WAP Sustainability, LLC Comments on California Corporate Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program: Scope 1 and Scope 2 Emissions Draft Reporting Template
Reporting Template “Read Me First” Sheet – “Supporting Materials”
We recommend that CARB references the most up to date emission factors, which are currently from AR6.  The CARB GHG Inventory GWP Values reference AR4.
Reporting Template “Form” Sheet – Rows 51 & 58 “Emissions Intensity”
While we applaud efforts to make the data more useful, differences in covered entity business models may shift emissions from scope 1 & 2 out to scope 3.  Thereby, scope 1 & 2 emissions intensities without appropriate scope 3 context may misrepresent the carbon intensity of covered entities.  The influence of business models may similarly shift emissions between scope 1 & 2.  
If CARB intends to continue to require an intensity metric, we recommend that CARB requires aggregate scope 1 & 2 emissions intensity, rather than reporting scope 1 intensity and scope 2 intensity separately as an initial step to control for differences in business model before additional steps can be taken in 2027 with scope 3 reporting.
Furthermore, the emissions intensity disclosures in rows 51 and 58 may present issues for private companies due to the confidentiality of financial data.
Reporting Template “Form” Sheet – Rows 52-53 & 59-60 “No” Option for Limited Assurance
Can CARB clarify why a “No” option is provided for limited assurance in the “Form” sheet of the Reporting Template?  Does the inclusion of a “No” option imply any initial leniency in the reporting requirements in connection with the December 5th, 2024, Enforcement Notice?
We recommend that CARB clearly explains the intention for including a “No” option and any connection to the December 5th, 2024, Enforcement Notice, including a definition of “incomplete reporting” as it is written in the Enforcement Notice.  Our previous recommendation regarding clarity on “incomplete reporting” and the Enforcement Notice is shown below:
The phrase “For the first reporting cycle, CARB will not take enforcement action for incomplete reporting against entities…” creates potential misalignment with SB 253, as written and amended by SB 219, given that SB 253 states “That a reporting entity obtains an assurance engagement…for scope 1 emissions and scope 2 emissions [which] shall be performed at a limited assurance level beginning in 2026.”  
This potential misalignment arises from the question, which we pose to CARB – how could a reporting entity obtain limited assurance for their scope 1 and 2 public disclosures, as required by SB 253, with “incomplete reporting” of their scope 1 and 2 emissions, as stated in the Enforcement Notice?
We are asking that CARB please clarify the definition of “incomplete reporting” in the Enforcement Notice.  We recommend that CARB defines “incomplete reporting,” as stated in the Enforcement Notice, as “The reporting entity made a good faith effort to report accurate and complete scope 1 and 2 emissions disclosures and obtain limited assurance for their disclosures.  The reporting entity, however, was unable to obtain limited assurance of their disclosures based upon the opinion of the assurance provider.  Although the reporting entity did not complete the reporting requirements of SB 253, the reporting entity must still provide a copy of the assurance provider’s report on the greenhouse gas emissions inventory, as denoted in SB 253.”
If CARB agrees with this interpretation, we recommend utilizing the Free Text field for “No” respondents to include their assurance documentation as proof of a “good faith” effort, as noted in the Enforcement Notice.
Reporting Template “Form” Sheet – Rows 69-70 “Miniscule Sources / de minimis”
We recommend that CARB removes the questions on rows 69-70 regarding “Miniscule Sources / de minimis.”  These questions contradict the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard[footnoteRef:2] guidance in two ways.   [2:  The GHG Protocol Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard (2004).] 

First, the terminology in column A “Category” of “de minimis” is misaligned with the question in column D, which mentions “materiality threshold.”  Page 70 of the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard, the Protocol explains how these terms are not interchangeable:
“A materiality threshold is not the same as de minimis emissions, or a permissible quantity of emissions that a company can leave out of its inventory… A threshold is often used to determine whether an error or omission is a material discrepancy or not. This is not the same as a de minimis for defining a complete inventory. Instead companies need to make a good faith effort to provide a complete, accurate, and consistent accounting of their GHG emissions.”  
In short, the GHG Protocol suggests a materiality threshold for GHG verification to assess the magnitude of an error, but not in a GHG inventory preparation context to omit known emission sources.  
Second, as we have mentioned in previous comment periods, page 8 of GHG Protocol Corporate Standard directly recommends against using “de minimis” / materiality thresholds during GHG inventory preparation and knowingly excluding emission sources:
“Sometimes it is tempting to define a minimum emissions accounting threshold (often referred to as a materiality threshold) stating that a source not exceeding a certain size can be omitted from the inventory. Technically, such a threshold is simply a predefined and accepted negative bias in estimates (i.e., an underestimate). Although it appears useful in theory, the practical implementation of such a threshold is not compatible with the completeness principle of the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard. In order to utilize a materiality specification, the emissions from a particular source or activity would have to be quantified to ensure they were under the threshold. However, once emissions are quantified, most of the benefit of having a threshold is lost.”
In short, excluding an emission source violates the completeness principle of the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard and is entirely different than setting a materiality threshold for error in GHG verification.  
Reporting Template “Form” Sheet – Rows 78-93 “Base Year”
We recommend that CARB requires Base Year reporting in the Template, rather than including as optional, to be consistent with the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard reporting requirements listed on page 63:
“Year chosen as base year, and an emissions profile over time that is consistent with and clarifies the chosen policy for making base year emissions recalculations”
The Protocol also goes on to require:
“Appropriate context for any significant emissions changes that trigger base year emissions recalculation (acquisitions/divestitures, outsourcing/insourcing, changes in reporting boundaries or calculation methodologies, etc.)”
Therefore, we recommend that CARB also requires upfront base year recalculation policy disclosure, in addition to asking for an after-the-fact “If the base year changed from the previous year…” disclosure to align with GHG Protocol requirements.


Reporting Template “Form” Sheet – Rows 97-110 “Reporting by CO2e gases”
We recommend that CARB requires separate reporting by each of the six GHGs in the Template, rather than including as optional, to be consistent with the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard reporting requirements listed on page 63:
“Emissions data for all six GHGs separately (CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6) in metric tonnes and in tonnes of CO2 equivalent”
Memo Question #2 – “Organizational Boundaries”
We recommend that CARB defers to the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard and allows for any of the three approaches used to define organizational boundaries – equity share, financial control, or operational control.  We recommend that CARB requires covered entities to explain any changes in control approach over time.
Memo Question #3 – “Emission Reduction Initiatives”
For rows 72-75 in the Reporting Template “Form” Sheet, we are requesting clarity from CARB regarding the purpose of including these fields.  Are these fields meant to explain calculations above (i.e., contextualize scope 2 emissions values)?  Or is CARB implying through these fields that emission reductions may be required in the future? 
Separately, how is CARB navigating the proposed GHG Protocol scope 2 changes that may affect the ability to apply energy attribute certificates (EACs) depending on their location of origin?

