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' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this report, we analyze the disclosures of the 20 biggest
European and United Kingdom (UK) banks to understand
how far in the climate transition planning process they
are. Transition plans are an essential tool to push finan-
cial institutions to break free from short-termism and align
their activities with a 1.5°C trajectory. This role was notably
acknowledged by European policymakers that required -
through the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive
(CSRD) and Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Direc-
tive (CSDDD)' - major financial and non-financial compa-
nies to adopt and implement such plans.? In parallel, finan-
cial supervisors recognize plans adopted in the financial
sector will play an important role in ensuring financial stabi-
lity.®> Additionally, transition plans are essential to substan-
tiate climate-related claims from financial institutions and
to avoid greenwashing.

While the EU Omnibus proposal could significantly weaken
recently approved obligations regarding the adoption and
implementation of transition plans,* the relevance of these
plans remains the same. Yet only a handful of banks have
published reports titled “transition plans”, and these may
not yet include all relevant information. In this context, our
analysis covers a wide range of bank documents. By scree-
ning them and aggregating relevant information, we mea-
sure how banks fair on 60 criteria grouped into 5 thema-
tic pillars representing essential constituents of a climate
transition plan.
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This analysis enables us to draw general conclusions about the transition plan-
ning stage of the European banking sector:

« None of the banks studied have developed a robust transition plan. In fact,
nearly all banks score below 50/100 overall, and the average score is only
41/100. This means even the leading banks analyzed must go much further
to reach their climate commitments and be on a credible path to transition.

« The very poor performance of the banks is even more worrying because
their total scores are pushed up by higher scores in the “Reporting and go-
vernance” category of the analysis (70/100 on average). These scores are
largely the result of criteria that reward the quantity and transparency of
disclosure, even if it cannot be linked to meaningful climate action. These
criteria are coherent with current initiatives and regulations, thus illustra-
ting the limitations of a narrow focus on reporting.

« Furthermore, the banks score the lowest in categories covering the most
concrete actions to reduce their negative impact on the climate and to
shift their operations - namely, “Decarbonization strategy” and “Engage-
ment strategy”. Our findings especially highlight the weakness and lack of
coherence of decarbonization strategies, with continued support to activi-
ties at odds with climate goals, including new fossil fuel production.

« These elements reveal that banks have ramped up their communications
to green their image and to respond to new rules without developing the
tools and levers to shift their business model. In reality, the documents
published are more ESG marketing material than climate transition plans.
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Beyond these general conclusions, practices from banks vary significantly de-
pending on the transition planning themes that are analyzed in this report:

« Decarbonization targets are being developed but are mostly vague metrics
disjointed from real-economy emissions. While banks have been adopting
sectoral decarbonization targets for a few years, they remain largely ne-
bulous and cannot be linked to emission reductions in the real economy
or even to 1.5°C-aligned emission pathways. Targets are plagued by their
persistent opacity and major design flaws (e.g. partial coverage, inadequate
metrics, etc.).

« Decarbonization strategies - laying out key actions to reach targets and
climate commitments - are especially lacking, with banks providing sup-
port to activities at odds with their climate commitments while struggling
to go beyond preliminary risk management. The failure of banks to present
coherent decarbonization strategies is one of the biggest issues uncovered
in this research. At best, actions and decarbonization levers are vaguely and
partially described. At worst, all banks except one are still providing support
to coal and oil and gas development. Most of them also fall short on setting
targets and definitions to develop sustainable alternatives. Logically, given
increasing supervisory expectations, financial risk management is the one
aspect of decarbonization strategies that banks address in more length,
but they do so through a particularly narrow lens.

« Engagement strategies vary enormously between banks and are not
backed by clear goals, enforcement processes, and timelines. Banks do
not provide sufficient information to enable an understanding of how they
engage their clients to induce a transformation and how they pass on cli-
mate ambition. In fact, many banks hardly tackle this topic in their disclo-
sures. Overall, engagement is reduced to providing advisory services and
building commercial relationships linked to sustainable finance products.
No clear demands nor escalation strategies are defined and implemented.
Similarly, banks provide very limited information on their lobbying activities
(means, goals, etc.) or on the activities of the organizations they belong to.

« Reporting and governance is one focus of banks, but there are still ma-
jor gaps, making monitoring targets and strategies challenging. Reporting
is often piecemeal, usually covering only a few metrics and the reporting
year. Governance frameworks fail to demonstrate that high-level manage-
ment is involved in the elaboration and implementation of climate strategy,
while remuneration incentives are tied to indicators weakly linked to related
goals.

« The just transition and biodiversity are only marginally addressed by
banks and are not coherently inserted into climate strategies. If some
good practices have emerged related to nature, notably through the exclu-
sion of companies in high-risk commodities, policies are very partial and
often amount to general commitments. When it comes to the “just transi-
tion”, the word is sometimes used by banks, but there is little evidence to
suggest how they are integrating this aspiration.

Overall, our analysis shows that European and UK banks have failed to start
their climate transition planning journey despite committing to contribute to
the goals of the Paris Agreement after COP21 and to reach carbon neutrality
in the wake of COP26.° While designing a complete and robust transition plan
can be a complex task, some straightforward steps are essential to prove that
climate commitments do not amount to greenwashing. This is notably the case
for ending financial services to new fossil fuel projects and the companies that
develop them, something only one bank in this analysis has done. As long as
such steps are not taken, it is simply impossible to say that a bank has adopted
a transition plan. While the current deregulation drive is jeopardizing EU tran-
sition planning rules, these findings highlight the urgent need for stringent
regulations and standards to define precisely the content of these plans and
to ensure they are implemented.® Without such clear rules, the so-called “tran-
sition plans” that will be published by European banks will not meaningfully
contribute to the transition and will mislead citizens and investors.

In this context, we call on the European Parliament and Member States to pre-
serve transition planning rules and reject the Commission's Omnibus propo-
sal. On the contrary, we urge them to establish clear and ambitious standards
defining the minimum content of the plans and ensuring their full implemen-
tation, thus significantly contributing to meeting transition funding needs and

_preventing greenwashing.




