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This discussion paper intends to address issues concerning inventory quality, related to aspects of data
quality, calculation methods, uncertainty, etc. This discussion paper has been provided to scope 3
Technical Working Group (TWG) to contribute to the update process of the GHG Protocol Corporate
Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting and Reporting Standard (2011) (referred to as the “Scope 3
Standard”)and Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting Scope 3 Technical Guidance with potential
application or relevance for the Corporate Standard and Scope 2 Guidance.

The objective of this discussion paper is to consolidate relevant information for consideration. This
includes a summary of current GHG Protocol standard requirements and guidance, background
information and context, key terms (as needed), a summary of the requirements and guidelines from
other frameworks and programs (where relevant), references to relevant research and summaries
thereof (where necessary), a summary of stakeholder feedback from the recent scope 3 stakeholder
survey, an overview of options for consideration, and an analysis of these options according to the
decision-making criteria specified by the GHG Protocol.

DISCLAIMER:

This document is a working document to be used as an input for a discussion within
the Technical Working Group of the Scope 3 Standard update process. The paper
does not reflect a position of the Greenhouse Gas Protocol, WRI or WBCSD, nor
members of the Technical Working Group. The options and preliminary comparisons
herein are not designed to be final, complete, or all-compassing.
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Abstract

This discussion paper is intended for directional considerations for the Scope 3 Technical
Working Group ("TWG") in the first phase of the scope 3 technical update process. This
discussion paper considers inventory quality and inventory quality disclosure as one of the key
issues for corporate GHG emissions accounting and reporting, and presents options for
improvements.

Preparation of scope 3 inventories may be intended to meet different objectives, each of which
may require different levels of inventory quality. Thus, different levels of inventory quality have
their place in practice. However, users of reported GHG information need more clarity on the
quality of inventories they use. Thus, inventory quality disclosure is a major focus.

Three general options (none of which are necessarily mutually exclusive) are outlined in this
paper:

e Option 1. Improved implementation of current GHG Protocol requirements
e Option 2. Data quality scoring
e Option 3. Disaggregated reporting based on quality

For each option, the paper provides a description of the option, considerations for
developments and decisions, example(s), implications for other aspects of revisions, discussion
points, and decision-making criteria assessment.
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Key terms

Glossary

Term

Activity data

Allocation

Cradle-to-
gate

Economic
allocation

Extrapolated
data

First party
assurance

Level of
assurance

Life cycle
assessment

Material
misstatement

Materiality

Physical
allocation

Primary data
Process

Definition

A quantitative measure of a level of activity that results in GHG emissions.
Activity data is multiplied by an emissions factor to derive the GHG
emissions associated with a process or an operation. Examples of activity
data include kilowatt-hours of electricity used, quantity of fuel used, output
of a process, hours equipment is operated, distance traveled, and floor area
of a building

The process of partitioning GHG emissions from a single facility or other
system (e.g., vehicle, business unit, corporation) among its various outputs.

All emissions that occur in the life cycle of purchased products, up to the
point of receipt by the reporting company (excluding emissions from
sources that are owned or controlled by the reporting company)

Allocating the emissions of an activity based on the market value of each
output/product

Data from a similar process or activity that is used as a stand-in for the
given process or activity, and has been customized to be more
representative of the given process or activity.

Person(s) from within the reporting company but independent of the GHG
inventory process conducts internal assurance. (Also called “self-" or
“internal-assurance.”)

Refers to the degree of confidence stakeholders can have over the
information in the inventory report.

Compilation and evaluation of the inputs, outputs and the potential
environmental impacts of a product system throughout its life cycle.

Individual or aggregate errors, omissions and misrepresentations that
significantly impact the GHG inventory results and could influence a user’s
decisions.

Concept that individual or the aggregation of errors, omissions and
misrepresentations could affect the GHG inventory and could influence the
intended users’ decisions.

Allocating the emissions of an activity based on an underlying physical
relationship between the multiple inputs/outputs and the quantity of
emissions generated.

Data from specific activities within a company’s value chain.

A set of interrelated or interacting activities that transforms or transports a
product.



Product
Proxy data

Secondary
data

Third party
assurance

Uncertainty
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Any good or service

Data from a similar process or activity that is used as a stand-in for the
given process or activity without being customized to be more
representative of the given process or activity.

Data that is not from specific activities within a company’s value chain.

Person(s) from an organization independent of the GHG inventory process
conducts third party assurance. (Also called “external assurance.”)

