraclecorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/osramsylvania.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/owenscorning.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/pepsico.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/petalumapoultry.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/pfizerinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/pizzafusion.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/ppgindustriesinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/praxairinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/publicserviceenterprisegrouppseg.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/publicserviceenterprisegrouppseg.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/quadgraphicsinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/randomhouseinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/raytheoncompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/rochegroupusaffiliates.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/rochegroupusaffiliates.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/rockwellcollinsinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/sandyalexander.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/scjohnson.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/shakleecorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/smithfieldfoodsinc.html
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Sonoma Wine Company  
Mecklenburg Electric 

Cooperative 

Sprint  Michael Paul Taylor 

St. Lawrence Cement *  Michigan CAT 

Staples, Inc. *  
Middlesex Generating 

Company, LLC 

Steelcase Inc.  Minnesota Power 

Sterling Planet, Inc.  

Minnesota Resource 

Recovery Association 

(MRRA) 

STMicroelectronics *  
Mitsubishi Motors North 

America, Manuf. Inc. 

Stora Enso North America 

Corp. 
 Model City Energy, LLC 

Sun Microsystems, Inc. *  Montauk Energy Capital 

Target Corporation *  Moorhead Public Service 

Tate Access Floors  
Municipal Electric Auth of 

Georgia (MEAG Power) 

Tenneco  Mystic Development, LLC 

Teradata Corporation  Nashville Electric Service 

Tetra Tech EM Inc.  National Grid 

The Boeing Company  
National Spinning Co. Inc.- 

Alamance Dye  

The Clorox Company  
National Spinning Co. Inc.- 

Alamance Yarn 

The Collins Companies  
National Spinning Co. Inc.- 

Beulaville 

The Dow Chemical 

Company 
 

National Spinning Co. Inc.- 

Whiteville 

The Estée Lauder 

Companies Inc. 
 

National Spinning Co., Inc. 

Washington 

The Hartford  
National Spinning Inc. 

Warsaw 

  Natural Power 

* Charter partner  
NC Muni Landfill Gas 

Partners, LLC 

  
Nebraska Public Power 

District 

  
New Jersey Meadowlands 

Commission 

  New York Power Authority 

  Newton Landfill Gas, LLC 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/sonomawinecompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/sterlingplanetinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/sunmicrosystemsinc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/targetcorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/tateaccessfloors.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/tenneco.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/teradatacorporation.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/tetratecheminc.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/theboeingcompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/thecloroxcompany.html
http://www.epa.gov/stateply/partners/partners/thecollinscompanies.html
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  NiSource/NIPSCO 

  Nissan North America, Inc. 

  Noranda Aluminum Inc. 

  
North Carolina Biomass 

Partners 

  
North Carolina Electric 

Membership Corporation 

  
Northern Neck Electric 

Cooperative 

  
Northern Virginia Electric 

Cooperative 

  
Ocean County Landfill 

Corporation 

  
Oglethorpe Power 

Corporation 

  
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Co. 

  
Old Dominion Electric 

Cooperative 

  
Omaha Public Power 

District 

  
Pak-Lite, Inc. - Mebane 

Plant 

  Palmer Capital Corporation 

  Peabody Energy 

  PEI Power Corp 

  Pepco Holdings Inc 

  
Pfizer Pharmaceuticals LLC 

- Arecibo 

  PG&E Corporation 

  Pitt Landfill Gas, LLC 

  
Polar Refrigerant 

Technology, LLC 

  Polar Technology, LLC 

  
Portland General Electric 

Co. 

  Prime Tanning Co., Inc. 

  
Prince George Electric 

Cooperative 

  
Public Service Company of 

New Mexico 

  
Public Service Enterprise 

Group 
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Public Utility District No. 1 

of Snohomish County 

  Rangely Weber Sand Unit 

  
Rappahannock Electric 

Cooperative 

  Reliant Energy, Inc. 

  
Republic Metals 

Corporation 

  Rolls-Royce Corporation 

  
Sacramento Municipal 

Utility District 

  Santee Cooper 

  Seattle City Light 

  
Seminole Electric 

Cooperative, Inc. 

  Seneca Energy II, LLC 

  
Seneca Energy II, 

LLC_Ontario LFGE 

  
Shenandoah Valley Electric 

Cooperative 

  
Sikorsky Aircraft 

Corporation 

  Smithfield Foods, Inc. 

  
South Carolina Electric & 

Gas Company 

  
Southeastern Biomass 

Partners, LP 

  
Southern California Edison 

Co. 

  Southern Company 

  
Southside Electric 

Cooperative 

  Springs Global US, Inc.  

  
State Farm Mutual 

Automobile Insurance Co. 

  Sunoco, Inc. 

  
Sustainable Development 

Technology Corporation 

  Tacoma Power 

  Tampa Electric Company 

  Tennessee Valley Authority 

  
The Dow Chemical 

Company 

  The Empire District Electric 
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Co. 

  
The Estee Lauder 

Companies 

  
Toyota Motor North 

America, Inc. 

  TS Designs, Inc. 

  
Tucson Electric Power 

Company 

  TXU 

  US Energy Biogas Corp. 

  
Utah Municipal Power 

Agency 

  
Valdese Manufacturing 

Company 

  
Vermont Public Power 

Supply Authority 

  Waste Management, Inc. 

  
Waverly Light & Power 

Company 

  We Energies 

  
Wisconsin Public Power 

Inc. 

  Wyeth Biotech 

  Xcel Energy 

  
Zeeland Board of Public 

Works 

 

 

 

 