SUMMARY OF GLOBAL SCORES BEST PRACTICES >
AND PRACTICES + Robust exclusion and phase-out policies for coal, oil and gas (1

bank - La Banque Postale).

|

 Publication of a detailed framework listing and defining sus-
This summary presents the global averages obtained by the 20 banks tainable financial products and eligibility criteria (5 banks -
on the five pillars in this analysis and lists key findings regarding their Lloyds Banking Group, Standard Chartered, Barclays, UniCredit,
practices (see our methodology and full analysis for more informa- Deutsche Bank).

tion). The “best practices” below are measures that have been adop-
ted by at least one bank and that can provide credibility to bank tran-

sition plans. The “red flags” are major flaws identified for most - if not RED FLAGS
all - of the banks analyzed. Individual summaries built on the same
format are provided for each bank at the end of the report. » Decarbonization targets:

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and green-

Flgure 1 - Radar chart with gIObC]I average house gas (GHG) inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

scores for each thematic pillar o

Use of non-1.5°C-aligned benchmark scenarios.

_— 0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
Decarbonization
targets closure thereof.

« Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank's portfolio.

Decarbonizati 0 No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate ex-

ecarbonization . . . . ;

strategy clusion of financial services to new coal mines and coal plants
or to the companies that develop them.

Just transition
and biodiversity

0 No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas produc-
tion projects and to the companies that develop them.

0 Fossil fuel-related activities are considered sustainable.

0 No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

« Nature and biodiversity:

Reporting Engagement 0 No policies regarding forest-risk soft commodities.
and governance strategy
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Since the Paris Agreement, many financial institutions have
adopted commitments to contribute to limiting global warming.
This movement accelerated significantly after COP26, with the
launch of sectoral “Net Zero” alliances.” However, over the years
- and despite the emergence of good practices by some - finan-
cial players have not changed their practices to live up to these
pledges. They have continued to massively finance the develop-
ment of oil and gas projects. Even new coal projects and the com-
panies that develop them are still benefiting from their support.
Furthermore, as shown by the recent exodus of US banks from
the Net-Zero Banking Alliance (NZBA) and the withdrawal of
BlackRock from its equivalent for asset managers (Net Zero As-
set Managers (NZAM)),2 financial players are quick to walk back
on their promises when the “cost/benefit” balance is no longer
favorable.’

As voluntary commitments have repeatedly proven insufficient,
it is clear that mandatory rules are needed if the finance sector is
to transition. To some extent, this is now acknowledged by po-
licymakers, regulators, and supervisors. In fact, the EU has re-
cently put forward obligations to adopt, publish and implement
a transition plan in its Corporate Sustainability Reporting Direc-
tive (CSRD) and Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive
(CSDDD).™° Yet, these rules are already under attack.” In the ab-
sence of these rules, it will be impossible to meet the financing
needs of the transition.

Thus, while the massive financing gap for the transition is
constantly replicated by all stakeholders, the few regulatory le-
vers put in place to fill it could be erased. We are simply not going
to meet the additional €620 billion per year the European Com-
mission estimates is necessary to meet climate goals' if nothing
is done to shift financial flows and end “business as usual”.

In this context, this report analyzes the current practices of the
20 biggest European and United Kingdom (UK) banks when it co-
mes to transition planning. By screening their climate disclosures
in search of the key elements of a robust transition plan, it inves-
tigates whether banks are making progress on a voluntary basis
or are blocking the transition and must be forced to act. There-
fore, our conclusions provide essential information for banks that
wish to transition as well as for policymakers and supervisors.
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For mor details on the methodology, please refer to the specific document.

WHICH BANKS ARE ANALYZED?

The banks in scope are the 20 biggest European banks™ (including
the UK): Barclays, BBVA, BNP Paribas, BPCE Group, Crédit Agricole,
Crédit Mutuel, Deutsche Bank, DZ Bank, HSBC, ING, Intesa Sanpaolo,
La Banque Postale, Lloyds Banking Group, NatWest, Rabobank, San-
tander, Société Générale, Standard Chartered, UBS, UniCredit. These
banks were chosen because of their systemic importance.™ All ex-
cept DZ Bank are members of the Net-Zero Bank Alliance (NZBA).
Together, they account for more than €26,000 billion of assets.

WHAT ARE THE CRITERIA USED TO ANALYZE THEM?

This analysis grid is made up of 60 criteria grouped into five “the-
matic pillars” identified in the report “Financial institutions’ transi-
tion plans: how to drive real-economy decarbonization” published in
December 2024 by Reclaim Finance.™

1. Decarbonization targets

“Decarbonization targets” must link the banks' overall climate
strategies with the decarbonization of the portfolios of financial ins-
titutions. The study analyzes the transparency and design of these
targets (coverage, 1.5°C-alignment, etc.).

2. Decarbonization strategy

“Decarbonization strategy” must materialize in a concrete and cohe-
rent action plan, including levers such as restrictions on fossil fuel
financing, support for sustainable energy, as well as various metrics
and tools to support real-economy decarbonization, including “De-
carbonization targets”.

3. Engagement strategy

“Engagement strategy” gives an account of how banks are helping
their clients to decarbonize, putting companies on a path compa-
tible with climate goals and passing on climate ambition.

4.Reporting and governance

“Reporting and governance” relates to how banks display the ways
that they embed decisions on the elaboration, implementation, and

reporting of their climate strategies at the highest hierarchical level
and mainstream it through their organizations, putting in place cli-
mate-related incentive schemes and providing adequate training to
support their action plans.

5. Just transition and biodiversity

“Just transition and biodiversity” provides some insights into how
banks are considering key biodiversity goals and whether they are
ending their support to companies responsible for deforestation.

Details of the criteria are available in the complete methodology.™

HOW ARE BANKS GRADED?

Each criterion is either rated based on a numerical score from 0 to 3
or if more qualitative with “Yes”, “No” or “Partial”.