1. Quantitative definition: Measurement that characterizes the dispersion of
values that could reasonably be attributed to a parameter.

2. Qualitative definition: A general and imprecise term that refers to the
lack of certainty in data and methodology choices, such as the application
of non-representative factors or methods, incomplete data on sources and
sinks, lack of transparency etc.

Source: GHG Protocol Scope 3 Standard

Abbreviations

CSRD
DQ
DQI
DQR

EC
EEIO
EPA
ESRS
GHG
IFRS
LCA
PACT
PCAF
PCF
PEF/OEF
SBTi
TfS

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive
Data quality

Data quality indicator

Data quality rating

European Commission
Environmental-Extended Input-Output
Environmental Protection Agency

European Sustainability Reporting Standard
Greenhouse gas

International Financial Reporting Standards
Life cycle assessment

Partnership for Carbon Transparency
Partnership for Carbon Accounting Financials
Product carbon footprint

Product Environmental Footprint / Organisational Environmental Footprint
Science Based Targets Initiative

Together for Sustainability
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1. Background information and context

Data quality of scope 3 emissions is cited as a challenge in scope 3 GHG emissions accounting
and reporting. A stakeholder survey conducted by SBTi and published in 2023 provides an
overview of the challenges that companies face for scope 3 accounting and reporting in the
context of target setting. This survey covered 230 organizations across geographies and
sectors?.

Limited access to reliable data, and therefore quality and actionability of inventories, was
identified by the survey respondents as a key barrier to developing robust baselines (identified
by 85% of respondents), tracking the impact of decarbonization (58%), and achieving targets
(59%). Both access to supplier-specific emission factors (emissions data) and supplier-specific
activity data were identified as challenging. Moreover, supplier-specific emission factors
(emissions data), when available and/or provided, often exhibit poor data quality and are
therefore not reliable. The majority of respondents (57%) understandably see reducing the
procurement budget as the only decarbonization action if a spend based method is used for
accounting.

The survey showed predominant use of activity-based and spend-based methods for calculation
of scope 3 emissions. Only 6% of respondents use supplier-specific emissions factors, which
while provided by suppliers are said to “typically combine measured emissions from supplier
operations and estimated emissions from a suppliers’ upstream value chain”. Most respondents
indicated to source their emissions factors from publicly available databases with approximately
half to also deploy privately held emissions factor data.

1 SBTi “Catalyzing Value Chain Decarbonization: Corporate Survey Results” (2023), SBTi-The-Scope-3-
challenge-survey-results.pdf (sciencebasedtargets.org)

2 Note that this sample exhibited inherent sampling bias as 85% of surveyed companies either had a
validated science-based target or were committed to setting a target with the SBTi. This reflects a
particular purpose, objective, and audience for said surveyed companies’ scope 3 inventories. This
sample of companies may exhibit more advanced data management practices than most users of the
GHG Protocol Scope 3 Standard. Further, based on the SBTi Monitoring Report 2023, this sample size
may reflect input from approximately, exclusively, corporations and not that of small-to-medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs).
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Q: Of the scope 3 categories you consider material to your business, what type of scope 3 GHG accounting did you
use or plan to use for each category??

Hybrid! Spend based Activity based [ Supplier-specific
22% 37% 38%
. 300d: 72% 15%
53.3 1 energy related activities 64% 14% 1%
33 r 45% 23% 25%
70% 15% 10%
62% 16% 13%
70% 9% 18%
52% 35% 13%
53.9 65% 11% 18%
13% | 63% 13% 13%
g 7% 3% 10%
S T4% 9% 16%
44% 44% 6%
79% 14%
| 23% | 33% 28% 15%
% of respondents
Avg. use of supplier
O specific factors
1. A mix of spend, activity and supplier specific factars; 2: N=175; Source: SBTi corporate survey September 2022

Figure 1. Type of emission factors used for base year reporting, count of entries
Source: SBTi 2023, p.14.7

As a follow up to the unveiled challenges, a discussion paper issued by SBTi in 2024*, considers
options to enhance scope 3 target setting by prioritizing action on the most climate-relevant
activities within the value chain. In this context, the SBTi warns that “implementing
prioritization may require a high-quality emissions inventory and much more granular
understanding of emissions sources” (p. 31). The paper emphasizes the need for
improvements.

