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Respondent information 
4. Name 
Clean Energy Buyers Association 
 
 
5. Organizational Affiliation 
 
The Clean Energy Buyers Association (CEBA) is a business trade association that 
activates energy buyers and partners to advance low-cost, reliable, carbon-emissions 
free global electricity systems. CEBA’s members comprise one-fifth of the Fortune 
500, represent more than $38 trillion in market capitalization, and include buyers of 
every type and size. As of November 2025, corporate energy buyers have procured 
over 127 GW of large-scale, clean energy in the US since 2014. This represents ~40% of 
the clean energy capacity added to the grid in the US in that period.  
 



 
CEBA’s responses to this survey represent its views as a business trade association 
on behalf of its membership. However, CEBA does not maintain that its view is 
endorsed by all CEBA members.  
 
 
11. If you selected “Other,” please specify 
CEBA represents members that overwhelmingly use the GHG Protocol and have a 
greenhouse gas inventory. These members rely on the Scope 2 Guidance to build 
the internal business case to pursue carbon-emissions free energy. The Scope 2 
Guidance has been critical for securing the internal approvals necessary to pursue 
long-term PPAs for clean energy. “[C]orporate renewable energy procurement has 
high adoption rates among companies with GHG inventories and goals.” (Lahd, 2025, 
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-energy-
policy/articles/10.3389/fsuep.2025.1599477/full ).  
 
In the US alone, corporate energy buyers have procured over 127 GW of large-scale, 
clean energy since 2014 (as of 11/25). This represents ~40% of the clean energy 
capacity added to the grid in that period. These buyers also help scale firm carbon-
emissions free energy technologies. Without voluntary corporate commitments for 
clean energy, fewer clean energy projects will be financed and built. 
 
Recent CEBA-commissioned research found that long-term corporate virtual PPAs 
are crucial to getting new clean energy projects built. (See 
https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-corporate-demand-drives-clean-energy/; see 
also Gillenwater and Leggett, Limitations of Hourly Matching Claims for Scope 2 
Reporting, pgs. 3-4, https://ever.green/papers/hourly-matching “Over the past 15 
years, companies have signed PPAs associated with the development of 200 
gigawatts of added renewable energy generation.”) 
 
CEBA has consistently asserted that the “market-based method has served as a 
linchpin, along with market-based instruments (i.e., EACs, both bundled and 
unbundled), for enabling voluntary customer CFE procurement and the resulting 
market and investment impacts.” (2023 CEBA survey, https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-
need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates). “Because CFE 
procurement counts for reducing a customer’s electricity-based emissions, this 
accounting method creates a powerful incentive for customers to procure CFE.” (Id.) 
The market-based method has had a direct influence on how much clean energy 
voluntary buyers–CEBA’s members–buy. That is why CEBA opposes the GHG 
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Protocol’s proposal to mandate hourly matching and physical deliverability in the 
market-based method. The market-based method has been a success precisely 
because it has enabled various procurement strategies to drive impact.  
 
In choosing one way to apply the market-based method in the revisions, the 
Protocol is deviating from its own guidance of remaining “policy neutral.” The 
Governance Overview rightly establishes that “[w]here multiple programs or policy 
objectives exist, GHG Protocol should support multiple types of data relevant to 
multiple policies or programs and provide guidance on how to use or adapt GHG 
Protocol standards for specific policy purposes.” (see A.4, pg. 9). Also, the “standard is 
not designed to favor one policy mechanism over another. GHG Protocol standards 
provide guidance on target setting and limited requirements where needed to 
support the accounting and reporting approaches.” (Id.). Proposing to hardcode 
mandatory requirements of hourly matching and deliverability is a policy-directed 
action beyond the Protocol’s own identified remit.  
 
The Scope 2 Guidance should be maintained and enhanced to “advance systemic 
electric grid decarbonization globally.” (2023 CEBA survey, 
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-
guidance-updates). CEBA has recommended, as it does now, that “it is essential to 
promote as much action by as many stakeholders as possible to accelerate the 
deployment of carbon-free electricity.” (Id.) 
 
CEBA calls on the Protocol to maintain and strategically enhance the market-based 
method and urges them to consider optional rather than mandatory language in its 
revision more in line with Alternative Proposal 5 
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/S2-Meeting15-Presentation%20-
20250604.pdf, pg. 36).  
 

