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(The first 17 questions are about the organization submitting the response) 
 

18. Please provide any feedback on the proposal to refine the definition of scope 2, to 
emphasize its role within an attributional value chain GHG inventory and clarify that 
scope 2 must only include emissions from electricity generation processes that are 
physically connected to the reporter’s value chain, excluding any emissions from 
unrelated sources? 
 
Please note that feedback on specific changes to the location- and market-based method can be 
provided in sections 4 and 5. 
 

The proposed scope 2 definition update claims to clarify that scope 2 must only include emissions from 
physically connected generation. However, this is a fundamental point which RECS wishes to challenge. 
Physical connection between electricity production and consumption must reflect how electricity systems 
and markets operate.  
Electricity markets operate through traded balancing responsibilities, not the transfer of physical 
electrons. Electricity does not move through the grid as a directed flow, it is moves as untraceable 
electromagnetic current. System operators balance frequency, which they continuously manage without 
regard to which generator serves which load. Power markets cannot adjust at this speed, so commercial 
transactions are virtual and do not map onto physical flows. Deliverability or physical traceability 
therefore has no meaning in an interconnected AC grid. 
The emissions source is only relevant for the reporting entity. Attempting to “increase accuracy” by 
adding temporal or locational matching requirements reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of book-
and-claim systems. According to ISO 22095 and ISO FDIS 13659, attribution-based market instruments 
such as GOs and RECs, based on accepted chain-of-custody models, do not rely on demonstrating 
physical delivery. 
Power markets and attribute markets are two distinct systems with different purposes. The “indirectness” 
of electricity use is not a flaw of EACs, but a consequence of the fact that physical delivery from a specific 
generating unit cannot be guaranteed (more in Q75). Grid operation prioritizes system stability and public 
welfare — not corporate disclosure claims. The draft language implies that claiming 100% renewable 
electricity is misleading because it does not reflect physical grid flows. However, the issue is not one of 
exaggerated claims. As highlighted in CDP’s own analysis cited in the consultation, larger companies 
already tend to report lower renewable percentages than smaller users, and only about half of claims are 
ultimately recognized. This indicates cautious claiming, not over-claiming. 
The recent GHGP blog frames continent-wide single-market practices as a limitation, but in the European 
context these are the foundation of the Single Market - where energy, labour, and goods flow freely 
across borders. Introducing bidding-zone-based boundaries as a corrective for “accuracy” does not 
strengthen comparability; it fragments it since the size, number, and configuration of bidding zones vary 
widely across countries and reflect policy or operational choices rather than consistent physical or market 
realities. We recognize the motivation to reduce misuse. However, making legitimate mechanisms harder 
to use often reduces participation, without producing the intended improvements in environmental 
impact. As CDP also notes, unbundled [annual] EACs and supplier contracts remain the most widely 
accessible route for renewable procurement. For these reasons, we do not believe the proposed 



 

 

requirements would improve accuracy or comparability in practice. 
 
 

19. Please provide any feedback on the proposal to clarify the LBM definition to reflect scope 
2 emissions from generation physically delivered at the times and locations of 
consumption, with imports included in LBM emission factor calculations where applicable? 

 
Please note that feedback on specific changes to the location-based method can be provided in 
section 4. 

The aim of the revision to “reflect generation physically delivered at the times and locations where 
consumption occurs” overlooks the fact that the LBM is fundamentally a policy-based market modelling 
exercise. It is not a representation of how the power system operates in practice, since physical 
deliverability of a given unit of generation is not possible through electromagnetic power grids. Instead, 
generation input and consumption off take are balanced across grids to maintain the required operating 
frequency. Electricity is not like water in a pipe flowing from A to B. It is more like a wave, which moves 
energy through the water without moving the water itself.   

More specifically, the LBM uses statistical market data rather than physical system behaviour, it 
averages all generation within an administratively defined market boundary that does not correspond to 
real physical balancing, it reflects policy choices about how to group producers and consumers rather 
than physics, and it produces an annual average market mix that has no relationship to real-time 
dispatch or the electromagnetic energy actually reaching any load. Because physical flows in Europe are 
set by SDAC’s algorithm through implicit market coupling (and similar systems elsewhere), neither 
location-based nor market-based accounting can claim physical deliverability. Both assign claims, while 
electricity grids are managed to balance the frequency. Indeed, there is no such thing as physical 
delivery of a given unit of energy from a producer to a consumer.  

The LBM provides only an indicative value based on a facility’s location, while the MBM is intended to 
reflect a company’s own choices and impact in its reporting. A clearer insistence on dual reporting as a 
requirementwould incentivize awareness of both the overall production mix (including imports and 
exports) and the reporting entity’s own initiative. Even the production mix is not determined at the 
national or even the bidding-zone level in a way that can support claims that the electricity in a given 
consumer’s plug is served solely by a given production device. In practice, the production is shaped by 
shared system dynamics, cross-border exchanges and policy choices. 

However, the current proposal (and the consultation questions) does not appear to maintain the dual-
reporting emphasis present in the previous Scope 2 text. We consider dual reporting essential and 
believe it should remain a core requirement. 

 
20. Please provide any feedback on the proposal to clarify the MBM definition to retain its 

existing basis, quantifying scope 2 from contractually purchased electricity via 
contractual instruments, while specifying temporal correlation and deliverability when 
matching instruments to consumption? 

 
Please note that feedback on specific changes to the market-based method can be provided in 
section 5. 
 

Quantifying Scope 2 from contractually purchased electricity via contractual instruments remains 
an essential. However, the claim that accuracy is improved through temporal correlation or 
deliverability requirements, as the draft revision currently proposes, is questionable. For example, 
two entities could both report “50% hourly matching”, but one could meet this entirely in low 
renewable or low carbon energy supply hours, while another only matches during high renewable 
or low carbon energy supply hours. The environmental effort, cost, and impact are not comparable 
between the two procurement approaches. This incentivizes pursuing low-hanging fruit rather than 



 

 

meaningful system impact. Even then, temporal correlation doesn’t mean consumption. The MBM 
exists precisely because all consumers draw from a shared grid mix. 

These proposals may also encourage procurement of always-available sources such as hydropower 
or nuclear, even when organisations may have legitimate reasons to prioritise other zero or low 
carbon electricity generation. Reporting entities should not be pushed toward technologies they do 
not support under the premise of “improving accuracy.” 

Section 3.2 references “aligning reported scope 2 emissions with electricity that could plausibly be 
supplied within the reporter’s value chain.” In book-and-claim chain-of-custody systems, specified 
characteristics are intentionally separated from physical product flows, leaving “plausible delivery” 
irrelevant and in the case of electricity, not possible (also see Q33, Q75). “The right to claim 
specified characteristics belongs exclusively to the owner of the TIEC [EACs] and does not require 
movement of physical material or product [...] ‘Attribution of material flows in and out’ is not 
applicable to the book and claim model.” (FDIS 13659, 4.1) Book and claim systems facilitate 
credible issuance, transfer, and retirement of TIECs  representing specified characteristics of 
material or product within a defined system boundary. (ISO FDIS 13659, 5.1, p. 7) 

For these reasons, we do not consider temporal matching or “plausible deliverability” requirements 
to be appropriate accuracy improvements for the market-based method. 

Instead, we propose: 

Monthly disclosure periods: A feasible improvement to today’s annual matching, without 
introducing the administrative and structural burdens of hourly matching. Even sticking to a strict 
calendar year annual matching prevents oversupply, avoids price distortion, simplifies statistical 
interpretation, and provides a stable base for voluntary improvements such as monthly matching. 

Strict dual reporting: Since contractual instruments are now far more widely available than in 
2014, dual reporting remains essential to reflect both grid context and the reporting entity’s 
procurement choices. 

(2,798 characters with spaces) 
 

21. Please provide any feedback on the proposed purposes of the location-based method. 

Please note that feedback on specific changes to the location-based method can be provided in section 
4. 

Allocating emissions based on a reporter’s contribution to aggregate grid demand” is not how LBM 
functions. The location-based method assigns the average grid emission factor of the politically 
determined geographic region (these are not necessarily determined in a way that shows the 
capacity of the grid to maintain electrical charge) — it does not allocate emissions at the level of 
individual demand. By contrast, residual mix calculations ensure that emissions are not double counted 
in the market-based approach. It is therefore unclear how the LBM, as described, improves 
comparability. 

22. Please provide any feedback on the proposed purposes of the market-based method. 

Please note that feedback on specific changes to the market-based method can be provided in section 
5. 
 
The purpose of the MBM is to estimate emissions on the basis of contractual instruments that 
enable specific claims about purchased electricity attributes. It is not designed to reflect 
deliverability of power in real time because there is no such thing as the deliverability of a 



 

 

given unit of power from producer to consumer. Both the LBM and the MBM assign claims of 
origin, while production and consumption are managed so as to maintain the grid frequency. 

In Europe, the physical electricity system has been shaped by over two decades of 
coordinated cross-border market integration. The Single Day-Ahead Coupling (SDAC) and 
related mechanisms ensure that grid balancing is optimized to maximize social welfare across 
interconnected markets. The welfare gains achieved through this integration are estimated to 
exceed €1 billion per year (EPEX SPOT, Fundamentals of European Electricity Markets; ACER 
Market Monitoring Report 2018 – Electricity Wholesale Markets). This demonstrates that 
physical dispatch outcomes are determined algorithmically across the region—not by the 
consumption or procurement choices of individual buyers. 

Scarcity and investment signals: Scarcity signals in a few hours cannot provide the stable, 
predictable pricing that renewable investors rely on. Long-term investment decisions depend 
on broader market trends, not short-term peaks. Procurement claims therefore need to be 
recognised as distinct from the physical factors that drive grid operation and investment 
decisions. The electricity price reflects physical system balancing, while EAC procurement 
reflects demand for renewable attributes—two separate incentives, not a single market 
signal.  

EAC systems differ widely across regions. The GO price in Europe is not an investment signal, 
and even the power price alone has not always been sufficient to secure the renewables 
needed for EU targets. While the GHGP draft frames the MBM as a driver of new renewable 
investment, in Europe GOs are not designed as an investment mechanism but as a disclosure 
system within a liberalized electricity market framework. Decisions on building new 
renewables are based on multiple factors including grid planning, spatial planning, support 
mechanisms, and macro-economic factors. The idea that shifting from annual to hourly EAC 
disclosure periods is fanciful.  

Grid optimization vs renewable attribute allocation: Grid balance optimization aims to 
maximize regional welfare, whereas renewable energy disclosure frameworks enable 
organizations to take responsibility for, and communicate, their procurement decisions. 

Making temporal matching mandatory would significantly narrow the practical avenues 
organisations currently have for impactful action. Many reporting entities prioritize other 
forms of contribution, such as supporting energy cooperatives, addressing energy poverty, or 
choosing NGO-led ecolabel schemes. These forms of social and systemic impact should not 
be discouraged by narrowing the permitted scope of legitimate procurement claims in the 
MBM. Temporal matching remains a niche practice, not a common market demand. As an 
organisation whose members are active participants across the electricity market, RECS has 
clear visibility that such requests are rare in practice and do not reflect mainstream consumer 
or market needs. It should not become a gatekeeping requirement that sidelines broader 
societal contributions while adding administrative and financial burdens for a misconceived 
notion of accuracy. 

It is unclear why the MBM should be positioned as a tool to directly “enable abatement 
planning and reduction target setting.” The MBM instead enables organizations to: 

• Benchmark performance against peers and industry competitors 

• Enhance stakeholder confidence through transparent public reporting 

• Meet growing customer and investor expectations for clear environmental accountability 

• Comply with regulatory disclosure requirements and global reporting frameworks 



 

 

• Demonstrate leadership in renewable procurement and contribute to constructive, informed 
policy dialogue 
 
(3,874 characters with spaces) 
 

23. On a scale of 1-5, do you support the update to the location-based emission factor hierarchy 
to identify the most precise location-based emission factor accessible according to 
spatial boundaries, temporal granularity, and emission factor type (consumption or 
production)? 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (full support) 
 
We suggest 1 
 

Please note this question only relates to the structure of the hierarchy, subsequent questions will 
address its intended use. 

