June 18, 2026

Tim Mohin
Chief Executive Officer, Greenhouse Gas Protocol

CC:

e WRI: Ani Dasgupta, Craig Hanson, Pankaj Bhatia, David Rich, Michael Macrae, Elliott
Engelmann
e WBCSD: Peter Bakker, Dominic Waughray, Maia Kutner, Chelsea Gillis

Dear Mr. Mohin,

We are a group of energy systems researchers who study the design and impacts of
electricity sector carbon accounting methodologies and clean electricity procurement
strategies. In response to recent public requests’? to walk back proposed updates to the
GHGP scope 2 market-based method (MBM) and effectively maintain the status quo
methodology, we wish to articulate several points of consensus on the scientific evidence
base underpinning the MBM proposal.

First, we agree unanimously that the current scope 2 MBM does not constitute a legitimate
value chain emissions inventory, as it allows for claims of clean electricity consumption
where no credible physical relationship exists between generation and demand. This clear
disconnect has led to growing public criticism®** of the GHGP and widespread
acknowledgment® of the need for change. While some signatories of this letter argue that
the proposed MBM update does not go far enough in establishing a robust and credible
value chain emissions inventory, this criticism should not be misinterpreted as support for
the status quo. We agree that restricting claims to reasonably approximate physical activity
pools (hourly matching and deliverability) and preventing companies from claiming more
than their fair share of government-owned or mandated clean generation (standard supply
service) would represent meaningful improvements over the current MBM and should be
seen as necessary requirements for legitimate scope 2 value chain inventories going
forward.

We also agree that an abundance of electricity systems research — much of it peer-
reviewed and published in top journals — has demonstrated that the current MBM
incentivizes clean electricity procurement actions with minimal impact on real-world
emissions.”?° As wind and solar power have become increasingly cost-competitive, it has
become possible (if not trivial) in many markets to achieve zero scope 2 emissions under
the current MBM using only attributes sourced from generators that already existed or
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would likely have been built anyway. Wide geographic and temporal boundaries, as well as
a lack of restrictions on sourcing from existing or government-mandated facilities, mean
that enormous amounts of corporate clean attribute demand can be met in many
jurisdictions without adding more clean generation than markets and system planners
would have deployed on their own.

Research by signatories of this letter and others has identified three criteria that can
together maximize the real-world impact of market-based scope 2 accounting systems:
hourly matching, deliverability, and incrementality (i.e., a new-build requirement).'®2°Each
criterion tightens the definition of eligible clean generation, refining the pool that can
match a given megawatt-hour of corporate demand and steering procurement toward
projects that provide clean energy in times and places where it would not have otherwise
been available. Temporal and geographic granularity also incentivize procurement of
resources beyond wind and solar by recognizing the locational and reliability value of
energy storage, demand flexibility, and clean firm generation technologies, which the
current MBM ignores entirely. These actions can catalyze long-run emissions reductions
above and beyond the direct consequential impacts estimated in our research, as they
accelerate the maturation of nascent technologies that will be essential for broader grid
decarbonization.?

The proposed MBM update adequately implements the hourly matching and deliverability
criteria. It also includes a soft incrementality requirement in the form of its standard supply
service guidelines. These guidelines restrict voluntary corporate procurement of
government-owned or mandated clean resources, a category that includes a large majority
of the world’s existing hydropower and nuclear fleets. The signatories of this letter believe
that this approach could leave important gaps — particularly in regions where legacy clean
generators operate as merchant market participants — and recommend that the proposal
be strengthened with an explicit age-based incrementality requirement. Still, we agree that
the current proposal already makes zero market-based scope 2 emissions genuinely
difficult to reach in many regions, and meaningful impact therefore much more likely than
under the current MBM rules.