Section 3: Proposed revisions to definitions and 
purpose of the location-based method and market-
based method  
 
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 
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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?  
 
CEBA disagrees with the proposal to refine the definition of Scope 2, as the existing 
definition and characterization adequately capture the purpose and value of Scope 2 
accounting. The current definition already encompasses both consumption and 
procurement, and the Scope 2 Guidance provides two distinct methods for 
accounting for consumption (LBM) separate from procurement (MBM). The GHG 
Protocol has not provided sufficient rationale or articulated the value of a significant 
departure from this structure.  
 
The market-based method has, in practice, incentivized significant investment in 
clean energy. In the US alone, as of November 2025, corporate energy buyers have 
procured over 127 GW of large-scale, clean energy since 2014. This represents ~40% 
of the clean energy capacity added to the grid in that period. These buyers also help 
scale firm carbon-emissions free energy technologies.  
 
Without voluntary corporate commitments for clean energy, fewer clean energy 
projects will be financed and built. Recent CEBA-commissioned research found that 
long-term corporate virtual power purchase agreements are crucial to getting new 
clean energy projects on the system (see https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-
corporate-demand-drives-clean-energy/).   
 
Thus, the proposal to redefine Scope 2 and the market-based method also threatens 
to undermine the relevance and impact of the Scope 2 Guidance in large part by 
weakening and restricting the contractual mechanisms for clean energy – 
particularly power purchase agreements – risking a reversal of more than a decade 
of progress and jeopardizing future global climate action.  
 
 
19. Please provide any feedback on the proposed clarification to 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?   
 
CEBA does not disagree with the proposed clarification to the LBM definition “to 
reflect scope 2 emissions from generation physically delivered at the times and 
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locations of consumption,” insofar as the GHG Protocol recognizes CEBA’s 
disagreement on the refinement of the MBM definition in relation to this 
clarification.  
 
While the Protocol is tackling the definition changes of MBM and LBM in separate 
questions, the overall framing between the two is important, and CEBA argues that 
the Protocol should essentially retain the original framing of both methods in the 
Scope 2 Guidance which specifies that in “contrast to the location-based method, 
[the MBM] allocation pathway represents contractual information and claims flow, 
which may be different from underlying energy flows in the grid. The certificate does 
not necessarily represent the emissions caused by the purchaser’s consumption of 
electricity.”  
 
 
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?  
 
CEBA supports maintaining the MBM’s existing basis and disagrees with the 
proposal to require “temporal correlation and deliverability when matching 
instruments to consumption.” 
As reflected in CEBA’s long-standing position, the “market-based method has served 
as a linchpin, along with market-based instruments (i.e., EACs, both bundled and 
unbundled), for enabling voluntary customer CFE procurement and the resulting 
market and investment impacts.” (see 2023 CEBA survey, available at 
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-
guidance-updates). “Because CFE procurement counts for reducing a customer’s 
electricity-based emissions, this accounting method creates a powerful incentive for 
customers to procure CFE.” (Id.) The GHG Protocol has had a direct influence on how 
much voluntary clean energy buyers –CEBA’s members– buy. 
 
Recent CEBA-commissioned research found that long-term corporate virtual power 
purchase agreements are crucial to getting new clean energy projects on the 
system (see https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-corporate-demand-drives-clean-
energy/; see also Gillenwater and Leggett, Limitations of Hourly Matching Claims for 
Scope 2 Reporting, pgs. 3-4 “Over the past 15 years, companies have signed PPAs 



 
associated with the development of 200 gigawatts of added renewable energy 
generation.”). 
 
CEBA has consistently maintained that “it is essential to promote as much action by 
as many stakeholders as possible to accelerate the deployment of carbon-free 
electricity” (see 2023 CEBA GHGP survey, available at https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-
need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates). Mandatory hourly 
matching and physical deliverability requirements may impede procurement, chill 
investment, and risk slowing grid decarbonization.  
 