24. Please provide your reasons for support, if any (select all options that apply) 
 

a. Agree that guidance on selecting location-based emission factors should be presented as a 
hierarchy 

b. Enhances the accuracy and relevance of the location-based method 
c. Enables use of emission factors that support abatement planning and target-setting 
d. Improves use of location-based method to provide risk and opportunity assessment related to 

consumption of grid electricity 
e. Aligns with emission factors used by your organization for location-based emissions reporting 
f. Aligns with emission factors used for mandatory or voluntary reporting in your region 
g. Prioritizes consumption-based factors that include imports/exports over production-based 

factors 
h. Clarifies application of the EF hierarchy (spatial > temporal > consumption-based > production- 

based) 
i. Agree with listing the most precise temporal granularity as “hourly” 
j. Agree with listing the most precise spatial boundary as “local boundary” 
k. Agree that the proposed spatial boundaries reflect electricity deliverability in your region 
l. Other (please provide) 

 
25. Please provide comments regarding your reasons for support. 

 
26. Please provide your concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting, if any (select all 

options that apply) 
a. Prefer guidance on selecting location-based emission factors to be identified as a single globally 

applicable option to increase comparability 
b. Concern about increased administrative burden and complexity from identifying the most 

precise emission factors accessible  
c. Concern that the most precise temporal granularity “hourly“ is too detailed  
d. Concern that the most precise spatial boundary, “local boundary”, is too narrow 
e. Concern that the proposed spatial boundaries do not reflect electricity deliverability in your 

region + 
f. Concern hierarchy does not align with emission factors used by your organization for location- 

based emissions reporting  
g. Concern hierarchy does not align with emission factors used for mandatory or voluntary 

reporting in your region 
h. Prefer a different order (e.g., consumption-based first, then spatial boundary, then temporal 

granularity) ? 
i. Unclear how the changes will affect your GHG emissions reporting  
j. Other (please provide) 



 

 

 
27. Please provide comments regarding your reasons for why you are not supporting (if any). 

 
Using production load profiles risks adding complexity without delivering any real benefit. Because 
these profiles rely on estimates rather than measured data, they cannot increase the accuracy of 
emissions allocation; instead they create the appearance of precision while relying on estimations. 
Market boundaries used in the LBM are not designed to reflect the physical reality of maintaining 
balanced charge on the grid, making this approach a misconceived notion of accuracy. In many EU 
countries smart meters are still not fully deployed, meaning time-resolved consumption data is 
unavailable. Smart meters are likely to be even less available in other less liberalised markets and 
systems. Resorting to load profiles for accuracy places unnecessary administrative burdens—
particularly on Balance Responsible Parties—without improving comparability or reflecting how the grid 
actually operates. Importantly, load profiling is a tool used by grid operators for system balancing and 
settlement, not a mechanism for consumer renewable claims or emissions allocation, and therefore 
brings no added environmental integrity. 

 
28. For different views on the order the hierarchy should be applied (e.g. preference for 

consumption- based emission factors, then spatial boundary, then temporal granularity) 
please explain the preferred order. 

 
 

 
29. Regarding regions that you operate in or have experience in, please provide comments on 

whether the LBM emission factor hierarchy allows you to identify an accessible emission 
factor that appropriately reflects how electricity is delivered in that region (please clearly 
identify the region you are referring to in your answer). 

 
 

30. Regarding regions that you operate in or have experience in, please provide comments on 
whether the LBM emission factor hierarchy is likely to cause any region-specific challenges 
in its application (provide specific examples, and clearly identify the region you are 
referring to in your answer). 

 
 

31. Do you agree that “local boundary” should be listed as the most precise spatial 
boundary for LBM emission factors? If not, select which should be listed as the most 
precise spatial boundary? 

a. Yes, I support local boundary as the most precise spatial boundary 
b. No, a more precise spatial boundary should be added 
c. No, a less precise spatial boundary should be used. Use Operational grid boundary 
d. No, a less precise spatial boundary should be used. Use Grid-wide or national boundary 
e. Other (describe) 

32. If you selected “Other” in question 31, please describe. 
 
National boundaries are described as “less precise”, based on the assumption that more local would be 
more precise. We don’t agree with this, France and Germany are single local ‘zones’ but the grid 
frequency in both is maintained due to consumption and production in both that is shared 
through an interconnected grid.  . 

 
33. Should the LBM emission factor hierarchy be adjusted to include the deliverable market 

boundaries outlined in the proposed MBM Methodologies for demonstrating deliverability 
where they do not already overlap? If so, should they be included in addition to, or as a 
replacement for, the spatial boundaries currently proposed in the hierarchy? 

a. No, different spatial boundaries are appropriate for the location-based and market-based 



 

 

methods  
b. Yes, include the MBM deliverability market boundaries in addition to the proposed LBM 

hierarchy (explain why they should be added) 
c. Yes, include the MBM deliverability market boundaries as a replacement for the proposed 

LBM hierarchy (explain why they should replace the current hierarchy) +  
d. Other (explain) 
e. Do not support boundaries as proposed in either method (explain alternative boundaries for 

the location-based emission factor hierarchy and how they support integrity, impact, and 
feasibility for a value chain inventory) 

 
34. Please provide additional explanations or further details regarding your answer to question 

33. 
Demonstrating physical deliverability, as noted in the previous questions, is not a reasonable expectation under 
either the LBM or the MBM. Not least because there is no such thing as the physical delivery of a unit of power 
from producer to consumer. There is only the input and off-tack of charge to and from the grid to maintain 
system balance.  Where dual reporting is required, national boundaries under the LBM may serve as an 
indicative reference alongside market boundaries under the MBM, but should not be interpreted as evidence of 
physical delivery. 
 

1.1.1 Addition of definition for “accessible” 
 

35. On a scale of 1-5 do you support the new definition of accessible: publicly available, free 
to use, and from a credible source? 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 
We suggest 4. The most “precise” data being accessible, in their view, may not have the biggest impact. 
 

36. Please provide your reasons for support, if any. Select all options that apply. 
a. Definition supports feasibility and lower-cost reporting 
b. Supports transparency and public verifiability of emission factors 
c. Implements a common comparability baseline across reporters 
d. Creates data equity for smaller reporters and underserved regions 
e. Encourages open publication of emission factors 
f. High quality accessible emission factors already exist for most markets globally today 
g. Ensures reporters can immediately apply the updated LBM hierarchy 
h. Clarifies reporting requirements 
i. Other (please explain) 

 
37. Please provide comments regarding your reasons for support. 

 
38. Please provide your concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting (if any). Select all 

options that apply 
a. Definition needs further clarification about what is recognized as a credible source 
b. Definition should not exclude emission factors that are publicly available and credible even if 

they have a reasonable associated cost (i.e. not free) 
c. A list of suitable location-based emission factors should be published for each region, rather 

than requiring reporters to individually determine what is accessible in their region 
d. Definition should also consider level of administrative effort in addition to external costs for 

emission factor data 
e. Another criterion should be added to the definition 
f. Other (please explain) 

 
39. Please provide comments regarding your reasons for concern (if any). 

The following questions (40-43) concern which entities should qualify as credible sources for accessible LBM 
emission factors to ensure transparency, faithful representation, and comparability. 



 

 

40. Which entities should qualify as credible sources (select all options that apply) 
a. Government agency 
b. System operator 
c. Recognized registry 
d. Accredited statistics body 
e. Independent methodology meeting minimum criteria (outlined in question 42) 
f. Other (please specify and explain) 

41. Please provide additional comments concerning your selected credible sources, including 
at least one example per region you operate in or have experience with, if possible. 

 
42. If you selected independent methodologies in question 40, please describe what 

documentation or assurance (if any) is needed for it to be recognised as a credible source? 
(select all that apply, then add brief detail): 

a. Publicly documented methods and system boundaries 
b. Update cadence (e.g., annual) and version control 
c. QA/QC procedures and uncertainty disclosure 
d. Governance/independence and conflict-of-interest safeguards 
e. Geographic/system boundary and temporal coverage fit for use 
f. Other (please explain) 

 
43. Please provide any additional comments concerning your selected minimum criteria in 

question 42 
 
 

1.1.2 Requirement to use the most precise location-based emission factor accessible. 
 

44. On a scale of 1-5 do you support the update to the requirement to use the most precise 
location-based emission factor accessible for which activity data is also available? 

Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 

45. Please provide your reasons for support, if any (select all that apply). 
a. Improves accuracy and scientific integrity of LBM results 
b. Strengthens transparency and public verifiability 
c. Enhances comparability across reporters and frameworks 
d. Better reflects grid operation in time and space, reduces misallocation 
e. Enables emission changes from storage and demand-flexibility to be reflected more accurately 
f. Prioritizes consumption-based factors that include imports/exports 
g. Aligns emission factor precision with available activity data 
h. Aligns positively with mandatory or voluntary reporting requirements in your region 
i. Enables use of load profiles when hourly activity data are unavailable 
j. Provides a common, accessible baseline for inventories 
k. Supports phased improvement as data availability expands 
l. Improves decision-usefulness for external disclosures 
m. Other (please provide) 

 
46. Please provide any additional comments regarding your reasons for support. 

 
47. Please provide your concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting (select all that 

apply). 
a. Concern about negative impact on comparability, relevance and/or usefulness of LBM 

inventories 
b. Concern that administrative, data management, and audit challenges posed by this approach 

would place an undue burden and costs on reporters 
c. Concern that the most precise spatial boundary in the LBM emission factor hierarchy, “local 

boundary’, is too narrow to require even when accessible 



 

 

d. Accessible factors may be less accurate than non-accessible options and primary users of 
emission reporting data may expect the most representative factors 

e. Material differences to inventory accuracy are too small to justify cost 
f. Concern about the update cadence or representativeness of datasets (hourly/monthly) 
g. Other (please provide) 

 
48. Please provide any additional comments regarding your concerns or reasons why you are 

not supporting (if any). 
 

49. For concerns or support for alignment with mandatory or voluntary reporting requirements 
in your region, please provide an example of the programmatic requirements and the 
impacts of these changes on alignment. 

50. For concerns that the most precise spatial boundary (local boundary) is too granular to be 
required even if emission factors are accessible, please outline why and identify whether 
reporting at this level of granularity should be a “may”, “should” or “shall not” 
requirement? 

51. For concerns that choosing an accessible factor over a more accurate “non-accessible” one 
can reduce accuracy and decision-usefulness please describe the conditions when a non-
accessible factor should be required to be used over an accessible one (e.g., material 
difference threshold, investor relevance), and what transparency/assurance is needed 
(public methods, QA/QC, independent assurance). Please note any cost/effort implications. 

 
External programs that use GHG Protocol generally support improving the accuracy and comparability of LBM 
results while balancing feasibility considerations. To help assess benefits relative to cost and effort in practice, 
please answer for your primary reporting/oversight context. 

 
52. Considering investor and assurance needs, how do the proposed location-based method 

revisions change the extent to which information is decision-useful to users relative to 
incremental cost and complexity for preparers? 

a. No meaningful improvement (unlikely to change decisions/interpretations)  
b. Minor improvement (noticeable but unlikely to change decisions) 
c. Moderate improvement (could change some decisions/assessments) 
d. Substantial improvement (likely to change decisions benchmarks) 
e. Not sure / no basis to assess 

 
53. Please provide additional context for your answer to question 52 

 
LBM isn’t decision-useful, it’s just an indicative number (as explained under Q19 and 21, among others). 

 
54. Considering investor and assurance needs, how do the proposed location-based revisions 

change the comparability of information relative to incremental cost and complexity for 
users? 

a. No meaningful improvement (unlikely to change comparability/interpretations) 
b. Minor improvement (noticeable but unlikely to change comparability) 
c. Moderate improvement (could change some comparability/assessments) 
d. Substantial improvement (likely to change comparability benchmarks) 
e. Not sure / no basis to assess 

 
55. Please provide additional context for your answer to question 54. 

 
56. For questions 52-55, please provide the basis for your assessment. 

a. Direct empirical analysis (e.g., back-testing with hourly factors) 
b. Operational experience (e.g. applying hourly LBM emission factors) 



 

 

c. Professional judgment informed by literature/briefings 
d. General awareness (no direct analysis) 
e. Prefer not to say 

 
The following questions refer to the availability of hourly data for LBM reporting. 

 
57. At the Operational Grid Boundary level (of the proposed location-based emission factor 

hierarchy), what share of your load has hourly emission factors accessible: (select one) 
a. 0% 
b. 1–25% 
c. 26–50% 
d. 51–75% 
e. 76–100% 
f. Unsure 
g. Not applicable 

 
58. Please provide additional context for the data sources included in your answer to question 

57. 