Weighting coefficients are attributed to each criterion (correspon-
ding to “priorities” from “Low" to “Very High", i.e. weights from 1 to
4), and scores are calculated (aggregated'’) for each pillar as well as
globally (with final marks expressed as “X/100").

Details regarding scores and weightings can be found in the com-
plete methodology.'™

WHICH DOCUMENTS WERE ANALYZED?

The analysis was carried out using the banks’ public climate-related
disclosures and, when necessary, other public reporting (e.g. annual
disclosures and integrated reports, nature reports, remuneration re-
ports, policy statements, methodological whitepapers, etc.).

A first analysis was carried out on disclosures published in 2024 (re-
lative to Fiscal Year 2023). The analysis was then refined by reviewing
documents published until April 1st, 2025. This includes the annual
reports for 2024 with EU banks’ first CSRD-compliant sustainability
statements. However, three banks did not publish these reports by
the time our analysis was finalized: Intesa Sanpaolo, Crédit Mutuel,
and DZ Bank.

15
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https://reclaimfinance.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/TP-analysis_Methodology_vf.pdf

WERE BANKS CONSULTED?

Yes, aggregated scores along with
detailed ratings for each criterion
were provided to banks ahead of
the publication with an opportunity
to provide feedback. Out of the 20
banks, 11 banks therefore sent ele-
ments that were used to refine the
scoring.

HOW DID 2025 REPORTING
(FISCAL YEAR 2024) AND
BANK FEEDBACK IMPACT
THE SCORES?

After the inclusion of disclosures
published in 2025 and of banks'
feedback, the average global score
increased by 3 points (from 38 to
41/100). Average scores in thema-
tic pillars increased by 2 (Decar-
bonization strategy), 4 (Decarbo-
nization targets ), 3 (Engagement
strategy and Just transition and
biodiversity) and 5 (Reporting and
governance) points.

Individual global scores increased
by at least 10% for 6 banks (Rabo-
bank, Crédit Mutuel, BNP Paribas,
Santander, Crédit Agricole, Uni-
Credit) and by between 5% and
10% for 10 banks. The remaining 4
banks (Société Générale, DZ Bank,
HSBC and UBS) did not provide any
feedback and saw limited changes
in their score.
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HOW DOES REPORTING
TRANSPARENCY AND
COMPLETENESS IMPACT
THE SCORE?

Generally speaking, the rating
rewards the relevance, transparen-
cy, and completeness of the repor-
ting in line with existing standards
and the legitimate expectations of
stakeholders (supervisors, inves-
tors, and the general public).

For some criteria, the rating is based
on the relevance of the information
disclosed (e.g. fossil fuel policies or
commitments regarding decarbo-
nization targets). However, other
criteria are based on more qualita-
tive ratings (i.e. “Yes/Partial/No”
questions) directly linked to the le-
vel of transparency. Because the in-
formation and its overall relevance
to a bank’s transition are not the
focus of these criteria, they often
enable banks to obtain higher ra-
tings. Nonetheless, as explained in
this report, it should be noted that
the quantity (or even quality) of a
bank’s disclosures is not correlated
with its climate ambition.

17



GLOBAL ANALYSIS
OF THE TRANSITION
PLANS OF BANKS



A. ANALYSIS OF TOTAL
SCORES: BANKS ARE YET
TO WALK THE TRANSITION
PLANNING TALK

No bank analyzed should
claim to have a climate
transition plan

The analysis reveals that none of
the 20 biggest European and UK
banks has developed a credible
climate transition plan. In fact,
nearly all of the banks score below
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50/100, with only two - ING and
La Banque Postale - scoring above
this threshold. Total scores are
bunched relatively closely together,
between 26/100 to 55/100."” The
average is only 41/100, with almost

half of the banks scoring between
35/100 and 45/100.2°

These low totals mean that even
the leading banks analyzed can-
not claim to be transitioning and
need to go much further to deliver
their climate commitments. While
some banks have moved ahead of

their counterparts by establishing
best practices on specific aspects
required for a robust transition
plan, and others are clearly lagging,
all the banks analyzed have major
gaps and flaws in their targets and
strategies.

Banks focus on
communication and
reporting, not on strategy

The low overall scores are all the
more worrying because they are
inflated by the higher scores ob-
tained in the “Reporting and gover-
nance” category of the transition
plan analysis. Indeed, banks score
the highest on “Reporting and go-
vernance” (70/100 on average)
followed by “Decarbonization tar-
gets” (53/100), then “Just transi-
tion and biodiversity” (42/100), and
lastly “Decarbonization strategy”
(29/100) and “Engagement strate-
gy” (20/100).

The higher scores in “Reporting and
governance” can be explained par-
tially by the fact this has been wi-
dely addressed by initiatives (e.g.
the Task Force on Climate-related
Financial Disclosures, TCFD) and is
increasingly standardized through

21

supervisory expectations (particu-
larly in terms of risk management).
It is also the direct consequence of
a significant reliance on qualitative
criteria to evaluate reporting and
governance practices. This results
in disclosures that are difficult to
assess and that do not clearly relate
to changes in operations at banks,
as shown by the comparatively
much lower average scores for “De-
carbonization strategy” and “Enga-
gement strategy”.

“Decarbonization target” scores
have been impacted largely by the
adoption of the Net-Zero Banking
Alliance (NZBA) guidelines. While
these guidelines contributed to the
global adoption of targets, their ma-
jor limitations also enabled banks to
make them partial or misleading. If
most banks in the analysis seem to
have understood the relevance of
decarbonization targets, they have
not developed targets that would
help decarbonize the real economy
and guide them on their transition
journey.

The two lowest scoring categories
- “"Decarbonization strategy” and
“Engagement strategy” - include
the most concrete levers to reduce



banks’' negative impact on climate
and nature and to get them on track
to reach climate goals. Without a
strong decarbonization and - to a
lesser extent - engagement strate-
gy, decarbonization targets are just
vague commitments that cannot be
considered credible. Yet, the ana-
lysis shows most banks overlook
client engagement in their climate
strategy, often reducing it to pro-
posing a catalog of sustainable pro-
ducts or advisory services. Worse,
these findings stress the general
weakness and lack of consistency
within decarbonization strategies,
with continued support to activities
at odds with climate goals like new
fossil fuel production.