In May 2025, CEBA reiterated this long-held position in a letter to the GHG Protocol 
Secretariat and Independent Standards Board, asserting that the GHG Protocol has 
driven massive decarbonization impact but is risking its future success by proposing 
stricter time and location accounting requirements. CEBA’s mission is focused on 
grids that are 24/7 carbon emissions-free, yet imposing these requirements at the 
organizational level is inefficient and infeasible for most buyers and may curtail 
ambitious global climate action. CEBA cautioned that many corporate buyers may 
pull back on investments in clean energy, undermining the Protocol’s relevance, 
reversing progress, and jeopardizing future action (see generally, CEBA May ISB 
letter, available at https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-calls-for-immediate-changes-to-
greenhouse-gas-protocols-scope-2-revision-process/). 
 
This concern is grounded in current market challenges and realities. Many buyers 
already face procurement barriers, and the proposed MBM revisions would 
exacerbate these issues. A recent CEBA survey found that 75% of buyers oppose 
mandatory hourly matching and 66% oppose requiring stricter market boundaries. 
Additional survey findings from Green Strategies report that 70% of respondents 
indicated that they have procurement contracts that would no longer be eligible 
under smaller market boundaries. Moreover, 80% of respondents said they lack 
confidence in their ability to procure time-matched clean electricity under smaller 
market boundaries (see “How Scope 2 Revisions May Change Clean Electricity 
Procurement Strategies”, available at https://www.greenstrategies.com/wp-
content/uploads/2025/05/Practitioner-Insights-Scope-2-Clean-Electricity-
Revisions.pdf). 
 
Finally, redefining the MBM departs from the Protocol’s own commitment to remain 
“policy neutral”. The Governance Overview states that the GHG Protocol “should 
support multiple types of data relevant to multiple policies or programs” and that 
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the “standard is not designed to favor one policy mechanism over another”. 
Proposing mandatory hourly matching and deliverability constitutes a policy-
directed action beyond the Protocol's remit. 
 
 
22. Please provide any feedback on the proposed purposes of the market-based 
method.  
 
CEBA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed purposes of the 
market-based method, but notes that the list omits two essential purposes: (1) 
incentivizing the addition of low carbon generation to grids, the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions in the atmosphere, and the decarbonization of global 
energy systems and (2) protecting the voluntary market for clean electricity 
development and deployment. 

CEBA’s long-held position is that the “market-based method has served as a 
linchpin, along with market-based instruments (i.e., EACs, both bundled and 
unbundled), for enabling voluntary customer CFE procurement and the resulting 
market and investment impacts.” (see 2023 CEBA survey, available at 
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-
guidance-updates). “Because CFE procurement counts for reducing a customer’s 
electricity-based emissions, this accounting method creates a powerful incentive for 
customers to procure CFE.” (Id.) As a result, the market-based method directly 
influenced how much clean energy voluntary buyers – CEBA’s members – 
purchased, driving meaningful emission reductions and grid decarbonization.  
 
The current Scope 2 Guidance (2015) recognizes these purposes clearly. “The 
methods used to calculate and report scope 2 emissions critically impact how a 
company assesses its performance and what mitigation actions are incentivized.” 
(pg. 6). “A market-based method reflects emissions from electricity that companies 
have purposefully chosen (or their lack of choice).” (pg. 8).  
 
Furthermore, “in short, the market-based method reflects emissions from electricity 
that companies have purposefully chosen (or their lack of choice), while the location-
based method reflects the average emissions intensity of grids on which energy 
consumption occurs. (4.1, pg. 25). Without a robust voluntary market, there will be 
fewer “purposefully chosen” actions to drive impact.  
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For this reason, CEBA has recommended that the Scope 2 Guidance should be 
maintained and enhanced to “advance systemic electric grid decarbonization 
globally.” (see 2023 CEBA survey, available at https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-
ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates) CEBA recommended, as 
it does now, that “it is essential to promote as much action by as many stakeholders 
as possible to accelerate the deployment of carbon-free electricity.” (Id.) There is an 
opportunity to update the GHG Protocol to make various targeted updates that will 
unleash a broader menu of options that enable the most customers possible to help 
drive investments in systemic grid decarbonization, rather than narrowing options 
(Id.).  
 

Section 5: Market-based method 
 
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. 
 