 
59. Please indicate the share of your load with hourly activity data available: (select one) 

a. 0% 
b. 1–25% 
c. 26–50% 
d. 51–75% 
e. 76–100% 
f. Unsure 
g. Not applicable 

 
60. If your answer to questions 57 & 59 includes significant geographical differences (some 

regions with hourly emission factor and higher volumes of hourly activity data, other 
regions with minimal hourly activity data and/or no hourly emission factors), please 
include additional context. 

 
61. When actual hourly activity data are unavailable, and solely to enable use of more precise 

LBM emission factors, the proposed revisions allow a reporter to use load profiles to 
approximate hourly data from monthly or annual load data. How would the use of load 
profiles affect the comparability, relevance, and usefulness of LBM inventories relative to 
your current practice? Please describe potential advantages, limitations, and any 
conditions under which impacts may differ. 

 
To help assess feasibility across geographies and company sizes, please answer from the same perspective you 
indicated in the Demographics section (e.g., your role and whether you’re responding for a small/medium/large 
organization and your primary country). If you represent a multinational, answer from the primary 
country/entity you reported in Demographics (or note the specific business unit/country in comments). 

 
62. On a scale of 1-5, please indicate the incremental preparer cost/effort to implement 

the proposed revisions to the location-based method. 
a. Scale of 1 (minimal) – 5 (high) 
b. Not applicable (not a preparer) 

 
63. Please select the main drivers of cost/effort (select all that apply). 



 

 

a. Data access/rights to granular emission factors 
b. Hourly activity data availability/metering rollout 
c. Tooling/IT integration or data pipelines 
d. Assurance/internal controls readiness 
e. Staffing/capacity/training 
f. Contracting/procurement or budget cycle constraints 
g. Third-party publication cadence (emission factors) 
h. Multi-jurisdiction complexity (many grids/regions) 
i. Policy/regulatory or commercial terms 
j. Other (specify) 

 
64. Please provide additional context on the main drivers of cost/effort. 

 
65. Which two measures would most reduce burden in your context? (select up to 2) 

a. Standardized publication of consumption-based emission factors by grid/system operators 
b. Load profile hierarchy/templates to approximate hourly activity data when meters are 

unavailable 
c. Phased implementation (staged effective dates) 
d. API/automated access to emission factor datasets 
e. Example calculations and disclosure templates 
f. Assurance safe-harbors for estimates 
g. Other (specify) 

 
66. Please provide additional context on the measures that would most reduce burden in your 

context. 
 

67. For which reporting year would your organization be ready to apply the revised Scope 2 
Standard based on these proposed changes in its GHG inventory? For example, if the 
Standard is published in 2027, the reporting year 2027 inventory is typically prepared and 
reported in 2028: 

a. Earlier than reporting year 2027 (already aligned) 
b. Reporting year 2027 (inventory prepared in 2028) 
c. Reporting year 2028 (inventory prepared in 2029) 
d. Reporting year 2029 (inventory prepared in 2030) 
e. Reporting year 2030 (inventory prepared in 2031) or later 
f. Later than Reporting year 2030 
g. Not applicable 

 
68. Please provide additional context regarding how this timeline could be shortened and note 

any region or sector-specific context. 
 
 
 

69. If you have operations or experience in the US, please select your preferred deliverable 
market boundary for the US. (Please see the table Proposed methodologies for demonstrating 
deliverability above for references to these options): 

a. The US Environmental Protection Agency’s Emissions & Generation Resource Integrated 
Database (eGRID) 

b. DOE Needs Study Regions (45V) 
c. Wholesale market/balancing authority 
d. Don’t have operations or experience in the US 

 
Leaving this empty 

70. All respondents, please select your preferred exemption threshold per deliverable market 
boundary. 

a. 5 GWhs 
b. 10 GWhs 
c. 50 GWhs 



 

 

 
Subsequent sections will ask specific questions about deliverable market boundaries and exemption thresholds, 
so you may submit detailed feedback in those sections. 

 
71. On a scale of 1-5 do you support an update to Quality Criteria 4 to require that all 

contractual instruments used in the market-based method be issued and redeemed for the 
same hour as the energy consumption to which the instrument is applied, except in certain 
cases of exemption. 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 
72. Please provide reasons for support, if any (select all that apply) 

a. Improves accuracy and scientific integrity of MBM results 
b. Strengthens transparency and supports public verification 
c. Enhances comparability across reporters and frameworks using GHG Protocol data 
d. Better reflects grid operation, reduces misallocation of generation (e.g., “solar at night”) 
e. Reduces risk of greenwashing/time-shifting claims by aligning claims to time of use 
f. Improves decision-usefulness for external disclosures 
g. Helps create price signals for times and places where renewables are not already abundant 
h. Helps accelerate the development of technologies that will be needed at scale for fully 

decarbonized grids 
i. Enables emission changes from storage and demand-flexibility to be reflected more accurately 
j. Improves risk and opportunity assessment related to contractual relationships 
k. Other (please explain) 

 
 

73. Please provide comments regarding your reasons for support. 

We would support exemptions in the interests of keeping scope two emissions reporting open to the largest 
number of consumers possible. However, we do not support the concept of deliverability as this is not how 
power grids function. Therefore, we do not consider that the flawed concept of deliverability can be improved 
by hourly matching or smaller market boundary (as explained in other questions). Neither the LBM nor the MBM 
are based on consumption, the LBM provides an indicative scope 2 number based on location and the MBM 
provides a scope 2 based on procurement. Purchased electricity is not necessarily what’s consumed, because of 
the structure of power markets such as Single Day Ahead Coupling (SDAC) in Europe, along with the physics of 
electricity grids.  

 
74. Please provide concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting, if any (select all that 

apply) 
a. More information is necessary to understand how investments not matched on an hourly basis 

will be accounted for and reported via the framework under development by the Actions & 
Market Instrument TWG 

b. Hourly matching should follow an optional ‘may’ rather than a required ‘shall’ approach 
c. Hourly matching should follow a recommended ‘should’ rather than a require ‘shall’ approach 
d. Concern about negative impact on comparability, relevance and/or usefulness of MBM 

inventories 
e. Concern that a phased implementation would be insufficient for development of the 

infrastructure necessary (e.g., registries, trading exchanges, etc.) to support hourly contractual 
instruments 

f. Concern that administrative, data management, and audit challenges posed by this approach 
would place an undue burden and costs on reporters 

g. Concern that requiring hourly matching does not create meaningful improvements to inventory 
accuracy 

h. Concern that a requirement for hourly contractual instruments could discourage global 
participation in voluntary clean energy procurement markets 

i. Other (please explain) 
 



 

 

75. Please provide comments regarding your concerns or reasons for why you are not supportive. 
 
Under the draft proposal, where hourly data is not available, consumers would be required to 
approximate it. However, this simply replaces one estimation with another, reducing accuracy and 
comparability rather than improving it. The expected market outcomes, investment incentives, and 
implementation timelines related to hourly matching also remain unclear. Today, granular matching is 
carried out only by a limited set of large consumers. Expanding this to the wider market would impose 
a significant administrative burden on suppliers and smaller consumers alike. Without national regulators 
issuing certificates on an hourly basis, such a system is likely to be impractical. 

In power markets, commercial transactions occur virtually. System frequency stability requires that 
physical generation and consumption be balanced in real time, which cannot be left entirely to market 
schedules. If actual grid conditions deviate from contracted schedules, the physical system cannot 
always adjust immediately. For this reason, commercial market operation is deliberately decoupled from 
physical grid operation. This led to the development of balancing responsibility: These contracts are 
traded ahead of real time and help TSOs plan system operation, but they do not determine dispatch. 
When contracted schedules and grid charge diverge, the system is corrected through imbalance 
settlement, where balancing responsible parties pay for deviations. Power markets therefore trade 
virtual supply and demand, while physical operation is managed separately to maintain system stability. 
Electricity is treated as fungible: markets value when and where energy is generated, not how. 

Energy attribute certificate (EAC) markets are separate from power markets and do not affect physical 
balancing. EACs can therefore be traded more flexibly and matched on an annual basis.  
 
Hourly matching will not generate a meaningful price signal to support new renewable capacity in 
currently underserved hours. For a price signal to form, there must be strong demand and weak supply 
in the same hour—but corporate 24/7 targets do not create this dynamic. Most 24/7 frameworks allow 
carbon-free supply from dispatchable technologies, so ‘underserved’ hours may not be truly 
undersupplied. Secondly, corporate 24/7 targets are rarely 100% and typically cover only 50–80% of 
consumption, allowing organisations to avoid the most challenging hours entirely. Existing studies have 
not tested willingness-to-pay for scarce hours, and attribute markets do not include any penalty for not 
purchasing a specific hour. 

It is not correct to speak of the “physical deliverability” of electricity to a specific consumer. Any claim 
on specific generation relies on a book-and-claim chain-of-custody system. More granular matching 
does not change physical flows and should not be interpreted as evidence of delivery. Electrons do not 
travel from a specific generator to a specific consumer. The idea that hourly matching allows tracking of 
electrons reflects a misunderstanding and does not itself increase renewable deployment or impact. 

Introducing hourly matching as a requirement at this stage could discourage participation rather than 
increase it. Distribution system operators are not yet equipped to support it, and the data infrastructure 
required is not in place. Moreover, hourly matching relies on the same modelling approaches used 
today and therefore does not ensure physical deliverability. In Denmark, Energinet discontinued its 
hourly matching platform because there of insufficient market demand and no supporting regulatory 
framework.  

If grid decarbonisation were pursued by matching consumption to production, this logic would need to 
apply consistently across all generation sources -not only renewables- to remain coherent within the 
market-based method. 
 
(3964 characters) 

 
76. Load profiles enable organizations without access to hourly activity data or hourly 

contractual instruments to approximate hourly data from monthly or annual data. How 
would the use of load profiles affect the comparability, relevance, and usefulness of MBM 
inventories relative to your current practice? Please describe potential advantages, 



 

 

limitations, and any conditions under which impacts may differ. 
 

Load profiles represent modeled consumption patterns, not the actual activity of individual organizations, and 
they are designed for utility planning rather than environmental accounting. Requiring their use in the market-
based method would reduce comparability because these profiles vary significantly between utilities, tariff 
classes, climates, and customer types. They also do not improve accuracy: using modeled load shapes simply 
replaces real consumption data with estimates, and therefore does not bring reporting any closer to physical 
system conditions. This is particularly problematic in regions where hourly smart-meter data is not widely 
available, including within Europe. This leaves many organizations dependent on generic utility averages rather 
than their own measured values. 
Relying on modeled consumption profiles also creates several practical issues. It introduces asymmetry, where 
only organizations with access to real hourly metering or direct asset contracts can report based on actual data, 
while all others must rely on assumptions. This can reduce comparability between reporting entities. It can also 
create perverse incentives, for example encouraging utilities or buyers to select or design load profiles that 
make their hourly matching appear more favorable rather than more accurate. It can widen inequities, because 
smaller buyers and buyers in less-digitized markets would face greater reporting burdens and reduced ability to 
participate in the MBM compared to large firms with advanced metering. Finally, it shifts the MBM away from its 
core purpose—supporting consistent, certificate-based claims—toward a system that depends on modeled utility 
planning tools. Under these conditions, matching consumption to modeled profiles complicates reporting 
without delivering clearer, more accurate, or more meaningful disclosure outcomes. 
 
The following set of questions (77-82) applies to sites or business units above the exemption threshold, assume 
the default exemption conditions selected in Section 5.3.1. This item is optional and intended primarily for 
reporters (or service providers responding on behalf of a reporter/client) with direct knowledge of 
implementation effort and spend.  