Therelatively higheraveragescores
in “Reporting and governance” and
“Decarbonization strategy” com-
pared to other categories reveal
that banks have ramped up their
communications to green their
image and to respond to new rules,
but they have not developed the
tools and levers to shift their bu-
siness model.

Some banks do significantly
better than others in

While most banks make no mention
of their dependence and impact on
nature, others have already taken
steps to estimate them. Hardly any
bank has started to look at how to
integrate a just transition into its
climate strategy. Notes on “Just
transition and biodiversity” vary
widely from 86/100 for La Banque
Postale to 0/100 for BPCE Group.”

Similarly, banks have widely diffe-
rent practices regarding “Repor-
ting and governance”, with some
publishing extensive documents

detailing their approach while
others limit disclosures to summa-
ry elements.?? However, volumi-
nous reporting does not correlate
with a meaningful decarbonization
strategy or targets. For example,
HSBC has one of the highest scores
on “Reporting and governance” with
85/100, but scores only 50/100
on “Decarbonization targets” and
23/100 on “Decarbonization strate-
gy”. This is well below the target
and strategy scores of Crédit Mu-
tuel, which has the lowest score on
“Reporting and governance”.

Figure 2 - Average bank scores and standard

deviation? globally and for each thematic pillar
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While banks perform poorly ove-
rall and especially lack a strategy to
transition, some of them have pro-
ven to be more advanced on speci-
ficissues.
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B. ANALYSIS OF DOCUMENT
STRUCTURE AND
TYPOLOGY: A BLURRED
PICTURE

Banks publish non-financial
disclosures rather than
climate transition plans

Due to their structure and the in-
formation they contain, documents
of the banks analyzed in this report
should be treated as fit for assimila-
tion into standard non-financial dis-
closures rather than as actual tran-
sition plans.

The documents mostly contain
data for the reporting year (or
go back only a few years).

The documents include litt-
le forward-looking infor-
mation (mostly short- and
medium-term sustainable fi-
nancing or financed emissions
targets).

- The documents hardly show
projections of any sort beyond
the summary information on
climate scenario analysis done
for risk assessment.

Furthermore, legal disclaimers rela-
ting to forward-looking statements
are systematically included. While
these aim to legally protect banks
(e.g. non-execution risks), they can
also weaken the commitments fea-
tured in the documents, as they
ultimately exonerate financial ins-
titutions from their responsibilities
regarding the implementation of a
climate plan.

Banks publish their climate
disclosures in different types
of documents

Out of the 20 banks analyzed, cli-
mate-related and environmental in-
formation is provided via a range of
documents, as summarized in the
table below.

Table 1 - Types of documents
supporting climate disclosures

Bank documents including most

climate-related information

Number of banks

Annual climate reporting 11

Annual (integrated) reporting 5

Annual sustainability reporting 3

Specific documents labeled as “transition plans"? 5

24

Regarding 2024 reporting (Fiscal
Year 2023), eight of the documents
analyzed specifically follow the re-
porting structure of TCFD - using
“Strategy, Governance, Risks, Me-
trics and Targets”. Others use diffe-
rent formats, but may include index
tables referring to the: TCFD, Tran-
sition Plan Taskforce (TPT), Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI), Principles
for Responsible Banking (UN-PRB)
or Sustainability Accounting Stan-
dards Board (SASB), or the Inter-
national Sustainability Standards
Board (ISSB S1and S2).2° The variety

25

is seen in the length of the docu-
ments, which range from 35 to 200
pages, with around 100 pages on
average. Regarding 2025 reporting
(Fiscal Year 2024), 11 banks had pu-
blished CSRD reporting by April 1st,
2025 (see Box 1).

Additionally, four banks - all from
the UK - have published a metho-
dological white paper detailing how
they account for financed emis-
sions and how they calculate their
decarbonization targets.



BOX 1 - THE FIRST CSRD REPORTS FROM
BANKS: A LONG ROAD AHEAD

Adopted in November 2022, the Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD) replaces the Non-Financial Reporting Directive
(NFRD) by introducing more detailed reporting requirements and ex-
panding the number of companies that must report on their environ-
mental and social impact. CSRD company coverage and data points
may be drastically reduced depending on the outcome of the Omni-
bus process launched by the European Commission in early 2025.%¢

The first companies subject to the directive must publish their first
CSRD reports relating to the 2024 financial year in 2025. All of the Eu-
ropean banks and non-European banks' EU subsidiaries analyzed in
this report are among these companies and 14?” have to publish their
first CSRD report this year. As of April 1st, 2025, 11 of the banks ana-
lyzed had published a CRSD-compliant sustainability statement.2®

CSRD reporting contributed to a marginal increase in scores, due to
some additional information, and to a relative standardization of re-
porting. However, there is a very strong resemblance between these
CSRD reports and previous climate reports. It is natural for banks to
reuse a significant part of the content of previous reports, notably
because there are many overlaps in the subjects and data points of
standards such as the GRI or TCFD and the European Sustainability
Reporting Standards (ESRS). However, very few changes have been
made to adapt the content and the CSRD-compliant additions do
not provide much new information.?’ A similarity analysis shows the
texts in the CRSD reports and in the reports for the previous financial
year are almost the same, and the number of datapoints provided
did not significantly increase.3®* CSRD sustainability statements are
usually a few hundred pages long,?" and although their structure is

standardized, banks' interpretations still bring significant variations
in the format and content of each section. The additions correspon-
ding to the ESRS requirements are:

1. Generic. Banks respond to the reporting requirements in a way
that is too superficial.

A striking example of this is the ESRS E1-1, which gathers informa-
tion related to the “transition plan for climate change mitigation” of
companies. Despite this common basis, the “transition plans” in the
analyzed CSRD statements all have different structures and are en-
tirely composed of content reused from previous climate reporting.