Similar findings are presented in a study commissioned by WRI in 2022°, based on a sample of
CDP reports submitted by companies and made available for public disclosure, focusing on
calculation methods. This report found that this sample of companies predominantly uses
secondary data for accounting and reporting scope 3 emissions (82%), while less than half of
reported scope 3 inventories underwent some level of verification.

3 SBTi “Catalyzing Value Chain Decarbonization: Corporate Survey Results” (2023), SBTi-The-Scope-3-challenge-
survey-results.pdf (sciencebasedtargets.org)

4 Aligning corporate value chains to global climate goals. SBTi Research: Scope 3 Discussion Paper; SBTi Aligning
Corporate Value Chains Scope 3 Discussion Paper (sciencebasedtargets.org)

3 Lloyd, S.M., Hadziosmanovic, M., Rahimi, K. Scope 1 and Scope 3 Literature Review and Practice Analysis, 2022
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62%
60%

40%

20% 20%

% of methods reported

6%

8%
0% - 1% 1% _0.4% 2% -

Supplier Publicly Disclosure Industryc Company Energy- Activity- Spend-
Direct available systems cllaborati (LCA) based EFs based EFs based
resources on method

Figure 2. calculation methods identified for CDP reporting (cat. 1-6, 8) by manufacturing and service companies in
the sample, count of entries (copied from (WRI 20226, p. 64).

Overview of challenges in scope 3 accounting, collected during the recent meeting of the
independent group of corporate users of the Scope 3 Standard Scope 3 Peer Group, (Scope 3
Peer Group, 2024’) shows that data management and calculation methods are among top 5
topics posing highest challenges for Scope 3 managers, highlighting the following points in
particular:

e Collecting high-quality supplier emissions data
Validating and ensuring accuracy of primary data
Standardizing methodologies for data collection
Using data for actionable insights and progress measurement
Improving Scope 3 accounting methods

Further discussions within the group bring up the need for solutions relevant for work of
accounting standards (ibid):
e Standardization of data quality and calculation methods to advance accuracy,
consistency, and transparency
e Harmonization of requirements to allow for cross-functional use of data (e.g. for use for
CBAM)
¢ Guidance on the efficient transition from spend-based to activity data accounting
More guidance on how to collect, track, and validate scope 3 data
e Consider prioritization of activities between data collection and decarbonization efforts

Shrimali (2022)8 attributes low consistency of scope 3 emissions to different data sources and
estimation methods, noting that data from commercial data providers is highly inconsistent,
with correlations as low as 1. He further notes the complication of the situation through lack of
transparency in scope 3 category coverage, and argues that whatever data quality is taken,
each approach results in producing data that is unreliable to some degree. Shrimali notes the
first challenge on the way to improvements to be answering how to combine data of different
reliability.

6 Lloyd, S.M., Hadziosmanovic, M., Rahimi, K. Scope 1 and Scope 3 Literature Review and Practice Analysis, 2022

7 Scope 3 Peer Group “The Scope 3 Strategy Day”, 2024. Demographics (squarespace.com)

8 Shrimali, Gireesh. "Scope 3 emissions: measurement and management." The Journal of Impact and ESG Investing
3, no. 1 (2022): 31-54.
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2. Summary of Stakeholder Feedback

Between November 2022 and March 2023, the public was invited to provide feedback on the
current suite of corporate standards and guidance, including the Scope 3 Standard and
Technical Guidance, and provide suggestions for either maintaining current practices or
developing updates and new or additional guidance.

Approximately 350 individuals and/or organizations submitted feedback through the Scope 3
stakeholder survey, from all regions of the world and types of organizations. Refer to the
Detailed Survey Summary and Proposals Summary for further detail on feedback and proposals
received from stakeholders. Feedback related to, specifically, inventory quality and related
topics is summarized below.

2.1 Disclosure related feedback

Some respondents asserted that the GHG Protocol should communicate more caution that
scope 3 inventory results can be unreliable and incomparable, depending on data quality. Some
respondents cautioned that varying levels of data quality often go undisclosed and
undistinguished, including due to differing calculation methods, data inputs, assurance levels,
and/or non-conformance. Several asserted that this can compromise GHG inventory accuracy
and relevance.

2.2 Practical challenges

Respondents expressed that the limited availability of supplier-specific emissions and activity
data, and paywalled secondary emission factors for purchased products, remains one of the
biggest challenges to scope 3 GHG emissions accounting and reporting. Several respondents
noted that value chain entities exhibit varying levels of adoption, capacity, data management
protocols, levels of verification, and data quality.