 
77. What is the approximate share of your organization’s total load that would be subject 

to hourly matching, excluding any exemptions: 
a. 0% 
b. 1–25% 
c. 26–50% 
d. 51–75% 
e. 76–100% 
f. Unsure 

 
78. Please indicate your best estimate of the internal administrative effort 

(people/process/controls) of the proposed hourly matching requirement relative to your 
current MBM process using annual matching. Assume 3 is your current level of effort. 

a. Scale of 1 (much less) – 5 (much more) 
 
We suggest 5 

 
79. Please indicate your best estimate of the external service cost (cash outlays to vendors, 

data, assurance) of the proposed hourly matching requirement relative to your current 
MBM process using annual matching. Assume 3 is your current external cost. 

a. Scale of 1 (much less) – 5 (much more) 
 

We suggest 5 
 

80. What are the feasibility measures you would anticipate relying on (select all that apply): 
a. Load profiles for activity data (facility-specific) 
b. Load profiles for activity data (utility/customer-class or regulator-approved) 
c. Load profiles for activity data (time-of-use averages) 



 

 

d. Load profiles for activity data (flat average across hours) 
e. Load profiles for contractual instruments (same production asset) 
f. Load profiles for contractual instruments (facility-specific) 
g. Load profiles for contractual instruments (regional publicly available) 
h. Phased implementation 
i. Legacy clause 

 
81. What are the assumed main drivers affecting internal workload and external service costs 

after applying feasibility measures (select all that apply): 
a. Registry/market access for hourly EACs 
b. Vendor/platform upgrades or new tools 
c. Data integration (profiles, APIs), system configuration 
d. Assurance/internal controls and evidence trails 
e. Staff capacity/training 
f. Contracting/sourcing changes for hourly instruments 
g. Metering/interval data access arrangements 
h. Other (specify) 

 
82. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to questions 77-81. 

 
Load profiles do not reflect the contractual basis of MBM claims, and incorporating them into MBM reporting would not 
improve the clarity or accuracy of disclosures. Requiring their use would introduce a clear additional administrative 
burden, without increasing the usefulness or comparability of the reported information. The draft text also suggests 
that load profiles could support grid planning, but reporting and disclosure frameworks are not designed for this 
purpose. Large industrial consumers that need to secure physical grid capacity already engage directly with grid 
operators, and these interactions are often handled through separate commercial and technical teams that deal with 
physical power system considerations. For most reporting entities, this type of operational coordination is neither 
relevant nor proportionate to their electricity procurement. Not all reporting entities can be expected to be energy 
market experts, and imposing such requirements risks adding unnecessary complexity without improving market-
based disclosure outcomes. 

83. On a scale of 1-5 do you support an update to Scope 2 Quality Criteria 5, to require that all 
contractual instruments used in the market-based method be sourced from the same 
deliverable market boundary in which the reporting entity’s electricity-consuming 
operations are located and to which the instrument is applied, or otherwise meet criteria 
deemed to demonstrate deliverability to the reporting entity's electricity-consuming 
operations? 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 
 
We suggest 1   

 
84. Please provide reasons of support, if any (select all that apply). 

a. Improves accuracy and scientific integrity of MBM results 
b. Strengthens transparency and public verifiability 
c. Enhances comparability across reporters and frameworks using GHG Protocol data 
d. Improves decision-usefulness for external disclosures 
e. Better reflects grid operation, reduces misallocation 
f. Provides sufficiently flexible options for organizations to demonstrate deliverability outside of 

the defined deliverable market boundaries 
g. Defined market boundaries reflect a boundary your organization already uses for procuring 

contractual instruments 
h. Agree that the proposed market boundary for my region(s) accurately reflects deliverability 
i. Agree that the defined market boundaries align with mandatory or voluntary reporting 

requirements in your region 
j. Improves risk and opportunity assessment related to contractual relationships 
k. Helps create price signals for times and places where renewables are not already abundant 



 

 

l. Other (please explain) 

 
85. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for support. 

 

 
86. Please provide reasons of concern or why you are not supporting, if any (select all that 

apply) 
a. Proposed deliverability requirements do not improve alignment with GHG Protocol Principles 
b. Concern that narrower market boundaries restrict companies' abilities to invest in areas where 

renewable energy development could yield the greatest decarbonization impact 
c. Concern that narrower market boundaries could prompt a shift away from long-term 

agreements (i.e., PPAs) to spot purchases (unbundled certificates) 
d. Sourcing contractual instruments within deliverable market boundaries should follow an 

optional “may” rather than a required “shall” approach 
e. Sourcing contractual instruments within deliverable market boundaries should follow a 

recommended “should” rather than a required “shall” approach 
f. Concern that the defined market boundaries do not align with mandatory or voluntary reporting 

requirements in your region 
g. Support deliverability in principle, but the proposed market boundary for my region does not 

reflect deliverability 
h. Market boundaries should be defined as the geographic boundaries of electricity sectors, which 

align with national, and under certain circumstances, multinational boundaries 
i. Exemptions to matching within deliverable market boundaries should be allowed for markets 

lacking sourcing options 
j. Other (please explain) 

 
87. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for why you are not supporting. 

 
 

The concept of physical deliverability is based on a misconception (as explained under Q75). Electricity 
systems and markets cannot demonstrate physical deliverability even within a narrow market boundary 
because power does not flow through a grid. Inputs and offtakes of charge are managed to keep the grid 
charge frequency in balance. Tools that imply otherwise are misleading. Market boundaries should 
therefore be defined as the geographic boundaries of electricity sectors, which align with national or 
multinational markets such as Europe. In the European context, further harmonization and standardization 
of the internal market offers more meaningful benefits than attempting to incorporate deliverability or 
power market dynamics into disclosure frameworks. These systems serve different functions, and 
conflating them does not improve accuracy or transparency. 
 
Using bidding zones as market boundaries does not reflect actual deliverability either. There is no such 
thing as the delivery of a given unit of power from producer to consumer. Bidding zones are regulatory 
constructs designed to manage network constraints and support efficient price formation.. Bidding zones 
are also not isolated islands of energy generation and consumption – they rely on neighboring bidding 
zones to maintain grid balance. All of this means that there is no way to claim or describe the deliverability 
of electricity though the grid.  
 
Importantly, prices in these zones do not translate directly into renewable investment incentives. In 
Europe, investment signals for new renewable capacity primarily arise through policy frameworks or 
support mechanisms etc, not from short-term zonal pricing. Linking MBM disclosure claims to bidding 
zones therefore does not strengthen investment outcomes and risks creating unnecessary fragmentation. 

 
Furthermore, defining deliverability boundaries by bidding zones conflicts with the EU’s Four Freedoms, 
particularly the free movement of goods and services. Electricity and related instruments, such as Guarantees of 
Origin, are tradable goods and services under the EEA Agreement. Restricting deliverability to sub-national 
bidding zones contradicts the principles of the European Single Market. Deliverability boundaries should not be 



 

 

narrower than those recognized under the Single Market, which guarantees the free movement of energy and 
energy certificates across EU and EEA member states. 

 
Please answer the following questions 88-91 in regard to regions that you operate in or have experience in. 

88. For the United States, which of the following market boundaries would best uphold the 
principle of deliverability and align with the decision-making criteria? (Please see the table 
Proposed methodologies for demonstrating deliverability above for references to these options): 

a. The US Environmental Protection Agency’s Emissions & Generation Resource Integrated 
Database (eGRID) 

b. DOE Needs Study Regions (45V) 
c. Wholesale Market/Balancing Authority 
d. Unsure 
e. Other 

 
89. If you selected options (a), (b) or (c) for question 88 please explain why this option best 

upholds the principle of deliverability and balances integrity, impact, and feasibility of the 
MBM. Please also provide comments on the relative feasibility challenges of applying the 
other options. 

90. For deliverable market boundaries (outside of the United States) identified in the table 
Proposed methodologies for demonstrating deliverability: Deliverable Market 
Boundaries, please provide comments on whether these market boundaries: 

 
• appropriately reflect the deliverability of electricity in that region 
• align with mandatory or voluntary reporting requirements in that region, please provide an 

example of the programmatic requirements and the impacts of these proposed changes on 
alignment 

• are likely to cause any region-specific feasibility challenges (provide specific examples) 
• If you prefer a different deliverable market boundary than identified in the table Proposed 

methodologies for demonstrating deliverability: Deliverable Market 
Boundaries, please describe this boundary 

 
Please clearly identify the region you are referring to in your comments. 
 
Market boundaries should be defined as the geographic boundaries of electricity sectors, which align with 
national, and under certain circumstances, multinational boundaries. Bidding zones or nodal pricing areas 
don’t incentivize investment, and deliverability is a misconception also with hourly matched, smaller 
market boundaries (as explained above). 

91. For regions not specified in the table Proposed methodologies for demonstrating 
deliverability: Deliverable Market Boundaries, please provide examples of market 
boundaries that uphold the principle of deliverability and balance integrity, impact, and 
feasibility of the MBM. 

 
The following questions concern how a requirement to use deliverable market boundaries would change your 
workload and implementation costs relative to current MBM practice after applying feasibility measures (e.g., 
phased timing and legacy clause)? Please answer with respect to the deliverable boundary requirement only, 
the combined impact of market-based method changes on feasibility will be evaluated in the “combined 
questions for updates to MBM” section. Please also assume the default exemption conditions selected in Section 
5.3.1. 

Note: This section is about administrative implementation (internal effort and external service costs). Do not 
include procurement price differences for EACs/PPAs; those are covered in the “combined MBM questions” 
section 5.4. 

Who should answer: This item is optional and intended primarily for reporters (or service providers responding 



 

 

on behalf of a specific reporter/client) with direct knowledge of implementation effort and spend. If you are not 
preparing or overseeing a scope 2 inventory for a specific organization, you may skip this item or answer only 
where you have direct experience. 

 
92. Please estimate the anticipated internal administrative effort (people/process/controls) of 

the proposed deliverability requirement relative to your current MBM process using broad 
market boundaries. Assume 3 is your current level of effort. 

a. Scale of 1 (much less) – 5 (much more) 

We suggest 5 

 
93. Please estimate the anticipated external service cost (cash outlays to vendors, data, 

assurance) of the proposed deliverability requirement relative to your current MBM process 
using broad market boundaries. Assume 3 is your current external cost. 

a. Scale of 1 (much less) – 5 (much more) 
 

We suggest 5 
 

94. What are the feasibility measures you would anticipate relying on to report using 
deliverable market boundaries (select all that apply): 

a. Phased implementation 
b. Legacy clause 

95. What are the assumed main drivers affecting internal workload and external service costs 
after applying feasibility measures (select all that apply): 

a. Data access/rights for EACs/registries aligned to deliverable market boundaries 
b. Vendor/platform upgrades or new tools 
c. Data integration (profiles, APIs), system configuration 
d. Assurance/internal controls and evidence trails 
e. Staff capacity/training 
f. Contracting/sourcing changes for contractual instruments within deliverable market boundaries 
g. Metering/activity data reporting configured to match deliverable market boundaries 
h. Other (specify) 

 
96. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to questions 92-95. 

 
Requiring the use of GOs within restricted market boundaries (whether bidding zones, national 
borders, or synchronous grid regions) would significantly affect how suppliers and Balance 
Responsible Parties (BRPs) operate in Europe. Many BRPs manage integrated portfolios that span 
multiple countries and balancing areas, sourcing GOs and renewable supply from diverse regions to 
optimize cost, risk, and availability. Introducing narrower boundary requirements would remove this 
flexibility and force BRPs and suppliers to maintain parallel systems for procurement, portfolio 
balancing, settlement, and disclosure within each defined boundary. This would increase 
administrative workload, reduce market liquidity, and raise the overall cost of renewable 
procurement. A large share of this added value would flow to market intermediaries, consultants and 
service providers engaged to navigate increasingly complex reporting and compliance demands, 
rather than to renewable energy producers themselves. This diverts value away from actors who 
invest in new generation capacity and have a genuine role in accelerating the energy transition.  
 
Moreover, these additional costs would ultimately be passed through to end consumers via retail 
tariffs - regardless of whether those consumers are actively seeking renewable disclosure claims. In 



 

 

European retail markets, cost increases for suppliers and DSOs are ultimately incorporated into end-
user tariffs. Even consumers who do not purchase renewable products -or who do not care about 
disclosure- would bear these costs, because suppliers are required to recover them through regulated 
network charges or retail pricing structures. This means boundary restrictions impose system-wide 
cost increases without delivering system-wide benefits. 
 
Narrower boundaries would also affect DSOs and registries. DSOs are not mandated under current 
legislation to implement hourly data-exchange structures or regional attribute-accounting 
mechanisms. Many DSOs lack the metering infrastructure, IT systems, and market processes required 
to support such an approach, particularly in countries where smart meters or near-real-time metering 
are not widely deployed. Implementing narrower boundaries would therefore require DSOs to 
undertake system upgrades they are neither required nor incentivised to carry out -creating additional 
system costs without improving the credibility of attribute tracking. It should not fall on consumers or 
voluntary buyers to absorb these costs or ensure system credibility. 
 
