Dow’s Responses to 
California Air Resource Board Public Consultation

Q1. Are there other approaches to organizational boundary setting that CARB should consider?
A1. CARB should consider aligning organizational boundary-setting options with the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard, which is widely used for corporate GHG inventories. The GHG Protocol recognizes multiple approaches (including equity share and control approaches such as operational or financial control), which can provide appropriate flexibility for entities to select an approach consistent with their governance structure and existing reporting practices. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard—organizational boundaries section.]
Q2. How should entities explain their choice of organizational boundary?
A2. Entities could briefly describe (1) the boundary approach selected (e.g., equity share, operational control, or financial control), (2) the rationale for the selection, (3) any material exclusions or special cases (e.g., joint ventures), and (4) whether the approach is consistent with prior-year reporting. Aligning these disclosures with the requirements from GHG Protocol for organizational boundary descriptions can promote consistency and comparability. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard—organizational boundaries and base-year/consistency principles.]
Q3. What additional information for Scope 1 and 2 reporting should CARB consider in developing final reporting templates?
A3. CARB should retain voluntary reporting options for portions of the Scope 1 and Scope 2 templates, recognizing that many entities already disclose Scope 1 and 2 emissions through GHG Protocol–aligned frameworks and other well-established programs. Allowing an entity to submit an existing, publicly available GHG inventory report (where it meets specified minimum content requirements) would reduce duplicative effort.
· Template alignment: Consider aligning data fields to established guidance (e.g., Scope 1/2 definitions, calculation approaches, and disclosure expectations) to improve usability and comparability. [References: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard; Scope 2 Guidance.]
· Level of detail: Consider limiting highly granular breakdowns (e.g., detailed Scope 1 source disaggregation) where they may not materially improve decision-usefulness, while still enabling transparent reporting.
· Biogenic CO2: If biogenic emissions are requested, consider clearly distinguishing them from Scope 1 totals and aligning the disclosure approach with existing standards. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard and relevant guidance on biogenic CO2 reporting.]
· Emission factors: Provide flexibility for reporters to document emission factors (including cases where multiple factors are used) and allow explanatory free text, while maintaining auditability.
· Optional fields: Consider limiting optional elements to those that are likely to be widely applicable, to keep the template focused and practical.
Q4. What accounting methods does your organization currently use for Scope 1, 2, and 3 GHG emissions?
A4. Dow uses the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard for reporting Scopes 1, 2 and 3 and references the Scope 2 Guidance and Scope 3 Standard where necessary. Dow also applies relevant regulatory reporting frameworks, as applicable. Dow’s corporate GHG reporting includes direct emissions (Scope 1), purchased energy emissions (Scope 2), and value chain emissions (Scope 3). For Scope 2, Dow reports using both the location-based and market-based methods. Dow also uses sectoral methods when applicable, such as the Global Logistics Emissions Council for freight transportation and the Together for Sustainability Guideline for chemicals. Dow uses an operational control approach for organizational boundaries. Dow also conducts product-level carbon footprinting. For regulatory reporting, Dow uses the applicable program methodology (e.g., U.S. EPA reporting requirements). [References: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard; GHG Protocol Scope 2 Guidance; GHG Protocol Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Standard; relevant U.S. EPA program guidance as applicable.]
Q5. Should CARB consider allowing other accounting methods? If so, which ones and why?
A5. Dow supports an approach that encourages alignment with the GHG Protocol, while recognizing that some entities may currently use other established accounting frameworks. CARB could consider identifying the GHG Protocol as a preferred baseline for consistency and comparability, while allowing alternative methods where an entity can demonstrate that the approach is (1) based on a recognized standard, (2) transparently documented, and (3) provides results that are comparable in scope and rigor. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard principles]
Q6. What criteria should emission factors meet to be used in this program?
A6. High-quality emission factors (EFs) should meet consistent methodological, data, and governance criteria to support credible reporting, assurance, and regulatory use. CARB could consider criteria such as:
· Methodological alignment: Based on recognized standards or methodologies and consistent with inventory accounting rules (including defined scope, boundaries, and gases covered).
· Scientific defensibility: Derived from appropriate data and assumptions, and reasonably representative of the emissions being estimated.
· Transparency: Clear documentation of data sources, vintage/period of applicability, calculation approach, and key assumptions.