Data management, including collecting activity data, allocating emissions data, keeping records,
exchanging data, reviewing supplier-specific emissions data, and integrating various workflows
for auditing and control, was a commonly mentioned challenge for respondents. Several
respondents recommended developing tools and templates for collecting and transferring
supplier-specific data to improve the reliability and accuracy of value chain emissions data.
Some asserted that standardization is necessary for interoperability and efficient data exchange
between autonomous software solutions.

Respondents described the constraints and challenges faced by both SMEs and large-cap
enterprises. SMEs face acute capacity and cost constraints. Third-party manufacturers do not
often feasibly prioritize data collection for SME clients. Large-cap businesses face complex
supply chains and data management challenges. Despite the internal capacity and budget to
perform data collection, some argue that the sheer scale and complexity of data management
cannot be overcome absent market-wide adoption of GHG accounting and reporting. Adoption
would necessitate enhanced standardization to bring down the cost of data management. A few
respondents asserted that organizations cannot feasibly implement GHG accounting using
supplier-specific data absent regulation mandating and enforcing controls to ensure that inputs
and results are reliable, accurate, complete, and consistent.

10
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2.3 Input data related

Respondents requested data quality guidance in the context of using specific calculation
methods. Many cautioned that too many companies are relying on approximations due to data
limitations. A few respondents asserted that permitting the use of secondary data undermines
attempts at holding companies accountable.

Many respondents requested support in sourcing, verifying, calculating, and using emission
factors. Some asserted that the optionality in the Scope 3 Standard and the limited consistency
in selecting emission factors negatively affects adoption of GHG accounting and the reliability of
GHG inventory results. Some asserted that the absence of a uniform database of emission
factors coupled with this optionality is @ major contributing factor that undermines the cross-
comparability of GHG inventories internally and between companies.

Several respondents pointed out that emission factors often include multiple assumptions (e.g.,
scope and boundary, functional unit, allocations, global warming potential values, etc.) with
implications for consistency. Some identified various business activities for which secondary LCA
emission factors are needed and acknowledged differing needs by various industries and
companies.’

Some respondents expressed uncertainty regarding what information is needed from suppliers
to verify their supplier-specific emissions or activity data. Many suppliers providing supplier-
specific emissions data suffer “survey fatigue” submitting data and information in accordance
with multiple climate disclosure programs. Some respondents recommend coordinating data
compilation requirements and information templates between various climate programs and
disclosure frameworks.

Data access also influenced some respondents’ position on encouraging the use of primary data
versus making scope 3 disclosure mandatory°.

2.4 Balance between accuracy, completeness, and action

Some respondents expressed the need to balance flexibility with accuracy, including balancing
efforts to improve data quality and “perfect” measures versus informing decisions to act.
Several respondents requested more guidance on using industry estimates, secondary data, and
proxies, in the context of improving calculation methodologies — as companies integrate hybrid
methods for supply chain measures.

Several respondents requested guidance on prioritizing data collection for significant sources.
Some respondents expressed concern that a reporting company’s capacity to influence
emissions sources varies significantly and is often not aligned with the most significant
emissions sources, for example, for manufacturers of fashion, apparel, beauty or electronics
products, for which direct and indirect emissions in use of sold products may account for most
product life cycle emissions. Some asserted that the potential disconnect between emissions vs.
capacity to influence may misdirect efforts and resources.

Others identified that emission factor granularity is necessary to improve the completeness and
relevance of scope 3 inventories. Some respondents asserted that brand-specific product-level

9 Products and business activities include raw materials (including industry-specific), intermediate products (pre-
processed materials, components), precursor manufacturing (sometimes termed pre-processing), land-use change
(LUC), deforestation, animal- and plant-based fibrous materials, rail, transportation, and oil and gas.

10 Consideration of mandatory Scope 3 calculation and disclosure for Corporate Standard compliance is considered in
the Corporate Standard update workstream

11
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emission factors are needed to supplement aggregated data, and that this would help the
market assess climate action and performance. At the same time, it was asserted that
calculation methods relying on secondary data are less reliable or accurate than results that rely
on combustion emission factors and primary data. They recommended mandating or
encouraging the use of primary data.

