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Second Public Consultation – 
Corporate Net-Zero Standard V2 

Skeleton text for QuiEstVert response 
 

Blue font is the text on the consultation document 

Green font is the text of the response produced by QuiEstVert 
 
Although the consultation in its entirety is comprehensive and covers all aspects of the 
standard, it is possible to respond only to the relevant sections. For QuiEstVert and its 
members, these questions are in parts 3 and annex E: 
 

Part 3 : Target-setting 
 

Section Scope 2 targets  Questions 41 – 50 (survey) 
C14 – C16 (draft) 

ANNEX E : integrity principles for 
substantiating progress on scope 
1, 2 and 3 targets using EACS ;  

Subsection EACs for 
value chain emissions 

Question 73-76 

 
Note : When reviewing this draft Standard and submitting feedback, stakeholders should be 
aware of the following:  

 Text marked in red and enclosed in parentheses (i.e., [TEXT]) indicates a topic on 
which the SBTi is particularly interested in receiving feedback, usually because it is 
still under development or has not yet been resolved through prior consultations.  

 When “[shall / may]” appears, it means that the SBTi is seeking feedback on whether 
to require (shall) or include as an allowable option (may) this element (e.g., see CNZS-
C10.3).  

 In some instances, multiple options are presented for consideration. These are marked 
by the word "Option" in bold text (e.g., see C18.6). The consultation survey will seek 
stakeholder feedback on the preferred approach.  

 

Part 3: Target- setting – SCOPE 2 Target 

Target- setting approaches and coverage 
 
41. On what basis should companies be able to make exclusions from a low-carbon 

electricity (LCE) target, if at all? (Select all that apply) – C14.1 
 
a. Based on external criteria, i.e., conditions in the market. 
b. 5% of electricity consumption to allocate as the company chooses. 
c. Whatever exclusion mechanism is chosen, it should only be permitted for the first 

target-setting period. 
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d. No consumption should be excluded. 
e. Not relevant to me. 
f. I don’t agree with any of the presented options. 

 
42. If you chose ‘based on external criteria’, which of the following do you think is most 

appropriate? (Select one) - C14.1 
 

a. The absence of an energy attribute certificate system for electricity in the market. 
b. The absence of a low-carbon electricity product available through an electricity 

supplier in the market. 
c. The absence of both an energy attribute certificate system and an LCE product. 
d. Not relevant to me. 
e. I’m not sure. 
f. I don’t agree with any of the presented options. 

 
43. How should energy efficiency be addressed in scope 2 target setting? (Select all that 

apply) - C14.1 
a. All companies should additionally set energy efficiency targets. 
b. Companies have sufficient economic incentive to improve energy efficiency already 

and do not need energy efficiency targets. 
c. Companies are sufficiently regulated with regards to energy efficiency already. 
d. Not relevant to me. 

 

LCE criteria 
Voluntary LCE purchasing is often seen as controversial when it involves decades-old 
generators that do not depend on the voluntary market to operate. Several voluntary 
initiatives, regional certifications and regulations include a limit on the age of the projects they 
allow to participate in LCE purchasing. This creates a stronger signal for new LCE capacity. 
 
A phase-in for hourly matching must be carefully considered. The SBTi should avoid 
encouraging companies to hourly match their LCE purchasing only at the hours where it is 
cheapest, failing to send a signal for LCE during hours of scarcity. Note ‘impacted sites’ refers 
to sites where the company purchases over 100 MWh in physical deliverability regions where 
total purchasing is over 10 GWh annually. 
 
‘LCE purchasing’ is a controversial concept due to the complexity of consuming electricity 
from the grid. In reality, a company or electricity supplier is often matching an ‘attribute’ from 
an LCE generator with wholesale electricity, and the end-user does not have a contractual 
relationship with the LCE generator’s electricity (only its attributes). The Standard currently 
addresses this controversy by distinguishing between when a company is ‘purchasing’ LCE, 
rather than only matching LCE attributes to electricity consumption. The SBTi plans to provide 
more clarity on when low-carbon electricity can be considered “purchased” versus matched 
with attributes. 
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44. Do you agree or disagree that a commissioning or re-powering date limit of ten years 

is appropriate for a LCE target, with certain exemptions permissible? See RE100 and 
24/7 frameworks for eligible exemptions. (Select one)  

a. Strongly agree 
b. Somewhat agree 
c. Neutral 
d. Somewhat disagree 
e. Strongly disagree 

 
45. If you said ‘somewhat disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’, please provide your reasoning. 

 
46. How should a phase-in towards hourly matching start in 2030? (Select one) 

a. A percentage of the entire impacted LCE portfolio should start hourly matching in 
2030. 

b. A percentage of all impacted sites should switch to hourly matching in 2030. 
c. All sites in the company’s highest-consuming deliverability region should switch 

to hourly matching in 2030. 
d. Not relevant to me. 
e. I don’t agree with any of the presented options. 