Fragmentation of the market does not enhance the environmental integrity of Scope 2 reporting; 
instead, it shifts operational and financial burdens onto suppliers, DSOs, registries, and consumers 
without providing clearer or more meaningful disclosure outcomes, providing opportunities to market 
intermediaries with no interest or capacity to invest in more renewable generation. 
 
1.1.3 New guidance for Standard Supply Service (SSS). 

 
97. On a scale of 1-5 do you support the new guidance for Standard Supply Service (SSS) and 

requirement that a reporting entity shall not claim more than its pro-rata share of SSS. 
a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 

 
We suggest 1, we don’t support claims through SSS 
 

98. Please provide reasons of support, if any (select all that apply). 
a. Helps ensure that SSS resources are fairly allocated to all consumers and prevents procurement 

by specific organizations 
b. Clarifies the order of operations so that organizations may claim SSS first and then make 

voluntary procurements 
c. Supports consistent treatment of shared supply across different market structures 
d. Protects the integrity of market-based accounting by avoiding double counting of attributes 

from SSS 
e. Other (please explain) 

99. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for support. 
 
 

100.  Please provide concerns or why you are not supporting, if any (select all that apply). 
 

a. Markets should self-determine how resources that fall under SSS are allocated to customers 
b. Concern of regionally applicable challenges to implementation 
c. Unclear how partial subsidies affect SSS classification 
d. Unclear rules/definition of SSS 
e. All contractual instruments should be eligible for voluntary procurement. 
f. Other (please explain) 

 
101. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for why you are not supportive. 

The proposed treatment of Standard Supply Service (SSS) is problematic because it introduces a level of 
financial attribution that cannot be meaningfully implemented. While the intention may be to ensure that 



 

 

reporting entities “claim only what they paid for,” public budgeting does not operate at that level of granularity: 
taxes and levies embedded in electricity bills flow into multiple energy and non-energy purposes, and these 
transfers cannot be traced or allocated to individual consumers. Categorising all FIT-supported generators as 
SSS would fundamentally distort disclosure frameworks, as FIT support is the norm in many countries and 
would significantly shrink the pool of claimable attributes- not merely raise prices for non-FIT producers. 
 
Certificate systems also differ widely across jurisdictions. In the U.S., compliance and voluntary RECs are a 
single instrument. In Europe, they are separate systems. for example, Sweden is already phasing out its 
compliance certificates. In Japan, FIT and non-FIT Non-Fossil Certificates (NFCs) are explicitly distinguished, 
both still requiring purchase because public support does not make the attribute “free.” Sweden and Norway’s 
joint certificate scheme (Elcert) is already in a managed phase-out. Importantly, compliance schemes exist to 
help governments meet national or regional renewable energy targets, whereas corporate target-setting and 
voluntary Scope 2 claims rely on traceable, market-based accounting. These are fundamentally different policy 
domains, serving different actors and purposes, and should not be conflated. 
 
In Japan, according to METI statistics, 59.04% of all renewable NFCs originate from FIT-supported facilities, 
meaning that treating FIT generation as SSS would remove the majority of claimable attributes from the 
voluntary market despite these certificates still requiring purchase. In Malaysia, consumers pay a 1.6% 
surcharge to support FIT deployment, yet FIT-based renewable generation represents only a small share of 
total renewable output. At the same time, Malaysia’s largest legacy hydropower plants produce extremely large 
volumes (24,914,316 MWh), if FIT-associated attributes were reserved for SSS while non-FIT legacy hydro 
remained claimable, voluntary markets would become disproportionately concentrated in a small number of 
large generators—an imbalance seen across several Asian markets dominated by legacy hydro. 
 
Across all of these systems, attributes are intentionally separated from financial support and must be obtained 
through a recognised, transferable certificate. Embedding SSS into Scope 2 therefore introduces conceptual 
inconsistency, creates cross-jurisdictional confusion, and undermines the methodological integrity of market-
based claims by tying them to complex public finance flows that reporting entities cannot meaningfully track, 
compare, or verify. 
 

102. Are there resources in your region that do not fit clearly within the outlined examples of SSS 
but should be allocated to all customers under this framework? If so, please provide 
examples and explanations for each. 

 
 

103. Are there resources in your region that fit within the outlined examples of SSS but should 
not be allocated to all customers under this framework? If so, please provide examples and 
explanations for each. 

 
Yes. As illustrated in the Japan and Malaysia examples above, many publicly supported or historically financed 
resources around the world fit the categories outlined under SSS, yet they should not be allocated to all 
customers. Public budgeting for energy is highly complex: taxes, levies, surcharges, and policy costs are 
routinely pooled and redistributed across multiple purposes—including renewables, grid reinforcement, legacy 
assets, and social or policy programmes. These flows cannot be traced to individual customers and therefore 
cannot credibly serve as the basis for allocating renewable attributes. 
 
Because support mechanisms differ widely between countries—and often change over time—allocating 
attributes through SSS would generate inconsistent and non-comparable outcomes across regions. The only fair 
and globally operable approach is to rely on dual reporting, where the location-based method provides an 
indicative grid-mix number and the market-based method reflects the certificates that consumers intentionally 
purchase. This preserves comparability and ensures that claims remain tied to transparent, traceable 
instruments rather than public finance flows. 
 

104. Proposed examples of SSS include ‘facilities and/or supply that are subject to regulated 
cost recovery from a monopoly supplier as part of default service in a particular service area 
and are not part of a resource-specific supplier product (e.g. a green tariff)’. In this context, 
should a monopoly supplier include: (select all that apply) 

a. Vertically integrated investor-owned utility 



 

 

b. Government entity operating in a service area without supplier choice 
c. Distribution utility in a restructured market where certain electricity supply and/or contractual 

instrument purchases are subject to non-by passable, regulated cost recovery 
d. Other (please explain) 
e. Unsure 

105. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to question 104. 

 
106. Allocation of SSS requires either suppliers allocating their SSS resources to customers or 

the development of a credible centralized registry or third-party registries that track SSS in 
order for organizations to claim their share. Is it acceptable that some reporters may be 
unable to claim SSS prior to a credible centralized registry or third-party registries being 
established? If not, how else might SSS be allocated in the absence of a registry? 

No. SSS should not be allocated in the first place. Public budgeting for energy is not designed for customer-level 
attribution: taxes, surcharges, levies, and policy costs are pooled and redistributed across multiple purposes, 
and these flows cannot be meaningfully tracked or allocated at the individual customer level. 

Because SSS is derived from complex public finance mechanisms rather than discrete, transferable instruments, 
it cannot meet the core requirements of transparent, auditable accounting. In the absence of a registry, and 
even with one, SSS would result in inconsistent, non-comparable, and unverifiable allocations across 
jurisdictions. 

 
107. Would you support a default option in cases where SSS data is not supplied by electricity 

providers, and no third-party registry is available, to designate certain resources as 
automatically qualifying as SSS? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Unsure 

108. If you answered “No” to question 107, please provide any additional comments on why 
you would not support a default option. 

Automatically designating resources as SSS in the absence of data or registries should not be supported. Doing 
so would undermine the core principle of market-based accounting, which requires claims to be tied to 
transparent, traceable, and purchased contractual instruments. Assigning default SSS attributes without 
evidence introduces unverifiable assumptions, creates inconsistent outcomes across jurisdictions, and blurs the 
boundary between public budgeting flows and voluntary procurement. The appropriate approach in such cases 
is simply not to allocate SSS at all and rely on dual reporting. 

 
109. If you answered “yes” to question 107, which of the following criteria, if any, would you 

support as a method of designating resources as SSS. (select all that apply) 
a. Project age 
b. Technology or fuel type 
c. Project ownership (e.g. government owned projects) 
d. Projects tracked in compliance registries 
e. Combination of above criteria 
f. Other (please specify) 

 
110. If you answered ‘Other’ please provide additional feedback. 

 
111. If SSS is not uniformly available across regions, how would this affect comparability of 

scope 2 MBM reporting? What interim solutions or disclosures would reduce 
inconsistency? 

SSS is not uniformly available across regions, and this would significantly undermine comparability in Scope 2 



 

 

MBM reporting. Because SSS is tied to country-specific policy designs, tax structures, levies, FIT regimes, and 
compliance mechanisms, its availability and composition would vary dramatically across jurisdictions, and 
change over time. This means that two companies with identical procurement behavior could report very 
different Scope 2 results solely because their countries fund renewables differently. 

 
112. Please provide any additional feedback on SSS. 

 
 
1.1.4 Updated definition of residual mix emission factors 

 
113. On a scale of 1-5 do you support the updated definition of residual mix emission factors to 

reflect the GHG intensity of electricity, within the relevant market boundary and time 
interval, that is not claimed through contractual instruments, including voluntary purchases 
or Standard Supply Service allocations? 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 

 
114. Please provide reasons of support, if any (select all that apply). 

a. Establishes clear definition for residual mix emission factors 
b. Improves accuracy and relevance of market-based reporting 
c. Protects the integrity of market-based accounting by avoiding double counting of attributes 

within the MBM 
d. Clarifies the market boundary a residual mix emission factor should be calculated for 
e. Improves comparability and transparency across organizations and regions 
f. Helps incentivize voluntary sourcing of contractual instruments 
g. Provides an option for reporters without access to an hourly residual mix emission factor 
h. Other (please explain) 

 
115. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for support. 

 
116. Please provide reasons of concern or why you are not supporting, if any (select all that 

apply). 
a. Requiring a residual mix emission factor to be calculated per market boundary will further 

reduce availability of residual mix emission factors 
b. Allowing reporters to use different temporal precision of residual mix emission factors within a 

deliverable market boundary will negatively impact comparability 
c. Market boundaries used for calculating a residual mix emission factor should be defined as the 

geographic boundaries of electricity sectors, which align with national, and under certain 
circumstances, multinational boundaries 

d. Markets should self-determine if Standard Supply Service is included in a residual mix emission 
factor 

e. Increases administrative complexity of calculating a residual mix emission factor 
f. Other (please explain) 

 
117. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for why you are not supporting. 

 
The following questions refer to the availability of residual mix emission factor data in global markets. 
Who should answer: Respondents with direct operational knowledge (users, operators, vendors, auditors): 
Please answer for up to three registries/markets you know well. 
 
118. In the regions/markets you follow, how close are certificate systems/registries/data 



 

 

providers to being able to publish residual mix emission factors within deliverable market 
boundaries? (For the US, please answer in regard to your preferred deliverable market 
boundary as outlined in Section 5.3.1 question 69.) 

a. Scale of 1 (Far from ready) – 5 (largely ready) 
b. Insufficient basis to assess 

 
119. Short comment (optional, ≤100 words): Name regions where this already works vs. does 

not, in your view. 

 
120. Please indicate your expected lead-time to reach “ready” (score 4–5), based on your current 

trajectory: 
a. <12 months 
b. 12–24 months 
c. 24–36 months 
d. >36 months 
e. Unknown 

 
121. Please indicate your expected lead-time to reach “ready” (score 4-5), if 

investment/coordination accelerate: 
a. <12 months 
b. 12–24 months 
c. 24–36 months 
d. >36 months 
e. Unknown 

 
122. Please describe the basis for your assessment: 

a. Public roadmap/docs 
b. Operator/vendor commitments 
c. Pilot/production use 
d. Professional judgment 
e. Other (specify) 

 
123. Please provide any additional feedback on residual mix emission factors. 

 
 
1.1.5 Provide new requirement for use of fossil-based emission factors 

124. On a scale of 1-5, do you support the requirement that for any portion of electricity 
consumption not covered by a valid contractual instrument and where no residual mix 
emission factor is available, a reporter shall apply a fossil-based emission factor? 

a. Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 

 
125. Please provide reasons for support, if any (select all that apply). 

a. Helps improve accuracy and scientific integrity of MBM by reducing the risk of double counting 
of carbon free electricity 

b. Provides an option for reporters without access to a residual mix emission factor 
c. Incentivises development and publication of residual mix emission factors by requiring use of 

a more conservative emission factor as a fallback option 
d. Other (please specify) 

126. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for support. 