Others asserted that currently available emission factors, via public and paywalled life cycle
inventory (LCI) databases, are sufficient for companies to identify hotspots and to inform
decarbonization activities and capital allocation. Other respondents asserted that the Scope 3
Standard should not require the development of primary data nor audit-quality data, in
recognition of the inherent uncertainties in emissions estimates that must unavoidably use
secondary data. Some asserted that companies should prioritize setting and achieving climate
goals rather than focusing on measurement goals. They asserted that primary data provides
limited new or uniquely actionable information for companies in terms of prioritizing mitigation
and decarbonization activities, especially absent regulations that internalize the price of carbon.

2.5 Requirements for data quality

Respondents requested guidance on data quality improvements, data hierarchies, and provided
feedback on restricting versus encouraging data quality improvements over time. Many
respondents requested guidance concerning improving GHG inventory reliability and identified
the need for clearer guidance on the type and quality of data needed for different purposes,
including internal benchmarking versus external performance metrics and claims. Some
asserted that improving data quality should be required, not just encouraged. A few asserted
that the Scope 3 Standard needs to increase the use of primary data based on actual
production systems to drive investment in empirically validated solutions. However, others
stated that improving accuracy should be mandated by external programs, disclosures
frameworks, and government agencies and legislators, rather than GHG Protocol.

2.6 Calculation methods

There was criticism of the spend-based method. Respondents recommended either removing it
entirely, phasing it out (e.g., over 3 years), limiting its use (e.g., exclusively for hotspot
identification or for immaterial categories), keeping it as a proxy method, or extending and
specifying its use for all scope 3 categories.

Some respondents asserted that emissions results quantified using the spend-based method are
inaccurate and therefore not good measures of emissions. Inventories using spend-based
calculations do not, they asserted, meet the accounting requirements of accuracy and
relevance. Some asserted that the spend-based method does not provide reliable information to
inform decarbonization. Others asserted that unreliable results misrepresent a reporting entity’s
indirect emissions and are misleading without transparent methodological disclosures.!!

Several factors were noted as affecting the method’s unreliability and potentially large margin of
error, including non-industry-specific factors, generic categories, uneven data availability, long
time-lags in updates, regional variability, and using inconsistent financial line-items. In addition,
it was noted that the spend-based method is not reliable for tracking or differentiating value

11 (Scope 3 Standard, p. 121) states that reporting companies “shall” publicly report “separately by scope 3
category... a description of the types and sources of data... methodologies, allocation methods, and assumptions”
relied upon and “the percentage of emissions calculated using [primary] data obtained from suppliers or other value
chain partners”.
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chain performance. For example, a company that pays a higher price for high-quality
components or materials may calculate higher GHG emissions when using generic
environmentally-extended input output (EEIO) emission factors.

Most respondents who raised the topic of the spend-based method requested that the GHG
Protocol limit its use and/or provide more guidance on how to use it effectively. Some
respondents requested that the Scope 3 Standard and the Product Standard be revised to focus
on accounting for emissions using primary value chain data from suppliers. Arguments were
made in support of moving away from the spend-based method to encourage the use of
primary data and to move the market in the direction of improving the cross-comparability of
GHG inventory results between companies, rather than all companies reporting “industry
average” emissions which are undifferentiated. Counter to this, some respondents cautioned
against restricting the spend-based method due to the absence of reliable or cost-effective data
and management tools necessary to quantify emissions using other methods. It was argued
that removing the spend-based method would make compliance impossible for many reporting
companies.

2.7 Uncertainty

Generally, some respondents asserted that users of the Scope 3 Standard need more
prescriptive guidelines to reduce uncertainty and to fill in data gaps. This includes guidance on
optionality, emission factor uniformity, parameter selection, and data quality, all of which make
normative uncertainty measures difficult if not impossible. Some asserted that the GHG Protocol
should focus on improving disclosure designations for companies to set or determine
uncertainty thresholds. Others assert that uncertainty thresholds should distinguish upstream
versus downstream estimates as each generally has different levels of uncertainty and/or “risk
profiles”. Some asserted that upstream and downstream estimation uncertainty should not be
conflated. Some respondents requested that the GHG Protocol provide tools to assess the
robustness and/or uncertainty of reported scope 3 emissions, especially with rapid adoption and
as data quality improves.

3. Current GHG Protocol requirements and guidance

3.1 Accounting and reporting principles
The Scope 3 Standard includes the following requirement (p. 23):

e GHG accounting and reporting of a scope 3 inventory shall be based on the following
principles: relevance, completeness, consistency, transparency, and accuracy.