Finally, we note that criticisms of the proposed MBM update are often rooted in the
argument that it increases the difficulty of achieving zero scope 2 emissions. We agree and
contend that this is a strength rather than a defect. In addition to making the progress
companies report towards such a target more credible, impactful, and differentiable, the
added difficulty may increase their motivation to also pursue out-of-scope decarbonization
strategies and reporting, including consequential impact accounting and non-GHG
metrics. Companies that wish to pursue other strategies in addition to or instead of
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minimizing their scope 2 emissions should be encouraged to report on these actions
separately under robust standardized guidance developed by the Actions and Market
Instruments working group, but this should never come at the expense of a more accurate
and credible emissions inventory. Credible and decision-useful inventories are increasingly

important as GHGP standards continue to be referenced as the foundation of global
regulations on emissions reporting, clean fuels and products, carbon border adjustments,

and more.

For these reasons, we urge GHGP to advance and improve on the proposed MBM updates

rather than retreat to a status quo that the evidence does not support.

Respectfully Submitted,

Neha Patankar, PhD
Binghamton University

Wilson Ricks, PhD
Clean Air Task Force

Maxwell Brown, PhD
Colorado School of Mines

Jesse D. Jenkins, PhD
Princeton University

Greg Miller, PhD
Singularity Energy

Anders Bjgrn, PhD
Technical University of Denmark

Lissy Langer, PhD
Technical University of Denmark

Tom Brown, PhD
Technische Universitat Berlin

legor Riepin, PhD
Technische Universitat Berlin

Thomas Kouroughli
TransitionZero

Abhishek Shivakumar, PhD
TransitionZero

Matthew Brander, PhD
University of Edinburgh

Anna Bruce, PhD
UNSW Sydney

Ellie Kallmier
UNSW Sydney

lain MacGill, PhD
UNSW Sydney

Dylan McConnell, PhD
UNSW Sydney

Shanil Samarakoon, PhD
UNSW Sydney



June 18, 2026

" https://www.maynotshallscope2.com/

2 https://www.pragmaticcarbon.com/

3The Guardian (15 September 2024). Data center emissions probably 662% higher than big tech claims. Can
it keep up the ruse? https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2024/sep/15/data-center-gas-emissions-tech
4 Bloomberg (21 August 2024). How tech companies are obscuring Al’s real carbon footprint.
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-08-21/ai-tech-giants-hide-dirty-energy-with-outdated-
carbon-accounting-rules

5 Letter from State Attorneys General to Tech Companies regarding RECs (24 September 2025).
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/MTAG/2025/09/24/file_attachments/3398861/2025-09-
24%20AG%20L etter%20t0%20Tech%20Companies%200n%20REC_MO.pdf

8 Joint Letter to the Greenhouse Gas Protocol on Scope 2 Guidance Modernization, Clean Air Task Force.
https://www.catf.us/resource/joint-letter-greenhouse-gas-protocol-scope-2-guidance-modernization/

7 Brander, M., Gillenwater, M., & Ascui, F. (2018). Creative accounting: A critical perspective on the market-
based method for reporting purchased electricity (scope 2) emissions. Energy Policy, 112, 29-33.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.09.051

8 Bjgrn, A., Lloyd, S.M., Brander, M. et al. (2022). Renewable energy certificates threaten the integrity of
corporate science-based targets. Nature Climate Change. 12, 539-546. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-022-
01379-5

9 International Energy Agency. (2022). Advancing decarbonisation through clean electricity procurement.
https://www.iea.org/reports/advancing-decarbonisation-through-clean-electricity-procurement

0 Ricks, W., Xu, Q., & Jenkins, J. D. (2023). Minimizing emissions from grid-based hydrogen production in the
United States. Environmental Research Letters, 18(1), 014025. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/acach5

" Miller, G., Maatta, S., Shahriari, M., Jenn, A. (2023). Evaluating the cost and impact of next-generation
renewable energy procurement strategies. [Preprint]. SSRN. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4401836

2 Giovanniello, M., Cybulsky, A., Schittekatte, T. & Mallapragada, D. (2024). The influence of additionality and
time-matching requirements on the emissions from grid-connected hydrogen production. Nature Energy, 9,
197-207. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-023-01435-0