 

 

 
127. Please provide reasons for concern or why you are not supporting, if any (select all that 

apply). 
a. Defaulting to fossil-based emission factors is overly conservative and may overstate actual 

emissions 
b. Organizations that lack access to residual mix data due to systemic or regional limitations may 

be disproportionately impacted 
c. Undermines comparability between organizations that can access residual mix data and those 

that cannot 
d. Misaligned with the definition and/or purpose of the MBM 
e. Other (please specify) 

 
128. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for why you are not supporting. 

 
129. Please provide feedback regarding whether the requirement to apply a fossil-based 

emission factor, where no residual mix emission factor is available, should incorporate 
global equity considerations given the different levels of residual mix emission factor data 
available globally? And if so, how? 

 
1.2 Combined questions on updates to the market-based method 

The following questions refer to the complete set of proposed market-based revisions and feasibility measures, 
inclusive of: 

• Hourly matching requirement 
• Deliverability requirement 
• Standard supply service 
• Updated guidance on residual mix factors 
• Fossil-based emission factor default 
• Threshold exemptions 
• Legacy clause 
• Phased implementation 

 
Responses to questions should focus on the impact of these combined revisions, and not specific components 
of the market-based revision. Please assume the default exemption conditions selected in Section 5.3.1 

 
130. Are the proposed feasibility measures (e.g., use of load profiles for matching, exemptions 

to hourly matching, legacy clause, and phased implementation) sufficient to support 
implementation of the proposed market-based revisions at scale? 

a. Scale of 1 (insufficient) – 5 (highly sufficient) 
b. No basis to assess 

We suggest 1 

 
131. Please provide any additional comments regarding load profiles that need adjustment to 

support implementation of the proposed market-based revisions at scale. Explain how 
changes would make implementation feasible without undermining accuracy and integrity 
of the MBM. 

 
132. Please provide any additional comments regarding phased implementation that need 

adjustment to support implementation of the proposed market-based revisions at scale. 



 

 

Explain how changes would make implementation feasible without undermining accuracy 
and integrity of the MBM. 

 

 
133. Please provide any additional comments on other feasibility measures (not outlined in 

questions 131- 132) that need adjustment to support implementation of the proposed 
market-based revisions at scale. Note, any comments on exemptions to hourly matching 
and the legacy clause should be provided in sections 6 and 7. 

 
 

134. Considering investor and assurance needs, how do the proposed market-based method 
revisions change the extent to which information is decision-useful to users relative to 
incremental cost and complexity for preparers? 

a. No meaningful improvement (unlikely to change decisions/interpretations) 
b. Minor improvement (noticeable but unlikely to change decisions) 
c. Moderate improvement (could change some decisions/assessments) 
d. Substantial improvement (likely to change decisions benchmarks) 
e. Not sure / no basis to assess 

 
135. Please provide additional context for your answer to question 134. 

Before expanding on our response, we note that Q134 does not provide an option to indicate concerns that the 
proposed revisions could reduce the decision-usefulness of information and negatively affect the performance of 
the MBM. Assessing deliverability or impact by defining market boundaries based on bidding zones or 
synchronous grids rests on a misconception of physical reality (as explained in other questions). Bidding zones 
are regulatory constructs established to manage congestion and system operation, they are not physical 
delivery regions and are periodically reconfigured as grid conditions change. The presence of congestion reflects 
the need for long-term grid reinforcement and coordinated system planning — responsibilities that lie with TSOs 
and, where relevant, large industrial consumers with high and predictable loads. These processes are already 
handled through established capacity booking and grid connection agreements, and should not be translated 
into disclosure requirements for all reporting entities. Fragmenting reporting boundaries on this basis would 
introduce inconsistent frameworks and increase administrative cost without improving environmental integrity 
or decision-usefulness. 

Using bidding zones or synchronous grids as accounting boundaries would also reduce comparability. Zonal 
configurations vary in size, scope, and data availability such as in Europe, and are periodically revised following 
ENTSO-E and ACER bidding zone reviews. Reporting outcomes would therefore change depending on when and 
where a company operates, making results non-comparable even within the European market. Likewise, 
dividing the European Single Market into smaller accounting zones would not enhance comparability; it would 
undermine it. Europeans source goods, services, and labour across this integrated region, and electricity 
procurement and disclosure should operate under the same principle. 

Adding deliverability or hourly matching requirements on top of these boundaries would further increase 
administrative burden and data fragmentation without improving decision-usefulness. Many balance responsible 
parties and suppliers manage integrated renewable and GO portfolios across several countries. Narrowing 
boundaries would force parallel procurement, balancing, settlement, and reporting systems to be maintained for 
each region, increasing cost and reducing liquidity. These additional costs would ultimately be reflected in retail 
tariffs, regardless of whether consumers are actively pursuing renewable disclosure claims. The result is a 
higher reporting burden and increased cost, without a corresponding improvement in transparency, 
comparability, or environmental impact. 

Additionally, regions with higher grid carbon intensity still require industry for economic development, and not 
all sectors can relocate based on grid composition. Grid decarbonisation, system planning, and renewable 
investment are therefore policy and infrastructure questions — they should not be delegated to corporate 
disclosure frameworks. 

 



 

 

136. Considering investor and assurance needs, how do the proposed market-based revisions 
change the comparability of information relative to incremental cost and complexity for 
users? 

a. No meaningful improvement (unlikely to change comparability/interpretations) 
b. Minor improvement (noticeable but unlikely to change comparability) 
c. Moderate improvement (could change some comparability/assessments) 
d. Substantial improvement (likely to change comparability benchmarks) 
e. Not sure / no basis to assess 

 
137. Please provide additional context for your answer to question 136. 

Q136 does not provide an option to indicate that the proposed revisions may reduce comparability. The 
proposed market-based revisions would significantly increase complexity and administrative burden without 
improving comparability for investors or assurance providers. Introducing temporal and deliverability 
requirements would make reported data dependent on local grid structures, market boundaries, and data 
availability, which vary across regions and change over time. As a result, disclosures would become less 
consistent and less comparable across reporting entities. 

It is important to note that these proposed changes would not represent incremental refinement of the MBM, 
but rather a reversal of the established foundations on which the current market-based method and corporate 
renewable energy targets have been built. The GHGP originally enabled companies to credibly report 100% 
renewable electricity procurement through unique, traceable certificate claims under a dual reporting 
framework. This approach catalyzed global voluntary market development and initiatives such as RE100. 
Redefining the method so that 100% renewable procurement can no longer be claimed -on the grounds that 
the grid itself is not 100% renewable- conflates grid decarbonization with corporate procurement and shifts the 
goalposts after an entire ecosystem has aligned around the standard. Rules can evolve, but backtracking in this 
way undermines long-term credibility and introduces significant uncertainty for investors, suppliers, and 
reporting entities. 
 
The current Scope 2 guidance is well understood and widely embedded in corporate reporting, voluntary market 
initiatives, and even legislative references in several jurisdictions. Altering its foundations so substantially 
threatens the trust and predictability that users expect from a global standard. While some criticisms of the 
existing system have been raised by a subset of stakeholders, most of these concerns could be addressed 
through targeted improvements -such as stricter annual matching, clearer time-stamping, greater digitalisation 
and API use, monthly disclosure periods, and better harmonisation (in Europe)- rather than redefining the 
method itself. Instead of refining the existing framework, the proposed revisions seek to redesign core concepts 
from the ground up. Redefining the fundamentals and discouraging 100% renewable electricity use under dual 
reporting, as enabled by the current text, erodes trust in the framework altogether: Entities can no longer rely 
on the continuity of the standard they have invested in implementing, based largely on niche advocacy for 
hourly matching and limited understanding of the physics of electricity systems. Reversing these principles 
introduces methodological uncertainty and weakens the incentive to report, as entities can no longer depend on 
a stable and predictable accounting foundation. 
 
These revisions do not improve the comparability of information relative to the additional cost and complexity 
they introduce. They create structural unfairness between regions with very different data availability, market 
design, metering infrastructure, and EAC systems. Many entities would be forced to rely on synthetic load 
profiles, proxy data, or other estimation tools that appear more granular but in practice reduce accuracy and 
make results less comparable. Rather than converging toward a consistent, equitable basis for disclosure, the 
proposed requirements risk widening disparities between consumers and obscuring the value of procurement 
claims. 

The incremental cost and operational effort required under the proposed revisions therefore outweigh any 
informational benefit, while also weakening an established and widely adopted disclosure system. 

 
138. For questions 134-137, please provide the basis for your assessment (select all that apply). 

a. Direct empirical analysis (e.g., back-testing with hourly factors) 



 

 

b. Operational experience applying hourly MBM 
c. Professional judgment informed by literature/briefings 
d. General awareness (no direct analysis) 
e. Prefer not to say 

 
139. Please estimate the anticipated change in procurement cost (i.e., price paid) for hourly-

matched, deliverable EACs and/or PPAs relative to your current sourcing strategy. Assume 
3 is your current external cost. 

a. Scale of 1 (much less) – 5 (much more) 
 

We suggest 5 
 

140. What are the assumed main drivers affecting procurement price differences for 
hourly/deliverable EACs/PPAs relative to your current sourcing strategy (select all that 
apply): 

a. Hourly matching and deliverability requirements may change prices due to supply available at 
specific times and locations of demand 

a. Shaping/firming or storage products required to align hourly supply with load 
b. Contract tenor or credit/collateral requirements that increase all-in price 
c. Need to structure multiple smaller PPAs instead of one large, aggregated contract, reducing 

economies of scale and increasing fixed transaction and development costs 
d. If an entity elects to self-supply hourly matched, deliverable EACs exclusively via PPAs (and not 

use secondary/spot EAC markets), over-procurement may be needed to ensure full hourly 
coverage across deliverable sites and periods 

e. Procurement costs to purchase EACs in secondary/spot markets to cover residual hours 
f. Other (please explain) 
g. None 

 
Other: The listed drivers focus on reshaping procurement portfolios for hourly matching within constrained 
market boundaries. They do not reflect the broader system effects on liquidity, administrative burden, 
disclosure comparability, or the shifting of cost from renewable project financing toward intermediaries and data 
platforms. These are material drivers of price and procurement feasibility, particularly in cross-border markets 
such as Europe. 
 
Reduced market liquidity due to boundary fragmentation may lead to more frequent supply scarcity of EACs in 
general. This could raise overall procurement costs with limited environmental benefit given that in a more 
complex reporting environment, a greater share of the procurement cost will be taken by market intermediaries 
who many consumers will need in order to manage this complexity. 
 
A larger share of procurement spend shifts to IT platforms and intermediaries rather than renewable project 
financing, weakening the link between procurement and new capacity. 
 
Increased administrative burden and data integration cost for suppliers and consumers, including the need for 
third-party platforms to reconcile hourly load profiles. 
 
Hourly matching requires parallel portfolio management systems that are not aligned with physical balancing 
responsibilities, increasing complexity and inefficiency. 
 
The requirement creates uneven burden across market participants, favoring entities with in-house energy 
market expertise and putting smaller or non-energy-intensive consumers at a disadvantage. 
 

141. Please provide any additional comments on the anticipated change in costs for hourly-
matched, deliverable EACs, PPAs, etc. relative to current practices. If applicable, please 
include comments if and how this would impact your procurement strategy for carbon free 
electricity? 

 



 

 

The costs would increase significantly because hourly matching and deliverability requirements would create 
operational dependence on specialized IT platforms and intermediaries. Implementing these systems at scale 
requires coordinating data and procurement across multiple balancing zones, which is not feasible for most 
organizations without third-party service providers. As a result, a larger share of expenditure would shift toward 
intermediaries and platform costs, rather than contributing to renewable project financing or long-term 
procurement instruments such as PPAs. This runs counter to the objective of strengthening the link between 
renewable procurement and new capacity. For global companies operating across several regions, the 
complexity multiplies further, as separate systems would need to be maintained for each boundary. Overall, this 
approach does not enhance procurement effectiveness and would make renewable sourcing more 
administratively burdensome and less cost-efficient, with limited additional environmental benefit. 
 
These questions seek input on potential financial-reporting implications, beyond scope 2 reporting, arising from 
the proposed MBM criteria. Please only respond to this section if these issues are relevant to your organization, 
or you have direct expertise or experience with financial reporting under IFRS or GAAP. 