Guidance on applying the relevance principle to data quality is included in chapter 4 and 7, such
as:
e Companies should use the principle of relevance as a guide when selecting data sources.
e Companies should collect data of sufficient quality to ensure that the inventory is
relevant (i.e., that it appropriately reflects the GHG emissions of the company and
serves the decision-making needs of users). Selection of data sources depends on a
company’s individual business goals. More information on relevance and data collection
is provided in chapter 7. (p. 24)
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3.2 Calculation methods

The Scope 3 Standard specifies two quantification methods: direct measurement and calculation
(see Figure 3 below). Direct measurement can be done, for example, using continuous
emissions monitors (CEMS) that measure the concentration and flow-rate of gases exiting
exhaust pipes. Table 7.1 and 7.2 of the Standard (Figure 3) provide a general calculation
formula and types of data used.

Table [7.1] Quantification methods

Quantification Description Relevant
method data types

Direct measurement Quantification of GHG emissions using direct Direct emissions data
monitoring, mass balance or stoichiometry

GHG = Emissions Data x GWP

Calculation Quantification of GHG emissions by multiplying activity Activity data
data by an emission factor

GHG = Activity Data x Emission Factor x GWP s sl i

Table [7.2] Examples of activity data and emission Factors

Examples of activity data Examples of emission factors

Liters of fuel consumed
Kilowatt-hours of electricity consumed
Kilograms of material consumed
Kilometers of distance traveled

Hours of time operated

Square meters of area occupied
Kilograms of waste generated
Kilograms of product sold

Quantity of money spent

kg CO, emitted per liter of fuel consumed

kg CO, emitted per kwWh of electricity consumed
kg PFC emitted per kg of material consumed

t CO, emitted per kilometer traveled

kg Sf-:s emitted per hour of time operated

g N,O emitted per square meter of area

g CH, emitted per kg of waste generated

kg HFC emitted per kg of product sold

kg CO, emitted per unit of currency spent

Figure 3. Calculation formula and types of data

In practice, the types of data used has an impact on the typology of calculation methods.
Multiple calculation methods and formulas are itemized in the 7echnical Guidance for
Calculating Scope 3 Emissions for each scope 3 category, ranked in order of specificity,
including guidance for emission factor selection. Appendix D (p. 162-182) of the Technical
Guidance aggregates the formulae possible/listed for use per category. Table 1 summarizes the
calculation methods listed in Appendix D.

Table 1. Calculation methods and data types
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Calculation methods

Categor
y Method 1 Method 2 Method 3 Method 4 Method 5
Category 1 Supplier-specific Hybrid!2 Average-data Spend-based
Category 2 Supplier-specific Hybrid? Average-data Spend-based
Category 3 Supplier-specific Average-data
Category . . .
413 Fuel-based Site-specific Distance-based Average-data Spend-based
SR———— Waste-type- )
Category 5 Supplier-specific specific Average-data
Distance-
Category 6 Fuel-based based Spend-based
Distance-
Category 7 Fuel-based based Average-data
. Lessor-

Category 8 Asset-specific specific Average-data
Category 92 Fuel-based Site-specific Distance-based Average-data Spend-based
Category 10 Site-specific Average-data
Category Fuel-/electricity- Fuels/Feed- Contained/forming )
1114 based!® stocks!6 2 AU e

Waste-type-
Category 12 specifict8

o Lessee-

Category 13 Asset-specific specific Average-data

Franchise-
Category 14 specific Average-data

Investment- Project- _
Category 15 specifict® specific?® Average-data

Calculation methodologies are summarized based on calculation method classifications from the
Technical Guidance (Appendix D, p. 162-182). Note: This figure presents a summary of
calculation methods only; readers should refer to the Scope 3 Technical Guidance and Appendix
D therein for calculation guidance to ensure Scope 3 Standard conformance. Calculation
methods are color-coded based on the activity data and/or emission factor data type for which

12 Tncluding “where supplier-specific activity data is available for all activities associated with producing the purchased
goods” or “where only allocated scope 1 and 2 emissions and waste data are available from supplier” (Scope 3
Technical Guidance, p. 164).
13 For both upstream and downstream transportation and distribution (category 4 and category 9), the fuel-based
method, distance-based method, and spend-based method are specified for calculating emissions from
transportation, while the site-specific method and average-data method are specified for calculating emissions from

distribution.

14 Not that calculation methods for categor