· Completeness and consistency: Covers relevant greenhouse gases, applies consistent units/normalization, and uses specified global warming potentials (GWPs) consistent with program requirements.
· Auditability: Sufficient documentation to support third-party assurance and reproducibility.
· Practicality: Usable by reporting entities without undue burden, while maintaining integrity.
[References: GHG Protocol guidance on emission factors/data quality; IPCC Guidelines for National GHG Inventories.]
Q7. How should reporters document and explain their use of a particular emission factor, including proprietary models?
A7. CARB could consider requiring reporters to document, at a minimum, the emission factor source (or model name), the applicable activity data, the gases covered, the unit basis, the time period/vintage, and any key assumptions. For proprietary models, CARB could allow protection of confidential business information while still requiring sufficient disclosure to support review and assurance (e.g., model purpose, inputs/outputs, validation approach, and version control). Aligning these expectations with the GHG Protocol can help promote consistency. Guidelines exist around product carbon footprints that can support high quality value chain data collection, such as ISO 14083, TfS Guidelines, and the Partnership for Carbon Transparency. [References: GHG Protocol data quality and verification-related guidance.]
Q8. How should reporters document and explain when changing EFs from a prior year?
A8. When emission factors change from a prior year, CARB could consider asking reporters to disclose (1) what changed (e.g., data source, methodology, model version), (2) why the change was made (e.g., improved accuracy or updated science), (3) the quantitative impact on emissions totals where practicable, and (4) whether prior-year emissions were recalculated to maintain time-series consistency. Aligning this approach with GHG Protocol principles on consistency and recalculation can improve comparability. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Standard—recalculation of base year emissions/consistency.]
Scope 3 Option: Broad Applicability
Q9. Should reporting entities be able to report as de minimis certain categories due to lack of relevance/materiality and/or feasibility?
A9. Allowing reporters to designate certain Scope 3 categories as de minimis may be appropriate where a category is not material and/or where estimation is not reasonably feasible using available methods. To support transparency and comparability, CARB could consider permitting a de minimis designation only where the entity documents a quantitative screening (and, where relevant, qualitative considerations) demonstrating that the category represents an immaterial share of total Scope 3 emissions and is unlikely to influence a reasonable stakeholder’s understanding of the inventory. Any de minimis exclusions should be disclosed, justified, and reassessed periodically as data quality improves. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Standard—relevance/materiality and completeness principles.]
Q10. What specific thresholds, definitions, or decision frameworks should CARB use to determine when a Scope 3 category is considered de minimis to be reported?
A10. CARB may wish to retain flexibility and align, to the extent practicable, with evolving GHG Protocol guidance to avoid creating multiple, non-interoperable approaches. One option would be to use a two-step screen:
· Quantitative screen: A percentage-of-total Scope 3 threshold (with clear calculation instructions) to identify potentially immaterial categories.
· Qualitative screen: Considerations such as relevance to stakeholders, sector context, and whether emissions may be expected to increase over time.
CARB could also require documentation of the screening analysis and periodic reassessment. [References: GHG Protocol Scope 3 Standard; any updated GHG Protocol guidance on de minimis/materiality if finalized.]
Q11. How should CARB weigh reporting flexibility against alignment with current mandatory and voluntary practices and other international standards?
A11. CARB may wish to prioritize alignment with the GHG Protocol and other widely used international standards to support interoperability, comparability, and scalability of Scope 3 reporting. At the same time, limited reporting flexibility may be appropriate during initial implementation, provided it is clearly defined, time-bound where feasible, and supported by transparent documentation and good-faith estimation. [Reference: GHG Protocol Scope 3 Standard.]
Scope 3 Option: Category Phase-In
Q12. Are these the appropriate categories to prioritize for initial reporting based on data availability and relevance across sectors?
A12. Dow supports a category phase-in approach, supplemented by sector-specific guidance, to improve feasibility and data quality over time. Dow also suggests considering inclusion of Category 4 (Upstream Transportation and Distribution) in initial reporting, as it can be a significant emissions source for many companies and is often estimated using established approaches. [Reference: GHG Protocol Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Standard—Category 4; any relevant sector guidance (e.g., transport/logistics calculation guidance); Global Logistics Emissions Council Framework.]
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