 
142. Beyond scope 2 reporting, do the proposed MBM criteria (hourly matching, deliverability, 

inclusive of feasibility & transition design) pose material IFRS/GAAP financial-reporting 
impacts for PPAs or similar instruments (e.g., IFRS 9 own-use/hedge accounting, IAS 37 
onerous contracts)? 

a. Scale of 1 (No impacts) – 5 (Significant impacts) 
 

We suggest 4 

143. Please briefly explain your rating: identify which accounting areas could be affected and why (for 
example, IFRS 9 own-use eligibility, hedge accounting, IAS 37 onerous-contract risk), and note the 
main factors driving the impact (for example, hourly matching, deliverability, contract terms such as 
tenor, penalties, or close-out provisions). 
 
 

RECS members have raised the concern that an hourly- and location-matched MBM would be more stringent 
than IFRS and US GAAP, which govern the recognition and measurement of PPAs, derivatives, and EACs but do 
not prescribe Scope 2 claim rules. Recent IASB updates acknowledge the complexity of nature-dependent 
electricity contracts, but these accounting frameworks were not designed to require hourly or geographically 
constrained matching for environmental disclosures. While hourly matching would not directly change 
accounting classifications, it would introduce operational requirements and documentation burdens that go 
beyond what IFRS or US GAAP intend-effectively creating a higher level of reporting granularity than is required 
for financial accounting. This could influence how PPAs are structured, how hedge-accounting relationships are 
supported, and how own-use or NPNS eligibility is evaluated. EACs would continue to be accounted for as 
intangible assets, but hourly retirement introduces additional tracking and audit complexity. The overall impact 
is therefore indirect but material: the MBM criteria add operational and accounting burden, even though the 
underlying standards themselves do not change. 
 

144. If mid–high impacts: select affected areas (select all that apply): 
a. Own-use 
b. Hedge accounting 
c. IAS 37 
d. Other (please explain) 

 
145. For each area selected in question 144, briefly note key drivers (e.g., main contract or 

accounting features driving the impact). 

 
The following section of questions focuses on principle-based considerations for the reporting of emissions 
associated with electricity within and outside of the scope 2 inventory. 

 



 

 

 
146. Considering the full set of proposed revisions to the market-based method as discussed 

previously in this consultation, would the existence of a separate metric outside of scope 2 
to quantify the emissions impact of electricity-related actions change your perspective on 
the proposed revisions? 

a. Yes 
b. Somewhat 
c. No 
d. I do not support the development of impact metrics outside the scope 2 inventory. 

147. If you answer “yes” or “somewhat” to question 146, which of the following rationale 
captures your views (select all that apply). 

a. Allows for continued investment in electricity projects outside of my deliverable market 
boundary 

b. Provides a complementary metric to quantify actions such as energy storage or demand 
response 

c. Causes less disruption of existing electricity procurement practices 
d. Provides additional relevant information for users of GHG data 
e. Provides additional approaches for target setting 
f. Other (please specify) 

 
 

148. Please provide comments regarding your selected choices in question 147. 

 
149. If you answered “no” to question 146, please explain why a separate impact metric 

for electricity projects does not change your view of the proposed market-based inventory 
revisions. 

A separate impact metric does not change our view because it serves a fundamentally different purpose than 
the market-based method. The MBM enables clear, auditable, contract-based disclosure of electricity sourcing 
choices and is the foundation on which the voluntary renewable procurement ecosystem has developed, 
including pioneering initiatives such as RE100. This framework is precisely what allows organizations to credibly 
report 100% renewable electricity procurement, and make unique claims. 

By contrast, “impact” metrics rely on modeled counterfactuals and assumptions about the behavior of the 
broader power system, which vary by region, policy environment, and time. These metrics are not comparable 
across markets and are not currently suitable for assurance. They describe estimated system-wide effects, not 
contractual procurement decisions. As such, they may be useful as supplemental, narrative indicators but they 
should remain distinct from market-based Scope 2 inventories. 

The proposed revisions would shift Scope 2 away from its established premise by implying that 100% 
renewable procurement claims are no longer valid unless the grid itself is fully decarbonized. This conflates 
corporate procurement with system-level power generation and reverses the principle on which the MBM was 
built. The existence of a separate impact metric does not justify restricting or redefining the market-based 
method or the ability to report 100% renewable electricity consumption through traceable, book-and-claim 
instruments. 

 
150. If you answered “I do not support the development of impact metrics outside the scope 2 

inventory” to question 146, which of the following rationale captures your views 
(select all that apply). 

a. There is no agreed-on methodology for calculating these impact metrics 
b. The existence of impact metrics would divert investment from time-matched and deliverable 

electricity procurement 
c. These metrics are not currently required in mandatory disclosure frameworks 
d. These metrics are not currently part of target setting programs 
e. These metrics may not be appropriately auditable 



 

 

f. These metrics could result in greenwashing 
g. Other (please specify) 

 
151. Please provide comments regarding your selected choices in question 150. 

The introduction of impact metrics risks shifting the purpose of Scope 2 from contractual disclosure to 
speculative modeling of system effects, which is not comparable, consistent, or suitable for standard-setting. 

The MBM enables auditable claims tied to real contractual instruments. Impact metrics, by contrast, describe 
estimated system-level outcomes and should be treated, if developed, as supplemental voluntary indicators. 
They should not influence or restrict the ability to report 100% renewable electricity procurement through 
traceable book-and-claim instruments. Keeping these two forms of disclosure distinct is essential to maintaining 
integrity, transparency, and continuity for investors and market participants. 

 
152. In your view, balancing scientific integrity, climate impact, and feasibility, what scope 2 

revisions or combination of revisions are most appropriate? Please address each of the 
three core decision-making criteria: integrity, impact, and feasibility in your answer, and 
describe how the approach satisfies each criterion. 

 
Retain dual reporting and maintain the market-based method as a clear, auditable, contract-based framework 
for disclosing renewable electricity procurement. Corporates often choosing to calculate their scope 2 
emissions using either the market-based or location-based method, rather than using both, creates 
institutionalised double counting. The location-based method reduces the incentive for organisations to act 
individually to support renewables through their procurement policies, and not pushing for dual reporting 
creates systematic blind spots in disclosure -obscuring the distinction between contractual choices and the 
underlying grid mix. 
 
The most effective way to strengthen the MBM is to ensure that it remains accessible, scalable, and applicable 
across markets, including regions without advanced energy data systems. A broader and more liquid voluntary 
market increases participation, normalises renewable procurement, and sends clearer signals for regulators and 
system operators to expand renewable integration and grid modernisation. Market growth and widespread 
participation, not prescriptive reporting requirements, drive policy alignment and infrastructure upgrades. 
 
Rather than mandating hourly matching or restricting market boundaries, additional impact should be 
encouraged through voluntary, user-directed actions. Organizations should retain the flexibility to support the 
forms of climate and social benefit most aligned with their context—whether community energy cooperatives, 
electrification projects in developing regions, NGO-led ecolabels, or programs addressing energy poverty (see 
Q22). Recognizing these contributions within the reporting framework increases participation and enables more 
organizations to contribute meaningfully. A framework that supports choice, recognition, and inclusivity delivers 
greater cumulative impact than prescribing a single model of “impact.” 
 
Integrity can be strengthened within the existing MBM through practical, globally applicable improvements: 
Monthly disclosure periods to reflect seasonal changes and increase market liquidity and full consumption 
disclosure to ensure transparency and comparability. RECS also encourages wider registry digitalisation, API 
adoption, and clearer time-stamping of contractual instruments, which could support further granularity for 
those who seek it -without imposing requirements that are unworkable for many markets. 
 
Additionally, we advocate for full consumption disclosure, whereby organisations report all electricity 
procurement by source. This implies the use of contractual instruments for all electricity attributes—including 
non-renewable supply—so organisations have clear visibility over what their procurement supports, including 
where no deliberate choice is made. Full disclosure enhances transparency and strengthens accountability by 
encouraging organisations to take responsibility for their entire electricity procurement. 
 
 
2 Exemptions – hourly matching exemption threshold 



 

 

 
153. On a scale of 1-5 do you support allowing for exemptions to hourly matching using one of 

the options (1-4) described above? 
Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 
 
We suggest 5  

154. Please provide your reasons for support, if any (select all that apply). 
 

a. Reflects a reasonable balance of integrity, impact and feasibility as organizations under a 
threshold collectively contribute to fewer scope 2 emissions than the largest consumers 

b. Encourages organizations under a threshold to continue to engage in voluntary 
procurement using an annual procurement approach 

c. Provides a more equitable approach for reporting as hourly matching could be more 
challenging for organizations under a threshold 

d. Reduces transition strain on the electricity market and hourly matching infrastructure. 
e. Other (please provide) 

 
 
Since we fundamentally disagree with the premise of hourly matching, we would maximise exemptions that 
help ensure participation in renewable procurement remains accessible to as many organizations, in as many 
regions, and at as many maturity levels as possible. A scalable and inclusive market is critical for long-term 
system impact. Limiting participation through administrative or technical barriers would reduce liquidity, 
participation, and overall renewable procurement volumes while raising costs (that primarily go to 
intermediaries) for all consumers. 

155. Please provide any additional comments regarding your reasons for support. 
Our support for exemptions should not be interpreted as support for making hourly matching a mandatory 
requirement. Hourly matching requires advanced energy data systems, access to asset-level profiles, and 
portfolio management capabilities that are not available to most reporting entities. Maximising exemptions 
ensures that participation in renewable procurement remains feasible and encourages continued engagement in 
voluntary renewable purchasing. A broad and inclusive market is critical for long-term impact, whereas narrow 
technical requirements risk reducing participation, liquidity, and market growth while raising costs (that 
primarily go to intermediaries) for all consumers. Exemptions also prevent the undue burden of hourly matching 
being placed on organizations without the expertise, scale, or regional infrastructure to implement it 
responsibly. 

156. Please provide your concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting, if any (select all 
that apply). 

a. Reduces accuracy and relevance of MBM reporting 
b. Introduces inconsistencies across companies, reducing transparency and comparability for 

users 
c. Creates reputational risk and increases skepticism about MBM claims. 
d. Fragments the voluntary market and may slow the transition to wider availability/use of hourly 

data 
e. Feasibility is better addressed via temporary measures (e.g., phase-ins/legacy) rather than 

ongoing exemptions 
f. Tools and infrastructure are improving rapidly, making broad exemptions increasingly 

unnecessary 
g. Support an exemption, but a different criterion should be used for defining eligibility. 
h. Other (please provide) 

 
 

157. Please provide any additional comments regarding your concerns or reasons for why 
you are not supporting. 
 
 

 



 

 

 
158. What evidence and/or reasoned rationale supports the need for exemptions (e.g., data 

access, costs, feasibility)? 
 

GHGP’s rationale for the proposed changes (6.2) states that “many reporters have relatively modest 
electricity use while a small number of very large users account for most consumption.” However, the CDP 
report referenced here presents a more nuanced picture. It shows that average renewable electricity 
purchasing remains broadly similar across company size categories and is not materially different from the 
current global renewable share of approximately 29% (CDP Energy report 2024, p.10). The more 
meaningful distinction is not the volume of electricity consumed, but whether companies make renewable 
electricity claims at all. 

The report also notes that larger electricity users are more likely to make some form of renewable 
electricity claim (p.43), but this does not necessarily correspond to higher ambition or clearer reporting. 
Only around half of companies’ renewable electricity claims include sufficient detail to understand their 
mechanism and credibility, and the impact of these claims remains difficult to quantify (p.44). Additionally, 
among the 20 largest electricity consumers in the materials sector, none report a renewable electricity 
target (pp.13–14). 

Taken together, these findings suggest that the challenge is not that smaller companies lack ambition or 
should be exempted solely based on consumption levels. Instead, both large and smaller companies vary 
widely in claim quality and target-setting maturity, even among organizations already reporting to CDP. 
This indicates that voluntary participation in renewable electricity procurement cannot be taken for 
granted, and that increasing complexity or reducing flexibility in Scope 2 reporting could discourage 
participation by all consumers, with the greatest discouragement likely among companies without in-house 
energy market expertise. 

Therefore, exemptions are needed not because smaller consumers are less significant, but because the 
current system still requires expansion, education, and support to improve claim quality and participation 
across all company types. Introducing additional administrative burdens or restrictive matching 
requirements would likely reduce engagement by all market participants, rather than strengthen climate 
impact. 