Select only one: 

● 1 - No Support 
 
 
74. Please provide concerns or reasons for why you are not supporting, if any. 
 
Select all that apply: 

● Hourly matching should follow an optional ‘may’ rather than a required ‘shall’ 
approach 

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

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

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

● Other (please explain) 
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75. Please provide comments regarding your concerns or reasons for why you 
are not supportive.  
 
A requirement 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 is infeasible and inefficient for most energy buyers and will 
lessen impact. A recent survey of CEBA members revealed that 75% of polled buyers 
oppose mandatory hourly matching.  
 
One reason is cost: “Hourly energy matching is more costly than annual matching, 
though the magnitude of this cost difference varies substantially.” (see Expert 
Testimony of Dr. Kathleen Spees and Dr. Long Lam PUC Docket # E999/CI-23-151 
available at https://www.brattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Expert-
Testimony-of-Dr.-Kathleen-Spees-and-Dr.-Long-Lam-before-the-Minnesota-Public-
Utilities-Commission.pdf).  
 
Mandatory hourly matching may also disincentivize energy buyers from entering 
into long-term power purchase agreements for clean energy. The GHG 
Management Institute details how a requirement for hourly matching risks 
rendering long-term contracts less attractive and less accessible (see ‘Hourly 
Matching Claims for Scope 2 Reporting’ available at 
https://ghginstitute.org/2025/05/30/hourly-matching-limitations-for-scope-2-
reporting/).   
 
Without voluntary corporate commitments for clean energy, fewer clean energy 
projects will be financed and built. Recent CEBA-commissioned research found that 
long-term corporate virtual power purchase agreements are crucial to getting new 
clean energy projects built (see https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-corporate-
demand-drives-clean-energy/; see also Gillenwater and Leggett, Limitations of 
Hourly Matching Claims for Scope 2 Reporting, pgs. 3-4 “Over the past 15 years, 
companies have signed PPAs associated with the development of 200 gigawatts of 
added renewable energy generation.”). 
 
Voluntary demand for clean energy is driving a build-out of carbon-emissions free 
generation that would not otherwise have happened at the same pace and scale. 
Clean electricity transactions, like PPAs, de-risk clean energy projects and enable 
project developers to access project financing.  
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83. Update to Scope 2 Quality Criteria 5 
 
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?  
 
Select only one: 

● 1 - No Support 
 
 
86. Please provide reasons of concern or why you are not supporting, if any. 
 
Select all that apply: 

● Proposed deliverability requirements do not improve alignment with GHG 
Protocol Principles 

● Concern that narrower market boundaries restrict companies' abilities to 
invest in areas where renewable energy development could yield the greatest 
decarbonization impact 

● Concern that narrower market boundaries could prompt a shift away from 
long-term agreements (i.e., PPAs) to spot purchases (unbundled certificates) 

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

● Other (please explain) 
 
 
87. Please provide comments regarding your selected reasons for why you are 
not supporting.  
 
Narrowing boundaries risks shrinking project financing and undermining impact. 
Many buyers, particularly those with distributed loads, rely on aggregating demand 
across regions to be eligible for financeable PPAs. As noted by the Center for 
Resource Solutions, "In the U.S., introducing physical deliverability would restrict 
RECs and other attribute transactions to smaller regions, excluding legitimate 



 
purchases and discouraging participation" (available at https://resource-
solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/CRS-Guidance-for-Participation-in-the-
GHG-Protocol-Scope-2-Update-Public-Consultation-11-14-2025.pdf). This challenge is 
further illustrated by REI in a case study published on CEBA’s website, where REI 
notes that even mid-sized companies would face the administrative burden of 
finding hourly matching options for PPAs with single-digit MW capacity (see ‘Scope 
2 Revisions Should Empower, Not Exclude, Mid-Sized Energy Buyers‘ available at 
https://cebuyers.org/scope-2-revisions-should-empower-not-exclude-mid-sized-
energy-buyers/). Forcing procurement inside constrained “deliverable” zones risks 
fragmenting purchases, pushing buyers toward short-term spot EACs, stranding 
projects, and reducing additional build of carbon emissions-free projects. This is all 
counter to the proven financing and development catalyzed by the current 
voluntary market.   
 
