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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 
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 

https://cebuyers.org/blog/ceba-report-corporate-demand-drives-clean-energy/
https://ever.green/papers/hourly-matching
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates


 

 

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).  
 

General Feedback 
 
18. What potential benefits, challenges, or unintended consequences do you 
foresee with developing and using consequential accounting methods for 
electricity-sector actions? Please include any practical considerations (e.g., 
feasibility, data needs, costs, comparability, clarity of claims). 
 

The GHGP has the opportunity to offer an incredibly valuable framework for 
voluntary buyers, including by developing a consequential method that is relevant in 
practice by ensuring feasibility, suitability for target-setting, and consistency with 
other corporate reporting frameworks.  

https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates
https://ghgprotocol.org/survey-need-ghg-protocol-corporate-standards-and-guidance-updates
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/S2-Meeting15-Presentation%20-20250604.pdf
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/S2-Meeting15-Presentation%20-20250604.pdf


 

 

A consequential method for electricity-sector actions can incentivize companies to 
act in ways that will reduce carbon emissions systemwide. For example, it can 
incentivize companies to procure clean energy in locations that achieve the greatest 
emissions reductions. A consequential method can also help avoid overstating the 
impact of a company’s actions. 

To capitalize on this opportunity, the GHGP needs to ensure the consequential 
method will be relevant in practice. There are three key aspects to this: engaging 
with buyers, enabling target-setting, and ensuring consistency with other corporate 
reporting. 

Engagement: We strongly recommend that the GHGP actively includes corporate 
energy buyers in the development of the method, perhaps adding pilot testing, so 
that practical issues for corporate reporting are addressed early, and key aspects for 
decarbonizing the electricity sector — such as the scaling of batteries [1] — are 
considered.  

Target-setting: A key driver for practical relevance for corporate users is whether a 
framework can be used for setting targets and measuring progress. While target-
setting itself is not in the scope of the GHGP, it can play a crucial role in enabling 
target-setting frameworks to use the consequential method. In its current state, it is 
not clear if the consequential method will have the necessary elements to make it 
suitable for target-setting. We strongly recommend that the GHGP should consider 
including induced emissions, in addition to avoided emissions.  

Consistency: As currently proposed, the GHGP does not explain how the method will 
be integrated with other corporate reporting frameworks. Given the reporting 
framework elements are to be further developed by the AMI Technical Working 
Group, and that they have inherent interplay with the Scope 2 Guidance, it is critical 
that the GHGP does not “lock in” any decisions on Scope 2 reporting requirements 
before the working group has assessed consistency across the full value chain 
inventory report.  

This goes for both 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.  

Please note that the endorsement of a consequential method should not be used to 
justify requiring hourly matching and physical deliverability under the Scope 2 



 

 

market-based method. CEBA opposes mandatory hourly matching and physical 
deliverability requirements.  

[1] See the study below of a battery pilot that a CEBA member company conducted 
to understand the impacts of various build and operating margin weightings. Since 
batteries affect both load and generation, reporting only avoided emissions would 
not adequately capture their emissions impact. Given the critical role batteries can 
play in grid decarbonization, the GHGP should consider industry research on how 
GHG accounting rules impact the scaling and emissions impact of this technology. 
Such studies can inform important methodological questions to make the 
consequential method both rigorous and practically relevant.  

BESS Pilot Case Study (Preprint Version)  

Formula for quantifying emissions impacts from 
electricity projects 
 
19. Referencing Section 6.1 in the Consequential Electricity-Sector Emissions 
Impacts document, is the proposed Scope 2 TWG subgroup formula appropriate 
for quantifying emissions impacts from electricity projects?  
 
Select only one: 

● No 
 
 
20. Please explain your answer to question 19 

While CEBA maintains that the formula is still insufficient for the reasons 
summarized below, CEBA does so recognizing that the tasked subgroup of the 
Scope 2 Technical Working Group (TWG) undertook a tremendous amount of work 
to formulate how to quantify emissions impacts from electricity projects. The Scope 
2 TWG experts provided foundational input that should be seriously considered by 
the AMI TWG.  

CEBA answered “no” to question 19 to point out that the formula needs to be tested, 
ideally in a pilot with respondents potentially interested in adopting the 
consequential method, to ensure it is not missing key elements that enable target-
setting and recognition mechanisms.  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lUubbTZOgBFEZhr1GzwiwAkf5N3Xjx7Z/view?usp=sharing


 

 

For example, companies require a standard and guidance for measuring the 
induced emissions from consumption-related activities, as well as the avoided 
emissions from procured generation. By measuring these two components of 
impact, it becomes possible for target-setting and recognition frameworks to enable 
target-setting as a means of achieving emissions-reduction targets. 

We strongly recommend that the GHGP consider including induced emissions, in 
addition to avoided emissions. CEBA would like to point out that the statement 
made by members of the Scope 2 TWG subgroup [1] had put forth a formula that 
included induced emissions. 

[1] marginalimpactmethod.org 
 
 
42. What other types of emission rates or metrics may be appropriate for 
assessing the emissions impacts of projects?  
 
The current equation needs more consideration for practical use, particularly for 
target-setting and recognition. It lacks key components needed to evaluate real-
world outcomes. In order for the consequential metric to be practically relevant for 
respondents, the GHGP should consider incorporating induced emissions in addition 
to avoided emissions. This would make the consequential method suitable for 
frameworks focused on target-setting and recognition, which is a key criterion for 
corporate users when considering whether or not to use a framework. 
 
To expand on the above, the GHGP should consider adjusting the current impact 
metric to reflect both induced and avoided emissions, so it captures the net 
emissions impact of an entity’s actions on the grid. Without induced emissions, the 
metric reflects only part of system impacts and can overstate climate benefits.  
 
For example, an entity could procure clean electricity while operating electricity-
intensive processes during high-emissions hours and still report a positive impact 
without accounting for the emissions induced by that carbon-intensive 
consumption. 
 
This is especially important for grid-interactive technologies such as energy storage, 
where outcomes depend not only on when electricity is consumed but also when it 
is delivered back to the grid. 
 



 

 

Respondents need clear guidance for quantifying induced emissions from 
consumption-related activities alongside avoided emissions from procured 
generation. Measuring both components reduces the risk of overstating impacts 
and provides a more accurate, decision-relevant picture of what actually changed on 
the grid as a result of procurement and operational choices. 
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