 

159. Options 1, 3, and 4 introduce a GWh load threshold applied within a defined boundary. In 
section 5.3.1 question 70 you selected an exemption threshold of either of 5, 10, or 50 GWh 
per deliverable market boundary. If you prefer a GWh load threshold based on a different 
amount, propose a single threshold amount in GWh per boundary and explain why. 

 
a. Threshold [enter number] GWh per [deliverable market boundary/site/other] 
b. Preferred option selected in section 5.3.1, question 70 

 
160. If you provided a different threshold amount in (a), how does your proposed threshold 

better fit the intent of the exemption (reducing reporting burden while maintaining MBM 
integrity and impact)? How would this exemption threshold impact the administrative and 
cost burden of the proposed MBM requirements compared to an exemption threshold of 5, 
10, or 50 GWh per deliverable market boundary? 

 
a. Rationale (<300 words) 

 
If the aim is to identify energy-intensive operations, then site-level assessment would 
be far more meaningful than using a market boundary. However, the threshold itself 
is not the issue. Any consumption-based cutoff shifts attention away from materiality 
toward an arbitrary number that does not reflect the diversity of sectors, procurement 



 

 

models, or reporting contexts. In many sectors, electricity is not the dominant driver 
of emissions or decarbonisation impact; focusing administrative effort on meeting or 
interpreting a threshold detracts from more meaningful reporting. Regardless of 
whether the threshold is 5, 10, 50, or 100 GWh, any fixed value introduces 
compliance complexity without improving the integrity or impact of the MBM. (110 
words) 

 
161. Exemption options 2, 3, and 4 introduce a criterion based on a reporter meeting the small 

and medium company categorization. This categorization framework is being developed by 
the Corporate Standard Technical Working Group. What specific criteria should be 
considered to define Small and Medium Companies? (select all that apply) 

a. Number of employees 
b. Net annual turnover 
c. Balance sheet 
d. Emissions (scope 1 + LBM scope 2) 
e. Company location (high and upper-middle income countries and low- and lower-middle income 

countries) 
f. Other (please explain) 

162. Please provide any additional comments regarding the criteria to define Small and Medium 
Companies. 

 
Small, medium, and large electricity users cannot be reliably distinguished by SME definitions, which vary across 
regions and are simple to restructure around. Rather than being a meaningful indicator of procurement 
capability, SME status risks becoming an administrative loophole. Exemptions should therefore be based on 
feasibility and data accessibility, not on company size definitions that lack consistency across markets. 
 
 

163. Which of the four draft eligibility options for an exemption to hourly matching reflect the 
most reasonable balance of integrity, impact and feasibility of the MBM? Apply the exemption 
threshold selected in question 159. 

a. Option 1 
b. Option 2 
c. Option 3 
d. Option 4 
e. None of the above (please explain) 

 
164. If you selected “None of the above” in question 163, please describe your preferred 

eligibility conditions to apply an exemption to hourly matching and outline how this reflects 
a reasonable balance of integrity, impact and feasibility of the MBM. 

 
165. Please provide additional comments regarding your answer to question 164, including the 

main reasons why it is the most appropriate and any geographic or industry specific 
considerations that influenced your response. (≤300 words). 

166. Should exemptions be time-limited (i.e. phased-out over time) or ongoing? 
a. Time-limited (i.e. phased out over time) 
b. Ongoing 
c. Unsure 
d. Do not support exemptions 

 
167. If you selected that exemptions should be time-limited in question 166, please explain how 

this phase- out should be implemented and why this suggestion fits the intent of the 
exemption (i.e., reducing reporting burden while maintaining integrity and impact of the 
MBM). 

Author
Option 1. Companies with annual consumption up to [X] GWh/year in a deliverable market boundary may use a monthly or annual accounting interval for Criteria 4 for all operations within that market boundary in accordance with the contractual instruments temporal data hierarchy. 
Option 2. Companies that meet the small and medium company categorization may use a monthly or annual accounting interval for Criteria 4 for all operations within that market boundary in accordance with the contractual instruments temporal data hierarchy. 
Option 3. Companies with annual consumption up to [X] GWh/year in a deliverable market boundary or meet the small and medium company categorization may use a monthly or annual accounting interval for Criteria 4 for all operations within that market boundary in accordance with the contractual instruments temporal data hierarchy. 
Option 4. Companies with annual consumption up to [X] GWh/year in a deliverable boundary and meet the small and medium company categorization may use a monthly or annual accounting interval for Criteria 4 for all operations within that market boundary in accordance with the contractual instruments temporal data hierarchy. 



 

 

 
168. Aside from any suggestions provided in question 167, please describe any safeguards 

needed to ensure exemptions are not misused and that comparability across reporting 
organisations is maintained? 

 
169. In exercising the exemption, should the organization be considered in conformance with 

the Corporate Standard and Scope 2 Standard?  
a. Yes, organizations using the hourly matching exemption should be considered in 

conformance 
b. No, organizations using the hourly matching exemption should NOT be considered in 

conformance 
c. A separate conformance level should be defined for companies exercising the exemption 
d. Unsure 
e. Other (please explain) 

170. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to question 169. 
 
The need for safeguards stems less from the risk of misuse of exemptions and more from the rigidity 
of the proposed requirements themselves. Imposing hourly matching and restrictive market boundaries 
introduces a level of administrative and data intensity that is not feasible, pragmatic or necessary for 
the majority of reporting organizations. When a standard is designed in a way that only a subset of 
large, highly resourced entities can realistically comply, it creates structural incentives to reclassify 
consumption, reorganize entities, or seek loopholes simply to maintain conformance or drop voluntary 
reporting altogether. 

Exemptions must therefore not imply a lower standard of reporting. Organizations exercising an 
exemption should remain fully in conformance with the Corporate Standard and Scope 2 Standard. A 
more proportionate, scalable approach, such as strict calendar year annual or monthly matching, 
preserves comparability and integrity while enabling broader participation. Requiring strict calendar 
year annual or monthly matching, while permitting optional hourly matching for those who seek it, 
preserves flexibility. It enables consumers to choose their level of ambition without prescribing hourly 
matching as the only valid pathway 

 This approach encourages organizations to pursue additional impacts according to their own 
priorities—for example, supporting community energy, electrification projects in developing regions, or 
programs addressing energy poverty—rather than mandating a single pathway such as hourly 
matching. Requiring annual or monthly and allowing hourly matching for those who would like to 
pursue it empowers the consumers instead of prescriptive requirements. 

In this way, the framework supports inclusivity, continuity, and meaningful impact, rather than 
compliance-driven restructuring or reduced participation. 
 

 
3 Legacy clause considerations 

3.1 Consultation questions 

171. On a scale of 1-5 do you support introduction of a Legacy Clause to exempt existing long-
term contracts that comply with the current Scope 2 Quality Criteria from being required to 
meet updated Quality Criterion 4 (hourly matching) and Quality Criterion 5 (deliverability)? 

Scale of 1 (no support) – 5 (fully support) 
 
We suggest 5 

 
172. Please provide your reasons for support, if any (select all that apply).  



 

 

a. Reflects a reasonable balance of integrity, impact and feasibility as existing long-term contracts 
reflect significant financial and operational commitments to energy resources 

b. Encourages organizations with legacy contracts to continue to engage in voluntary procurement 
using an annual procurement approach 

c. Provides a more equitable approach by ensuring that early adopters of Scope 2 Guidance are 
not disadvantaged 

d. Helps maintain trust and market confidence in long-term contracts 
e. Provides a pragmatic pathway for organizations to transition to updated Quality Criteria 
f. Other (please provide) 

 
Long-term procurement decisions were made in good faith based on the MBM as defined by 
the Corporate Standard. Retroactively changing the criteria for recognition would undermine 
confidence in the stability and reliability of corporate climate frameworks. 

 
173. Please provide any additional comments regarding your reasons for support. 

A legacy clause is needed to maintain trust in the stability of contract-based claims. Organizations entered long-
term renewable procurement agreements based on the existing Scope 2 guidance, and retroactively changing 
eligibility would disadvantage early adopters and undermine confidence in PPA and certificate markets. A legacy 
clause provides continuity and a feasible transition pathway without disrupting existing contractual 
commitments. 

 
174. Please provide your concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting, if any (select all 

that apply). 

a. Reduces overall accuracy and relevance of MBM reporting 
b. Introduces inconsistencies across companies, reducing transparency and comparability for 

users 
c. Not aligned with MBM’s purpose, weakens credible market signals and abatement planning, 

and may conflict with regulatory expectations 
d. Creates reputational risk and increases skepticism about MBM claims 
e. Fragments the voluntary market and may slow the transition to wider availability/use of hourly 

data 
f. Other (please provide) 

 
 

175. Please provide any additional comments regarding your concerns or reasons for why 
you are not supporting. 

 
176. Which date should determine a contract’s eligibility under a Legacy Clause? 

a. Contract signed prior to implementation date of the Scope 2 Standard (post phase-in period) 
b. Contract signed prior to publication date of the Scope 2 Standard 

c. Other (please explain) 
d. Do not support Legacy Clause 

177. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to question 176. 
 
Both, the revision process should not halt any existing or planned action, neither before the publication nor 
during the phase in period. 

 
178. If a Legacy Clause is included, please provide comments on the following design 

elements to balance integrity, impact, and feasibility of the MBM. Respond only to items 
relevant to your context. 

 
a. Eligibility by instrument type and term: Define which instruments qualify (e.g., PPAs, utility 



 

 

green tariffs, supplier-specific contracts, unbundled certificates) and any minimum original term, 
including treatment or eligibility of perpetual or undefined-term contracts. 

b. Duration of legacy treatment: Specify the time limit or maximum remaining term after which 
updated Scope 2 Quality Criteria apply to all contracts. 

c. Allocation rules to prevent legacy contractual instruments being used to target the most 
challenging hours or locations. 

d. Transfers and resale requirements when legacy instruments are sold or transferred to third parties. 
e. Extensions and amendments: Define how contract extensions or material amendments after 

the cutoff affect eligibility (e.g., whether the extended or modified portion is treated as a new 
contract subject to updated Scope 2 Quality Criteria). 

f. Disclosures: Scope and granularity of disclosures for any use of a Legacy Clause (for example 
separate presentation of MBM results with and without legacy-treated instruments, percentage 
of contracts covered, share of load covered, expected end date of legacy status). 

g. Pre-effective-date guardrails: Approaches to discourage contracting intended solely to expand 
legacy eligibility before the cutoff (for example, disclosure of execution date and negotiation 
timeline). 

h. Global equity: Approaches to address regional concentration of eligible contracts and related 
equity considerations. 

 
 
Questions 179-180 seek input on potential challenges for users of climate-related financial risk disclosure 
programs arising from a legacy clause. Please only respond to this section if these issues are relevant to your 
organization or you have direct expertise or experience with climate-related financial risk disclosure programs. 

 
179. Does a legacy clause pose material implications for users of climate-related financial risk 

disclosure programs? 
Scale of 1 (No material implications) – 5 (Significant implications) 

 
180. Please briefly explain your rating: identify what the potential impacts could be and the 

main factors driving the impact (for example, comparability, transparency etc). 

 
Some stakeholders have outlined a preference for transition tools other than a legacy clause as a way to balance 
continuity and comparability for the scope 2 MBM. 

181. Which transition approach best balances continuity and comparability for the scope 2 MBM 
whilst maintaining integrity, impact, and feasibility? 

a. Legacy clause: allow existing contracts that meet the current Scope 2 Quality Criteria to 
continue to be reported under the MBM as described in your response to Question 178. 

b. Uniform effective date: rather than using a legacy clause, instead apply the updated quality 
criteria to all contractual instruments from a specific date following a defined lead time. The 
lead time would seek to facilitate companies having time to consider changes to existing 
contracts. Contracts executed before the effective date could continue to be used during the 
lead time, with separate, clearly labelled disclosure identifying results affected by those 
contracts. 

c. Other (please specify) 

182. If you selected “Other” in question 181 please provide details of an alternative transition 
approach that better balances continuity and comparability for the scope 2 MBM whilst 
maintaining integrity impact and feasibility. 

 
183. If a uniform effective date was applied rather than a legacy clause, what would be an 

appropriate date for organizations to be required to apply the updated quality criteria to all 
contractual instruments? (enter in 20XX). 
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