If a deliverability requirement is retained, it must be balanced with impact and 
feasibility so buyers can maximize decarbonization where it is most needed and 
avoid barriers in resource-constrained markets. Boundaries should reflect market 
realities, not theoretical traceability. Defining market boundaries by electricity 
sectors (typically national or multinational systems with active governance) could be 
an example of a pathway that would preserve integrity, impact, and feasibility (see 
'Missteps in Proposed Updates to GHG Protocol's Scope 2 Guidance' available at 
https://resource-solutions.org/missteps-in-proposed-updates-to-ghg-protocols-
scope-2-guidance/). If further fragmentation is unavoidable, synchronous grids 
(ERCOT, Eastern/Western interconnections) may be reasonable boundaries. 
 
CEBA supports treating deliverability as an optional element in Scope 2 Guidance, 
recognizing it where demonstrated without requiring its adoption. This would allow 
aggregation of procurement across broad enough boundaries to sustain long-term 
contracting and new carbon emissions-free build. If required, Scope 2 Guidance 
should provide expansive exemptions, particularly where sourcing options are 
limited.   
 
Deliverability requirements risk shrinking participation and weakening the financing 
signal that has proven effective in driving grid decarbonization. CEBA recommends 
keeping deliverability optional, or at the very least aligning boundaries to real 
electricity sectors, prioritizing approaches that maximize climate impact while 
maintaining feasibility. 
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88. Please answer the following questions 88-91 in regard to regions that you 
operate in or have experience in. 
 
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 for references to these options): 
 
Select only one: 

● Other 
 
 
130. Combined questions on updates to the market-based method 
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?  
 
Select only one: 

● 1 - Insufficient 
 
 
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. 
 
CEBA’s perspective is that hourly matching and narrower market boundaries should 
be optional, not required. If the GHG Protocol moves ahead with required hourly 
matching and narrower market boundaries, we think it important to not just 
institute a phased implementation, but also to test the proposed revisions with an 
opt-in pilot phase, so that the GHG Protocol has time to react to any unintended 
consequences revealed in such testing.  
 
Furthermore, as many companies have set 2030 targets that drive their energy 
procurement strategy, the phase-in period should extend to at least 2035. Last but 
not least, the GHG Protocol should ensure full legacy treatment for existing 



 
contracts signed before the new standard takes effect, for the full term of the 
contract. 
 
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? 
 
Select only one: 

● No 
 
 
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.  
 
As stated in CEBA’s Consequential Survey response, there is incredible value in the 
GHG Protocol developing a consequential method (aka impact metric) for electricity 
projects that is relevant in practice, feasible to implement, and enables corporates to 
achieve their targets. However, endorsement of a separate impact metric should not 
be used as justification for requiring hourly matching and physical deliverability 
under the Scope 2 market-based method. CEBA opposes mandatory hourly 
matching and physical deliverability requirements in the market-based method. 

Moreover, it is still unclear how the impact metric will be integrated with other 
corporate reporting or if it will have the necessary elements to make it suitable for 
target setting. Given that the reporting framework elements are to be further 
developed by the AMI TWG, and that they have inherent interplay with the Scope 2 
Guidance, it is critical that the GHG Protocol does not 'lock in' any decisions on Scope 
2 reporting requirements before the AMI TWG has assessed consistency across the 
full value chain inventory report. This goes for physical deliverability requirements 
within the definition of the Scope 2 contractual inventory (and whether that aligns 
with scopes 1 and 3 contractual inventory), and for the decision to fundamentally 
alter the contractual, market-based inventory without a clear alternative (i.e., 
consequential) being fully developed.  
 
 
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. 
 
Of all of the alternative proposals developed and proposed to the Secretariat and the 
Independent Standards Board, Alternative Proposal 5 most appropriately and 
effectively balances these criteria and most closely aligns with CEBA’s position. CEBA 
has consistently made similar, concrete recommendations. In the GHG Protocol’s 
2023 survey process, CEBA notes that “[t]here is an opportunity to update the GHG 
Protocol to make various targeted updates that will unleash a broader menu of 
options that enable the most customers possible to help drive investments in 
systemic grid decarbonization, rather than narrowing options (see 2023 CEBA 
survey, available at https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-
standards-and-guidance-updates).” 
 
