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Please provide any comments or explanations to justify your answers to questions 1 to 7. 

1. The legislative framework proposed by the European Commission on ESG 

disclosure is very complex and encompasses different pieces with different 

timelines, stakeholders and contents 

There is a need for consistency in terms of calendar and disclosure content between the 

different pieces of regulation on ESG disclosure to ensure a real harmonized European 

framework on the matter. 

The Taxonomy Regulation, the European Commission Guidelines on Climate 

Reporting, as well as other texts need to be consistently articulated with the revised 

NFRD 

a. The Taxonomy Regulation  

First, The Taxonomy Regulation requires that all companies under NFRD, including 

financial counterparties, include the ESG related information in their public disclosure. A 

compromise between the Council and the European Parliament was reached in December 

2019 and the Council published its position at first reading with a view to the adoption on 

1, April 2020. 

Indeed Article 8 on Transparency of undertakings in non-financial statements states that  

 “1. Any undertaking which is subject to the obligation to publish a non-financial 

information pursuant to Articles 19a or 29a of Directive 2013/34/EU shall include in its 

non-financial statement or consolidated non-financial statement information on how and to 

what extent the undertaking’s activities are associated with environmentally sustainable 

economic activities ...” 

“2. In particular, non-financial undertakings shall disclose the following: (a) the 

proportion of their turnover derived from products or services associated with 

environmentally sustainable economic activities ...; and (b) the proportion of their total 

investments (Capital Expenditure) and/or expenditures (Operating Expenditure) related to 

assets or processes associated with environmentally sustainable economic activities …” 

“4. The Commission shall adopt a delegated act in accordance with Article 16 to 

supplement paragraphs 1 and 2 to specify the application of those paragraphs, taking into 

account the specificities of both financial and non-financial undertakings and the technical 

screening criteria set out in accordance of this Regulation. The Commission shall adopt 

that delegated act by 1 June 2021.” 

Hence, it is essential that the requirements to be developed in the context of the NFRD 

review are consistent with the disclosure requirements specified in the Delegated Acts 

of the Taxonomy Regulation, the implementation date for climate mitigation and 

adaptation being 31 December 2021 and for the other four environmental objectives 

31 December 2022. 

b. The June 2019 European Commission guidelines on climate reporting 

Second, the June 2019 European Commission guidelines on climate-related reporting will 

probably partly be reflected in the revised NFRD. Indeed, the EC itself clarifies that 

“Companies should read this supplement together with the relevant national legislation 
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transposing the Non-Financial Reporting Directive (2014/95/EU), and if necessary the text 

of the Directive itself”.  

Thus, de facto, the KPIs included in the EC guidelines on climate-related reporting 

(10 KPIs common to corporates, banks and insurers and 11 additional KPIs specific to 

banks and insurers) which are non-binding so far may become binding if they are 

incorporated in the revised NFRD. We urge the European Commission to reassess the 

usefulness and feasibility of these KPIs (cf. below). 

c. Other 

Third, the recently published ECB/SSM Guide on climate-related and environmental risks) 

under consultation stresses that “For the purposes of their regulatory disclosures, 

institutions are expected, to publish meaningful information and key metrics on climate-

related and environmental risks that they deem to be material, as a minimum in line with 

the European Commission’s Guidelines on non-financial reporting: Supplement on 

reporting climate-related information."  

Once again, the ECB/SSM is anticipating in level 1 texts its supervisory expectations. 

ESG disclosure requirements are also specified in other pieces of Regulation, currently still 

under consultation, that require entities subject to them to obtain ESG information from 

issuers: 

- Low Carbon Benchmark, for benchmark providers: Delegated Acts on consultation till 6, 

May 2020 for an application date at 30, April 2020! 

- Disclosure Regulation for asset managers and insurers: joint ESAs RTS under 

consultation till 1 September 2020, with finalization expected by December 2020 for an 

application at 10, March 2021. 