3 Xu, Q., Ricks, W., Manocha, A., Patankar, N., & Jenkins, J. (2024). System-level impacts of voluntary carbon-
free electricity procurement strategies. Joule, 8(2), 374-400. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2023.12.007

14 Riepin, I., & Brown, T. (2024). On the means, costs, and system-level impacts of 24/7 carbon-free energy
procurement. Energy Strategy Reviews, 54, 101488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2024.101488

s Langer, L., Brander, M., Lloyd, S. M., Keles, D., Matthews, H. D., & Bjgrn, A. (2024). Does the purchase of
voluntary renewable energy certificates lead to emission reductions? A review of studies quantifying the
impact. Journal of Cleaner Production, 478, 143791. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2024.143791

8 Samarakoon, S., Kallmier, E. ,McConnell, D., Roberts, M., MacGill, I., & Bruce, A., (2024). 24/7 TRUZERO:
Tracking Renewables Utilisation for Zero Emission Reporting and Operation for RACE.
https://www.racefor2030.com.au/project/24-7-truzero-tracking-renewables-utilisation-for-zero-emission-
reporting-and-operation/

7 TransitionZero. (2025). Modelling 24/7 carbon free electricity (CFE) in India.
https://www.transitionzero.org/products/24-7-carbon-free-energy-asia-modelling/india-report

8 Gagnon, P. & Brown, M. (2026). Impacts from procuring clean electricity claims under different inventory
accounting methods. Joule, 10(5), 102349. https://www.cell.com/joule/fulltext/S2542-4351(26)00033-4

19 Bistline, J., Blanford, G., Diamant, A., Kaye, A., Livengood, D., Zhu, Q., & Ralston Fonseca, F. (2026). System
effects of carbon-free electricity procurement on regional technology, costs, and emissions. The Electricity
Journal, 39(2). https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1040619026000102

20 | anger, L., Bjgrn, A., Hobbs, B., Brander, M., & Bramstoft, R. (2026). Renewable hydrogen: The system-wide
impact of PPAs and additionality requirements for selected European countries. Energy Policy, 215, 115295.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2026.115295

2! Riepin, ., Jenkins, J. D., Swezey, D., & Brown, T. (2025). 24/7 carbon-free electricity matching accelerates
adoption of advanced clean energy technologies. Joule, 9(2), 101808.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2024.101808



https://www.maynotshallscope2.com/
https://www.pragmaticcarbon.com/
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2024/sep/15/data-center-gas-emissions-tech
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-08-21/ai-tech-giants-hide-dirty-energy-with-outdated-carbon-accounting-rules
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-08-21/ai-tech-giants-hide-dirty-energy-with-outdated-carbon-accounting-rules
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/MTAG/2025/09/24/file_attachments/3398861/2025-09-24%20AG%20Letter%20to%20Tech%20Companies%20on%20REC_MO.pdf
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/MTAG/2025/09/24/file_attachments/3398861/2025-09-24%20AG%20Letter%20to%20Tech%20Companies%20on%20REC_MO.pdf
https://www.catf.us/resource/joint-letter-greenhouse-gas-protocol-scope-2-guidance-modernization/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.09.051
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-022-01379-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-022-01379-5
https://www.iea.org/reports/advancing-decarbonisation-through-clean-electricity-procurement
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/acacb5
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4401836
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-023-01435-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2023.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2024.101488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2024.143791
https://www.racefor2030.com.au/project/24-7-truzero-tracking-renewables-utilisation-for-zero-emission-reporting-and-operation/
https://www.racefor2030.com.au/project/24-7-truzero-tracking-renewables-utilisation-for-zero-emission-reporting-and-operation/
https://www.transitionzero.org/products/24-7-carbon-free-energy-asia-modelling/india-report
https://www.cell.com/joule/fulltext/S2542-4351(26)00033-4
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1040619026000102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2026.115295
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2024.101808