As the authors (10 TWG members) of Alternative Proposal 5 explain, “Our proposal 
incorporates updates to improve inventory accuracy while avoiding prescriptive 
requirements that outpace current scientific consensus. Our proposal supports 
ambitious climate action by ensuring the Protocol remains practical, feasible, and 
accessible for most companies. It allows voluntary use of more detailed hourly- and 
location-matching without mandating granularity, avoiding costly complexity that 
could discourage participation.” 
 
Integrity. The proposal emphasizes that requirements for increased granularity 
should not be treated as inherently more scientifically valid, noting that it “opposes 
the consolidated draft’s use of “shall” - and would also oppose use of “should” - for 
hourly matching and narrower geographic boundaries, which implies superior 
scientific validity. This assertion remains contested.” 
 
Climate impact. The authors link climate ambition to broad usability and sustained 
uptake, stating: “Our proposal supports ambitious climate action by ensuring the 
Protocol remains practical, feasible, and accessible for most companies. It allows 
voluntary use of more detailed hourly- and location-matching without mandating 
granularity, avoiding costly complexity that could discourage participation.” 
 
Feasibility. Finally, the proposal underscores the practical constraints of mandating 
increased granularity across the full range of reporting companies: “The current 
proposal to mandate hourly matching and narrower geographic boundaries is not 

https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates)
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates)


 
feasible for most companies. These methods are accessible to only a small subset of 
buyers and would create major implementation challenges across the broader 
business community. Mandating these approaches would reduce the Protocol’s 
effectiveness and global applicability.”  
 

Section 6: Exemptions - Hourly Matching Exemption 
Threshold 
153. 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.  
 
On a scale of 1-5 do you support allowing for exemptions to hourly matching 
using one of the options (1-4) described above? 
 
Select only one: 

● 5 - Fully Support 
 
 



 
154. Please provide your reasons for support, if any. 
 
Select all that apply: 

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

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

● Other (please provide) 
 
 
155. Please provide any additional comments regarding your reasons for support.  
 
CEBA disagrees with the proposed mandatory requirement for hourly matching in 
the market-based method. CEBA advocates for optional hourly matching as best 
characterized in Alternative Proposal 5. If hourly matching is optional, there is no 
need for an hourly matching exemption threshold. 
 
If hourly matching becomes mandatory, CEBA thinks it is critical that some 
companies are exempt to ensure their continued participation in voluntary 
corporate procurement of clean energy. CEBA emphasizes that it is not just 
companies with small loads that will face the burdens of finding hourly matching 
options for energy projects of less than 10 MW capacity. As illustrated in REI’s case 
study published on CEBA’s website, even mid-sized companies would face the 
administrative burden of finding hourly matching options for PPAs with single-digit 
MW capacity (see ‘Scope 2 Revisions Should Empower, Not Exclude, Mid-Sized 
Energy Buyers‘ available at https://cebuyers.org/scope-2-revisions-should-empower-
not-exclude-mid-sized-energy-buyers/). 
 
 
158. What evidence and/or reasoned rationale supports the need for exemptions 
(e.g., data access, costs, feasibility)? 
 
Companies participating in voluntary procurement of clean energy who seek to 
enter PPAs face the constraint of reaching a minimal offtake capacity. Often, this 
constraint is overcome by aggregating load across different facilities, times, and 
geographies. This is especially true not just for small companies, but also for a large 
number of mid-sized energy buyers. 
 



 
As illustrated in REI’s case study published on CEBA’s website, even mid-sized 
companies would face the administrative burden of finding hourly matching options 
for PPAs with single-digit MW capacity (see ‘Scope 2 Revisions Should Empower, Not 
Exclude, Mid-Sized Energy Buyers‘ available at https://cebuyers.org/scope-2-
revisions-should-empower-not-exclude-mid-sized-energy-buyers/). This is especially 
true for companies with distributed loads. A requirement that does not take into 
consideration that market conditions as well as company’s operations and 
procurement abilities differ from one another may end up incentivizing expensive 
overbuying of spot-market EACs instead of encouraging long-term offtake 
commitments such as virtual PPAs. 
 
 
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? 
 
As stated, CEBA disagrees with the proposed mandatory requirement for hourly 
matching in the market-based method. CEBA advocates for optional hourly 
matching as best characterized in Alternative Proposal 5.  
 