- CRR2 Pillar 3 requirements for large credit institutions: EBA RTS under consultation in 

2020 S2 and finalization expected by June 2021 for an application at 29 June 2022. 

2. The sequence of all the different texts should be reconsidered from a holistic point 

of view by the European Commission 

Given the complexity of the ESG disclosure framework, it is logical that the 

implementation date of the revised NFRD is not provided in the consultation. However, 

even if we were to anticipate that it is fast tracked to 1 January 2022, we would need to be 

very concerned as this date is already much later than the implementation date of the 

Disclosure Regulation and of the Low Carbon Benchmark and only a few months before 

the CRR2 disclosure ESG requirements. 

The sequence of all these texts should be reconsidered under the following principles: 

- All disclosure requirements applying to financial institutions (including banks, insurers 

and asset managers) are possible to the extent that the information is made available by 

corporate issuers 

Given that the corporate sector will need time to implement the revised NFRD, the 

implementation dates for the disclosure requirements for the financial sector should be 

adapted and postponed across all relevant regulations. From our perspective, it is 

therefore necessary to defer the publication of sustainability-related information by 
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financial institutions by at least one accounting year after the requirements for 

non-financial companies’ disclosures are effective. In other words, non-financial 

companies should start reporting first (Y0), and financial institutions should report at 

least one year after (Y1).  

- In the meanwhile, it should be clarified that disclosure requirements for the financial 

sector should be met on a best efforts basis. This includes the mandatory requirements 

set by the Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) on sustainability-related disclosures in 

the financial sector (SFDR) under Regulation (EU) 2019/2088.  

- In order to manage the complexity of this process, we would also recommend that the 

first implementation phase of the revised NFRD requirements for banks be a testing 

phase of at least one year, where information would only be reported to supervisors. 

Such a test should be articulated with the supervisory expectations currently being 

developed, as well as sensitivity exercises.  

 

3. The European Commission should compare and rationalize the disclosure content 

in the different texts in order to avoid discrepancies and unnecessary operational 

burden that would undoubtedly make the framework much more complex and less 

credible for market participants, which  would ultimately defeat their policy goals 

In order to align in the best way the disclosures by corporate, asset managers, insurers 

and banks, it is of the utmost importance to select a limited number of very relevant and 

doable common metrics/ KPIs. The success of the disclosure will be based on limiting the 

scope of mandatory disclosure content (e.g., a few key indicators that should be compulsory 

and consistent with other regulations (Taxonomy, Disclosure, Low Carbon 

Benchmark) and the EC guidelines on climate related information. In addition, as 

regards banks, it is also essential that EBA aligns its RTS on the ESG pillar 3 with NFRD 

and the other texts.  

As stated earlier, among the 21 non-binding metrics proposed by the EC guidelines on 

climate information, only a limited set of indicators should be mandatory.  Any 

additional disclosure should be at the company’s discretion. 

a. Only a limited set of common indicators should be mandatory 

Among the 10 common KPIs to corporates, banks and insurers from the EC guidelines, we 

would propose to select the following 5 KPIs that are also requested for asset managers and 

insurers under the Disclosure Regulation: 

•Direct GHG emissions from sources owned by the company (Scope 1) (tCO2) 

•Indirect GHG emissions from the generation of consumed electricity, steam, heat, or 

cooling (collectively referred to as “electricity”) (Scope 2) 

•GHG relative emissions target (tCO2e achieved or % reduction), as it helps to understand 

companies' commitments to reducing emissions and whether the company has a goal 

towards which it is harmonising and focusing emissions-related efforts. For direct 

emissions the information is available. For indirect emissions, this information should be 

required for non-financial corporates only (see below) 

•Total energy consumption and/or production from renewable and non-renewable. 
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•Total value of assets, with a materiality threshold, committed in regions likely to become 

more exposed to acute or chronic physical climate risks (in amounts and percentage of book 

value of exposed real assets) in conjunction with the company’s assessment of physical 

risks and adaptation/ mitigation strategies and policies. The value of the assets could be for 

instance aggregated by large geographical zones depending on their climate risk 

vulnerability. We note that this information needs to be disclosed at an aggregated level, in 

order to avoid any geopolitical risk or potential massive disinvestments from risky areas 

whereas those areas may require significant investments for adaptation. 