The double materiality analysis required by the CSRD is another exa-
mple. Most banks' Impacts, Risks, and Opportunities (IROs) assess-
ments are extremely similar. They are generally very high-level and
poorly explained, with no disclosure of the underlying assumptions
and numerical materiality thresholds. It is particularly vague concer-
ning impact materiality, for which most banks only mention the GHG
emissions from their operations and the companies they finance as
the sole negative impact on the environment,*? while including more
precise elements of their previous reports on financial materiality.

2. Not adapted for financial institutions.

The business models of financial institutions and the nature of their
social and environmental impacts are quite different from those
of non-financial institutions. Their impacts are those of the clients
in the downstream part of their value chain that they finance and
whose activities they enable. The vast majority (99%) of their emis-
sions come from their financing, investments, and insured projects
(Scope 3 category 15 according to the GHG Protocol).
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Relevant information remains
fragmented

Some information related to the transi-
tion planning of banks included in our
methodology is not found in climate
disclosure documents. This is especial-
ly the case for a few specific themes,
such as remuneration policies, trai-
ning, or other environmental policies
(e.g. deforestation statement). These
elements often appear partially or are
totally absent from climate disclo-
sures and are usually found in annual/
integrated reporting or separate docu-
ments.

Communication strategies are
adding confusion to climate
disclosures

Our analysis of the various documents
published by the banks analyzed re-
vealed several approaches that do not
help with consistency and that often
hinder the clarity or ambition of their
climate plans. These approaches in-
clude:

“Cherry picking” and “laundry
listing”:

0 Some banks present specific case
studies that are not representa-
tive of their overall practices and
are given disproportionate report
space.

Similarly, banks often disclose
ill-defined sets of figures that
cannot be linked together or do
not connect with their climate
strategies.

BOX 2 - UNDERSTANDING
“CHERRY PICKING” AND
“LAUNDRY-LISTING"” BY
BANKS

The banks analyzed in this report have billions
of euros in assets (between €600 billion and
€2,700 billion). The length of specific sections
and topics discussed in a bank’s climate docu-
ments should reflect their importance in rela-
tion to its financial activities, the capacity of its
measures to deliver emission reductions, or
their impact on the bank’s transition strategy.
But this is not the case with most examples,
with banks often providing lengthy descrip-
tions for examples that have limited relevance
to their climate strategies, and that are not
representative of their overall practices. Exa-
mples include:

« Transactions:

Case studies and examples of transactions are
good to have, provided they illustrate a glo-
bal strategy. However, the examples of tran-
sactions given by the banks analyzed are of-
ten focused on specific sectors (e.g. deals in
renewable energy generation). They are pre-
sented without any indication of the amount
involved, or they amount to only a few billion
euros at most. Banks readily publicize capital
market deals, but do not include them in their
decarbonization targets.

i

The analysis identified the use of insignificant
highlighted transactions, such as the renova-
tion of a historic house that saved 18 tonnes
of carbon dioxide a year (tCO2/year), the re-
trofit of a windmill that had a few kilowatts
(kW) of installed power, or solar panels for a
music school.

Some deals are listed by several banks, such
as the transaction with Stegra (formerly H2
Steel) related to the Boden green steel factory.

« Product offerings:

Some banks mainly display their product of-
ferings but fail to be consistent. They present
large cumulative aggregates for mainstream
corporate instruments and a diverse list of
products aimed at individuals. They usually do
not disclose amounts related to each product.

« |nitiatives aimed at stimulating innovation:

Some banks like to describe activities to
support the entrepreneurial world (e.g. plat-
forms aimed at catalyzing climate tech star-
tups or venture capital funds). However, the
link between these initiatives and their tran-
sition strategy is not explicitly made and the
amounts involved are often immaterial.

« Partnerships activities:

Some banks include insets focusing on their
partnerships (e.g. with a power utility, hou-
sing association, or service supplier), which
is often unrelated to their transition strategy,
and almost always without mentioning any
committed amounts.
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Using generic statements
and sentences instead of
information that matters:

0 Banks donotdisclose enough

detail to show the poten-
tial impact of their climate
plans. For example, only half
disclose any quantitative in-
formation on their sectoral
portfolios (e.g. details on
percentage of exposure for
each sector, sub-sector, fi-
nancial service), which is of-
ten restricted to outstanding
exposure of their corporate
lending books. Just three of
the banks detail the extent to
which their decarbonization
targets cover this exposure.

Banks tend to include general
information from external re-
ports and generic sentences
in their climate disclosures
(e.g. the IEA, industry-led or-
ganizations).

Examples of generic sen-
tences by banks are provided
in the annex of this report.

Minimizing their responsibility
for decarbonization:

0 Some banks seem to

downplay their role in decar-
bonizing the real economy,
claiming to have little leve-
rage, and shifting responsi-
bility for decarbonization
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almost entirely onto poli-
cymakers, companies, and
consumers. While it is cer-
tainly true that banks are not
the only ones responsible
for the transition, these ele-
ments tend to minimize
their ability to contribute to
the transition and align their
own activities with the 1.5°C
target. Indeed, banks play a
direct role in enabling eco-
nomic activities through len-
ding, underwriting, or advi-
sory services. Their decisions
can significantly influence
whether specific projects are
built, as well as the general
strategy of companies. Cli-
mate action from banks is
complementary to public ac-
tion and contributes to action
from other private entities
and households; one does
not substitute the other.

Furthermore, the analy-
sis shows that the banks
highlightingtheneedformore
ambitious public policies and
faster action from companies
have not activated the levers
available to them to contri-
bute to real-economy decar-
bonization, notably through
climate-positive lobbying ac-
tivities, client engagement,
and decarbonization strate-
gies.

BOX 3 - EXAMPLES OF
SENTENCES THAT BANKS USE
TO AVOID ACCOUNTABILITY

Below are selected examples of sentences from the
banks analyzed that use language to shift responsibility
to other stakeholders, or to justify limited action, or to
emphasize the difficulties in achieving their goals.