We also think it is difficult for survey respondents to meaningfully weigh in on the 
level of a proposed exemption threshold without knowing the underlying market 
boundaries for that threshold. We note that a key consideration here is not just the 
overall load of a reporting entity, but also how that load is distributed. If the GHG 
Protocol moves forward with a requirement for hourly matching, an exemption 
threshold should be grounded in the market and operational realities that voluntary 
buyers of clean energy face. 
 

Section 7: Legacy clause considerations 
 
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)?     
 
Select only one: 

● 5 - Fully Support 
 
 
172. Please provide your reasons for support, if any.   
 
Select all that apply: 

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

● Helps maintain trust and market confidence in long-term contracts 
● Other (please provide) 

 
 
173. Please provide any additional comments regarding your reasons for support. 
 
CEBA opposes mandatory requirements for hourly matching and physical 
deliverability and urges the Protocol to consider optional rather than mandatory 
language in its revision, more in line with the Alternative Proposal 5 (available at 
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/S2-Meeting15-Presentation%20-
20250604.pdf, pg. 36).  
 
If, however, mandatory requirements take effect, then a legacy clause is non-
negotiable. Existing long-term contracts reflect significant financial and operational 
commitments to energy resources. Therefore, all contracts executed prior to the 
implementation of new standards should be honored under the contract terms for 
the duration of the contract under the current Scope 2 Guidance (2015).  
 
In addition to the reasons specified in question 172, a legacy clause would recognize 
the criticality of voluntary buyers in executing long-term contracts for clean energy. 
In the US alone, as of November 2025, corporate energy buyers have procured over 
127 GW of large-scale, clean energy since 2014. This represents ~40% of the clean 
energy capacity added to the grid in that period.  
 
Without voluntary corporate commitments for clean energy, fewer clean energy 
projects will be financed and built. Recent CEBA-commissioned research found that 
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long-term corporate virtual power purchase agreements are crucial to getting new 
clean energy projects built (see https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-corporate-
demand-drives-clean-energy/; see also Gillenwater and Leggett, Limitations of 
Hourly Matching Claims for Scope 2 Reporting, pgs. 3-4 “Over the past 15 years, 
companies have signed PPAs associated with the development of 200 gigawatts of 
added renewable energy generation.”). 
 
Voluntary demand for clean energy is driving a build-out of carbon-emissions free 
generation that would not otherwise have happened at the same pace and scale. 
Clean electricity transactions, like PPAs, de-risk clean energy projects and enable 
project developers to access project financing. Not honoring contracts under a 
robust legacy clause punishes buyers that followed the “rules” in place, and it also 
will have a chilling effect across the industry, affecting investment and development 
of clean energy projects.  
 
 
176.Which date should determine a contract’s eligibility under a Legacy Clause? 
 
Select only one: 

● Contract signed prior to implementation date of the Scope 2 Standard (post 
phase-in period) 

 
 
177. Please provide any additional comments regarding your response to 
question 176. 
 
If there is a legacy clause, the market needs the longest runway possible. PPAs are 
executed in advance of assets becoming commercially operational, sometimes 
several years. PPAs being signed today may not produce environmental attributes 
for many years. The commitment to the asset developer is critical, and if the 
environmental attributes do not count toward the current rules, the market may 
decline.  
 
 
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.  
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a. Eligibility by instrument type and term: All instruments contractually agreed 

upon under existing rules should be eligible for the legacy clause.  
b. Duration of legacy treatment: Legacy treatment should apply for the duration 

of the contract. Establishing a maximum duration for legacy treatment 
undermines the significant support that voluntary buyers provided projects 
when they signed multi-year contracts. 

d. Transfers and resale requirements when legacy instruments are sold or 
transferred to third parties: Legacy instruments should retain eligibility when 
sold or transferred in order to ensure continuity. 

 
 
181. 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.   
 
Which transition approach best balances continuity and comparability for the 
Scope 2 MBM whilst maintaining integrity, impact, and feasibility? 
 
Select only one: 

● Legacy clause: allow existing contracts that meet current quality criteria to 
continue to be reported under the MBM as described in Question 178. 

 
  