 

b. Beyond these common mandatory metrics, a further set of data 

differentiating financial and non-financial undertakings, and, within the 

non-financial sector, specific to industry sectors could also be made 

mandatory  

i. Example of the banking sector 

For instance, among the 11 additional KPIs from the Appendix I of the EC guidelines on 

climate reporting that apply specifically to banks and insurers, we would propose to select 

the following 3 KPIs that are also requested for asset managers and insurers under the 

Disclosure Regulation: 

•Weighted average carbon intensity of each portfolio, where data is available and for a 

limited number of sectors as mentioned above. The carbon intensity is not defined for all 

sectors..  

•Credit risk exposures and volumes of physical collateral by geography/country with an 

indication of those countries/geographies highly exposed to physical risk and specifying the 

physical risks. These metrics could be aggregated by large geographical zones depending 

on their climate risk vulnerability. We note that this information needs to be disclosed at an 

aggregated level, in order to avoid any geopolitical risk or potential massive disinvestments 

from risky areas whereas those areas may require significant investments for adaptation. 

• As regards the volume of financial assets EU taxonomy-aligned, while these metrics will 

be defined by the Delegated Act of the Taxonomy Regulation by June 2021 for disclosure 

purposes under Pillar 3 only (and not for risk management purposes and prudential 

purposes), the ratio should be tailored to a scope which would avoid providing the market 

with misleading information. The ratio should be the proportion of: 

- Volume of Eligible Financial Assets that are EU taxonomy-aligned (in exposure 

amounts in €)  

- on Total Eligible Financial Assets (in exposure amounts in €). 

With Eligible Financial Assets (EFA) being defined as all asset classes for which the EU 

taxonomy can apply, with appropriate phasing. For example, in the medium term, relevant 

Eligible Financial assets would include: mortgage loans and real asset financing, other asset 

financing including project finance, and other corporate loans when use of proceeds is 

clearly allocated to Capital expenditures and/or operating and maintenance expenses. 

Indeed, other banking assets, for which the application of the taxonomy would not provide 

relevant information to the market, such as central banks deposits, sovereign debt, trading 

assets or hedging derivatives should be excluded from the Total Eligible Financial Assets. 
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For the essential purpose of feasibility, we propose to limit the application of the EU 

taxonomy to the Eligible Financial Assets in the first step to newly originated loans (given 

it would be more burdensome than useful to screen booked/past transactions). In addition, 

as per above, implementation should be on a best effort basis for all clients for which 

disclosure is not mandatory. 

 

ii. Example of the corporate sector 

Some of the KPIs considered in the EC Guidelines as common are actually relevant only 

for non-financial corporates, so should be made mandatory only for those undertakings: 

 

•All indirect GHG emissions that occur in the value chain of the reporting company, 

including both upstream and downstream emissions (Scope 3), with a selection of relevant 

sectors (Energy/Power, Oil & Gas, Shipping, Automotive, Construction…) and a phase in 

by sectors (starting with energy/power for instance) and as far as methodologies are 

developed. For the banking sector, the specificity that needs to be taken into account is that 

methodologies for assessing the scope 3 do not exist contrary to the industry sector. It could 

be possible to calculate step by step (e.g. by sectors) the financed GHG emissions, but it is 

worth mentioning that no consensus exists as regards bonds and market activities. 

 

•GHG relative emissions target (tCO2e achieved or % reduction) : For indirect emissions, 

there is a need to streamline the selection of sectors and phase-in by sectors with scope 3, 

and to meet feasibility conditions in terms of methodology as mentioned just above. 

 

•% turnover and / or % investment (CapEx) and/or expenditures (OpEx) in the reporting 

year from products or services associated with activities eligible to the EU taxonomy, 

should apply only to corporate sectors and not as common KPIs for all companies. Indeed it 

does not make sense for banks and should be required only from non-financial undertakings 

as it has been proposed in the Taxonomy Regulation. Needless to say, this KPI should only 

apply to the extent that the relevant activity of the undertaking is included in the EU 

taxonomy. 

 

•Finally, other KPIs may be defined on a sector specific basic. Our proposal would be, as 

per our internal methodology, to assess for each sector the most salient ESG risks, and have 

each corporate identify its vulnerability to those salient risks. Such vulnerability should also 

take into account all mitigation actions put in place by the corporate to reduce/tackle this 

vulnerability (we remain at the disposal of the Commission to share more insights on this 

point). 
 