Santander emphasizes that “there is currently a lack of
public policies, actions and specific plans and measures
at the level the changes require for a net zero pathway”,
which is why they “refrain from setting public targets [in
some sectors] until the policy and regulatory landscape
is sufficiently clear and coherent, and supportive”. The
bank believes that “2030 net zero targets will be challen-
ging to achieve and require further market and policy
developments outside of [their] control” and fears that
“politicians are outsourcing their role regarding creating
the rules around environmental and social issues, expec-
ting banks to become the police on these issues”.

HSBC insists that achieving its “net zero ambition de-
pends on customers' ability to transform their business
models and decarbonize”, which “in turn is heavily impac-
ted by the existence, or not, of a stable and supportive
policy and regulatory environment to help de-risk and
scale private sector investment, alongside public sector
investment into clean energy, technologies, infrastruc-
ture, and markets”, but “the reality is that today govern-
ment policies are in many cases notin line with countries’
own net zero pledges, and those pledges themselves are
not sufficient to meet net zero emissions by 2050".




DETAILED ANALYSIS
OF THE TRANSITION
PLANS OF BANKS



A. DECARBONIZATION
TARGETS: VAGUE METRICS
DISCONNECTED FROM
REAL-ECONOMY EMISSIONS

Decarbonization targets are the lo-
gical translation of banks’ climate
pledges and have become a key
part of their sustainability commu-
nications. Robust targets should be
transparent, have broad enough co-
verage, be directly related to changes
in “real-economy” emissions, and be
aligned with a 1.5°C pathway.

Except for DZ Bank, all banks ana-
lyzed®** have been members of the
Net-Zero Banking Alliance (NZBA)
and have followed its requirement3*
to set decarbonization targets to
some extent. However, their tar-
get-setting methodologies suffer
from a blatant lack of transparen-
cy, often hindering the assessment
of adequacy and alignment with a
1.5°C trajectory. The variations in
the typologies of sectoral targets set
by banks, even within the same sec-
tors, limit the analysis and compa-
rison between financial institutions.
Furthermore, targets often present
significant design flaws: partial co-
verage of financial services and/
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or emission sources (sub-sectors,
GHGs, or Scopes), non-alignment
with 1.5°C, use of unsuitable metrics
(e.g. complex ratios or attribution
factors with exogenously varying
financial components), etc. Concre-
tely, all these limitations make it
almost impossible to link most de-
carbonization targets to emission
reductions in the real economy

Overall transparency:
decarbonization targets
suffer from chronic opacity

Even before diving into a detailed
analysis of the decarbonization tar-
gets of banks, it is essential to un-
derstand that there is a blatant lack
of transparency in the methodolo-
gies used by the banks analyzed to
design and set targets.

Many core elements are often par-
tially or completely missing, inclu-
ding:

+ The precise scope of the target
(whether regarding organiza-
tional boundaries, sectoral va-
lue chain segments, financial
services, GHGs, or emission
Scopes included or the compre-
hensiveness of their coverage).

Figure 3 - Distribution of the banks’ scores on key
decarbonization targets criteria

Does the bank include offsets purchased /
retired by clients in its decarbonization
targets?

For each sectoral target, does the bank use a
1.5°C-aligned benchmark scenario that is
adequate for the sectoral and geographical
scope?

Are the bank's targets correctly
disaggregated by asset class (esp. Fin. Vs,
Fac. Ems) ?

For each sectoral target, does the bank
use appropriate metrics?

For each sector, are all material Scopes
covered by the target?

For each sector, are all material financial
services covered by the target?

Out of the most emissive sectors (cf. NZBA
List of highly-emissive sectors), how many
are covered by the bank targets?

Does the bank transparently disclose the
portfolio aggregation formulas of target
metrics?

Does the bank transparently disclose
its target setting methodology?

' I
'] 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% B0% T0% 80% 90% 100%

3 is the highest score, 0 the lowest score

« A detailed description of the target emission reduction rate.

emission baseline. . .
- The portfolio aggregation for-

- Graphs with expected and mulas.
benchmark emission pathways.
None of the banks analyzed provi-

- A justification for the choice of de all of this information.

benchmark scenario and related
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Coverage: partial and often
unclear

Insufficient sectoral coverage

Banks do not yet uniformly cover
the 9 most emitting sectors, des-
pite NZBA recommendations.?®
They cover on average 8.9 sectors
(out of 12 sectors), with only 6 sec-
tors covered by Intesa Sanpaolo or
Santander, and several banks - in-
cluding ING and Crédit Mutuel - co-
vering all sectors except agricultu-
re. The most often covered sectors
are power, oil and gas (O&G), and
automotive. Agriculture is the least
covered sector, with 6 banks having
related targets.

Banks must ramp up their efforts
to cover all material sectors and
duly justify when sectors can be
considered non-material (e.g. re-
presenting less than 5% of total ex-
posure for a given financial service
and less than 5% of GHG emissions
at the group level).

Unclear or absent justification
for the selection of value
chain segments

Banks typically contend they fo-
cus on most “material value chain
segments” for setting targets (i.e.
where they allegedly have “most
influence” on the “technological
choices” and control of effective
output). However, they fail to dis-
close a sectoral materiality assess-
ment.3¢
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A recent analysis®” by the Centre
for Research on Multinational Cor-
porations (SOMO) shows that ING
covers only a small part of the re-
lated portfolio in its upstream oil
and gas target. ING claims to have
€2.5 billion in outstanding loans to
companies involved in oil and gas
extraction or new field develop-
ment, while according to SOMO's
calculation, the actual figure would
amount to €26.4 billion. This can be
explained by the exclusion of seve-
ral industry segments (NAICS co-
des) in ING's “Terra methodology”.

Without sufficient transparency,
this means banks can easily ex-
clude activities that have a signifi-
cant impact and artificially reduce
their perceived contribution to
global warming.