 
47. Please provide any additional comments to support your response. (100 words max) 
 
Proposed hourly matching creates structural problems by giving false physical accuracy and 
economic efficiency, weakening existing mechanisms and benefiting intermediaries. It 
undermines the EAC system by enabling cherry-picking by purchasers, lowering demand for 
full-coverage EACs, pushing companies to abandon annual 100% renewable commitments 
due to high hourly costs. The hourly EAC design is a basic mistake that creates loopholes and 
delivers unreal value. Since electricity markets are virtual and EACs do not affect physical 
balancing, granular matching adds no credibility while imposing heavy administrative 
burdens without regulatory infrastructure. We therefore recommend strict annual matching 
and mandatory physical grid link.  
 
48. Should the SBTi provide a standardized list of low-carbon electricity (LCE) 

procurement types (e.g., on-site generation, power purchase agreements, utility green 
tariffs, unbundled certificates) to help determine whether company claims are 
classified as ‘purchasing’ or ‘matching’? (Select one) 

a. No, companies should determine for themselves whether their LCE procurement 
constitutes purchasing or matching, without a standardized list. 

b. No, the SBTi should not define a list of procurement types, but should clearly 
define the criteria for when LCE is considered to be ‘purchased’, including what 
constitutes a physical and/or contractual link, or ‘matched’. 

c. Yes, the SBTi should provide a list of procurement types to guide classification, but 
should not prescribe a hierarchy among them. 
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d. Yes, the SBTi should provide a list of procurement types and should establish a 
hierarchy (e.g., indicating which types represent stronger or higher-impact 
purchasing relationships). 

e. I’m not sure. 
f. I don’t agree with any of the options. 

 
49. Do you agree or disagree that LCE criteria including physical deliverability, hourly 

matching, and a facility age limit sufficiently incentivize energy efficiency 
improvements? (Select one) 

a. Strongly agree 
b. Somewhat agree 
c. Neutral 
d. Somewhat disagree 
e. Strongly disagree 

 
 
50. If you said, ‘somewhat disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’, please provide your reasoning. 

(100 words max) 
 
Introducing temporal and deliverability requirements does not incentivize energy efficiency; 
it destabilizes the current market-based framework. These criteria make reported data 
contingent on local grid structures, market boundaries, and uneven data availability, reducing 
consistency and comparability across companies. They also redefine the method in a way that 
prevents credible 100% renewable procurement, confusing corporate procurement with 
system-level decarbonization and undermining long-standing market rules. Rather than 
refining the existing framework through targeted improvements, the revisions rebuild it, 
creating regional inequities and forcing reliance on proxy data. The added cost and 
operational burden outweigh any informational value and weaken the disclosure system. 
 

ANNEX E : integrity principles for substantiating progress on scope 1, 2 
and 3 targets using EACS; (p. 88)  

EACs for value chain emissions 

 
73. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the integrity principles for energy and 

commodity environmental attribute certificates (EACs) presented in Annex E provide 
sufficient guardrails to ensure the certificates meaningfully convey the desired 
attribute and are transacted in a manner that ensures robust and credible 
demonstration of performance against targets: (Select one per row :  
Strongly agree / Somewhat agree / Neutral / Somewhat disagree / Strongly disagree) 

a. For scope 1 
b. For scope 2 Somewhat agree 
c. For scope 3 
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74. Are there any key gaps or missing principles that could strengthen the proposed 

integrity principles for energy and commodity EACs? (100 words max) 
 
Two integrity principles are missing. First, strict annual matching is essential to correct the 
structural imbalance created by the carry-over of unused EAC volumes. Persistent oversupply 
suppresses price signals and undermines investment in new carbon-free generation. 
Enforcing an annual step would naturally rebalance supply and demand, maintain incentive-
level prices, and strengthen credibility, especially since only a few countries apply it today. 
Second, a mandatory physical link between production and consumption is needed to restore 
legitimacy. Requiring certificates to correspond to electricity actually fed into the relevant grid 
would eliminate distortions from non-connected “electric islands” and reinforce confidence in 
the mechanism. 
 
 
75. For companies that purchase energy and commodity environmental attribute 

certificates (EACs) or stakeholders that have awareness or experience of EAC markets, 
to what extent do you consider the principles outlined in Annex E to be reasonable 
and practicable for guiding the credible use of EACs Please do not consider carbon 
credits within the context of this question. (Select one) 

a. Very reasonable – The principles reflect current market realities, align with 
established best practices, and can be readily implemented by companies. 

b. Reasonable – The principles are broadly appropriate and feasible, though some 
clarification or minor adjustments may be needed. 

c. Somewhat reasonable – The principles are directionally appropriate but may be 
difficult to apply in practice or require further technical development. 

d. Not reasonable – The principles are impractical, inconsistent with how EAC 
markets currently function, or could lead to unintended consequences. 

e. Unsure / Not applicable – I do not have sufficient information or experience to 
assess the reasonableness of the principles. 
 

76. For “somewhat reasonable” or “not reasonable”, please explain. 