The exclusion of material
financial activities, including
capital market activities

All banks include their lending
book in their decarbonization tar-
gets, with seven also counting part
of their equity investments. Only
three banks - Barclays, HSBC and
Standard Chartered - very partial-
ly include capital market activi-
ties (CMAs) (i.e. only for one or a
few sectors; with a 33% weight on
emissions;*® or only for transactions
where the bank is a book-runner or
lead arranger). Furthermore, banks
are imprecise on the coverage of
in-scope financial services (e.q.
the percentage of the wholesale
corporate lending book covered by




the target for a given sector, or the
percentage of the balance sheet co-
vered by each decarbonization tar-

get).

Among the banks analyzed, Bar-
clays is one of the most transparent
regarding financial coverage. It dis-
closes the share in terms of com-
mitted (i.e. both drawn and undrawn
amounts) on- and off-balance sheet
financing that is included in the cal-
culation of financed emissions. This
amounts to only 50% for on-ba-
lance sheet financing and 13% for
capital market financing (given the
33% weighting factor applied to fa-
cilitated emissions).

Banks need to be more transpa-
rent on the coverage of financial
services by targets and to include
all material financial services. Fa-
cilitated emissions must be consi-
dered in full - without applying any
weighting - as capital market activi-
ties provide a significant part of fun-
ding in emitting sectors (e.g. around
50% for the oil and gas sector).

A lack of reflection on GHGs
and emission scopes

Banks do not seem to reflect much
on GHGs and emission scopes co-
vered by targets, although they
should also apply a materiality ap-
proach here. Most emissions data
is reported and calculated from
proxies in carbon dioxide equivalent
(CO2e), especially Scope 3 emis-
sions data. Precise GHG coverage is
often not disclosed.
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When considering material GHGs
and Scopes for each sector,® 47%
of targets adequately disclose and
cover material GHGs, and 35% of
targets adequately disclose and co-
ver material Scopes for the given
sector.

Banks need to take a critical stance
towards emissions data reported
by their clients or by third-party
providers and reflect more on the
materiality of emission sources.

Target design: a series

of flaws that limit the
effectiveness and efficiency
of targets

A gap in target timelines

79% of targets are set for 2030,
while 9% are short-term targets
(mostly for 2025, and sometimes
2026, 2027, or 2028), and 10% are
long-term targets (usually for 2050,
and 2040 for the power sector).
This is likely a consequence of the
NZBA recommendation to set tar-
gets only for 2030.

As all banks have committed to
achieving net zero by 2050, it is
unclear how this commitment
translates at the sectoral portfolio
level. With most sectoral targets
aimed at 2030, it is not possible to
ensure they are on a path coherent
with this long-term commitment.
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Largely inadequate
metric types and portfolio
aggregation formula

The vast majority (67%) of targets
are based on a physical emissions
intensity metric, 9% on a financial
metric (credit exposure often co-
vering only some value chain seg-
ments), and another 11% on an ab-
solute emissions metric.

The absolute emissions metrics are
essentially = PCAF-recommended
“absolute financed emissions’,
which are specially used for oil and
gas sectoral targets. As explained in
Reclaim Finance's brief on decarbo-
nization targets, suchtargetsrely on
financial components that may vary
in a way that is not correlated with
real-world emissions.*® This no-
tably explains why at least 7 banks
have nearly or already reached their
2030 targets for the oil and gas sec-
tor in the past few years.

For half of the targets, portfolio
aggregation formulas are either
undisclosed (17%) or can be consi-
dered inadequate (28%) because
they use attribution factors with
financial components and/or are
based on complex ratios.

A significant effort is needed to
design uniform targets (metrics
and portfolio-level aggregation for-
mula). Although physical emissions
intensity metrics seem to be gai-
ning traction, they're not adequate
for fossil fuel supply sectors and



are not immune to inconsistency
(aggregation formulas, coverage,
etc.). Alignment with a carbon bud-
get is much less straightforward
when using a physical emissions in-
tensity metric, as sectoral intensity
may decrease while the total abso-
lute emissions of the sector still in-
crease.

Insufficient disaggregation in
targets

All banks aggregate financial ser-
vices/business segments to some
extent in their targets, blending
different corporate debt instru-
ments or equity investments and,
when covered, capital market faci-
litation activities.

All banks systematically aggregate
all GHGs in targets, do not specify
GHG coverage, or cover only CO2.
In particular, many oil and gas or
agriculture targets do not specify
whether they include methane,
and none of these targets specifi-
cally focuses on this GHG despite
its major relevance for the two sec-
tors.

Additionally, 2 banks - Barclays
and UBS - aggregate all fossil fuel
sectors together (i.e. coal with oil
and gas), thus significantly redu-
cing transparency and ignoring the
differing paths that coal, oil, and
gas must follow to keep the 1.5°C
objective alive.
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Unaligned benchmark
scenarios, pathways, and
obscure target reduction
rates

About 80% of targets are bench-
marked against a 1.5°C scenario,
and nearly 55% against a version of
the Net Zero by 2050 (NZE) Scena-
rio from the International Energy
Agency (IEA). However, some tar-
gets are based on “well below 2°C"
scenarios (e.g. IEA B2DS or IEA SDS;
IMO 2023 for Shipping) or even sce-
narios that go above 2°C (e.g. IMO
2018 for Shipping). It can also be
highlighted that most banks' secto-
ral targets are benchmarked against
global scenarios which may not be
representative of their portfolios'’
regional allocation.

Many banks only disclose a me-
dium-term (2030) target reduc-
tion rate, without disclosing the
corresponding rate of the selected
benchmark scenario, or a graph
comparing the indicative reference
pathway with the benchmark sce-
nario pathway. In fact, banks hardly
give any justification for the selec-
ted target reduction rate. Some
banks state that they chose the
same reduction rate as the bench-
mark scenario, which is theore-
tically not adequate if the sector
calls for a sectoral decarbonization
approach (SDA). Others declare
that the target reduction rate re-
sults from an “adjustment” of the
benchmark scenario reduction rate,
without disclosing what this “ad-

justment” is. And some indicate
that they aim to converge with the
benchmark scenario in 2050, wit-
hout giving data and graphs to back
up this claim. For some sectors,
banks clearly state that their tar-
get was deliberately set above the
benchmark scenario because the
latter is deemed unrealistic.*'

impossible. Applying a sectoral de-
carbonization approach (SDA) to
sectoral portfolios requires setting
a large array of assumptions, but
these are never disclosed by banks.
Even when explicitly benchmarked
against a 1.5°C scenario, these tar-
gets far from guarantee that the
banks' sectoral portfolios are in
Overall, verifying the alignment fact aligned with a 1.5°C-aligned
of decarbonization targets with a pathway.
1.5°C-aligned pathway based on

Figure 4 - Graph showing physical intensity
pathways (IEA NZE World benchmark scenario
and automotive target)

Automotive manufacturing
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banks' climate disclosures is often
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Source: Barclays, Barclays PLC Annual Report 2024, February 2025
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Figure 4 shows Barclays' indica-
tive pathways for the physical in-
tensity of its automotive manufac-
turing portfolio. Even if the target
is “benchmarked” against a 1.5°C
scenario (IEA NZE 2050 World), as
all Barclays' targets are, both the
lower and upper bound of the tar-

geted emission range for the bank’s
portfolio is clearly above the bench-
mark scenario pathway, while the
upper-bound pathway does not
converge (not mentioning that pro-
gress so far is not in line with either
pathway).

Figure 5 - Graph showing physical intensity pathways

(IEA NZE World and IEA APS benchmark scenarios,

and power target) as well as risk appetite and risk

escalation metrics
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Another striking example can be
found in the Standard Chartered
Transition Plan, published in 2025.
Figure 5 shows - relative to the
power generation sector - bench-
mark scenario pathways (IEA NZE
and IEA APS, as Standard Chartered
is also using a target range), Stan-
dard Chartered’s portfolio historical
progress, as well as internally set
risk appetite and risk escalation,
which are metrics used by the bank
for its portfolio steering. We note
that the risk appetite and risk esca-
lation curves are above that of the
upper-bound IEA APS scenario and
converge with it in 2030.
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Such a clear misalignment
between decarbonization targets
and 1.5°C-aligned reference emis-
sion pathways is frequent among
banks. It suggests most banks are
not considering the scientific need
to stay below a remaining carbon
budget, and therefore that reaching
their decarbonization targets will
still result in an overshoot of this
budget. This logically casts doubt
on the effective “carbon neutra-

lity” and climate commitments of
banks.



B. DECARBONIZATION
STRATEGY: A BLATANT GAP

The decarbonization strategy is pe-
rhaps the most diverse, complex,
and important theme in a climate
transition plan. For banks, defining
a decarbonization strategy requires
considering all the different finan-
cial services provided and how they
can influence company behavior, as
well as their geographical and sec-
toral exposures to define a panel of
action levers that will contribute to
real economy decarbonization and
enable it to meet defined decarboni-
zation targets. In essence, a bank’s
decarbonization strategy must
be multifaceted and nuanced. It is
neither about shifting all services
towards “completely green” activi-
ties now, nor continuing business
as usual. Rather, it must reconcile

the need to immediately end the
development of activities at odds
with climate goals - including new
fossil fuel production - and push
companies to decarbonize at pace
and to develop climate solutions.
Therefore, a solid decarboniza-
tion strategy must be informed by
a fine analysis of sectors, markets,
and technologies, and guided by an
assessment of harmful activities,
clients’ transition readiness, and
climate-related risks.

Yet, the analysis shows that none of
the banks studied have developed
a coherent decarbonization strate-
gy. On the contrary, no bank is ad-
vanced on any of the actions men-
tioned here when taken on their
own, and most banks fail to include
critical dimensions of these actions.
All except one of the banks still sup-
port fossil fuel development.

Figure 6 - Distribution of the banks’ scores on key

decarbonization strategy criteria

Does the bank clearly disclose its hypotheses
regarding the decarbonization of the
economy not directly tied to its own
decarbonization levers (i.e fiscal changes,
technology advances...)?

Does the bank clearly disclose in its action
plan scope 3.15 decarbonization levers and
the expected reduction for each of them ?

100%

[Y=Yes, N=No, P=Partial]
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Portfolio allocation strategy:
many steering tools but few
proofs that they are used
coherently to guide real
changes in portfolio allocation

Portfolio allocation strategies are
particularly important because
they can help banks redirect their
funding towards companies that
take an active part in the transition,
therefore meeting the massive fi-
nancing needed to achieve climate
goals. As such, the portfolio alloca-
tion strategy of a bank must contri-
bute to reaching decarbonization
objectives and be guided by a tho-
rough analysis of the respective
contribution to the transition of
their counterparties, plus the credi-
bility of their own transition plans.

10 banks do not display any evi-
dence that they have put in place
a portfolio allocation strategy re-
lated to their climate objectives
and commitments. 8 banks show
some indications of a portfolio al-
location strategy, though mainly
focused on risk management and
only weakly linked to climate ob-
jectives.*> Only 2 banks - ING and
La Banque Postale - have a clearer
portfolio allocation and steering
strategy, applied at the portfolio,
client, and transaction levels, and
cohering with several relevant tools
(risk appetite statement metrics,
results from clients’ transition plan
assessments, impact on sectoral
decarbonization target metrics or
sustainable financing targets).
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The analysis therefore shows that
a large majority of banks do not
display the ambition and means to
change their portfolio structure,
potentially maintaining a “bu-
siness-as-usual” course. To corro-
borate this, an analysis of historical
series (e.g. sectoral credit expo-
sures) would nonetheless be ne-
cessary.

Adaptation of product
offerings: mainstream
instruments and vague
sustainable financing targets

All banks rely on the same
mainstream sustainable
products and services

Developing a new product offe-
ring and revising an existing one
to consider climate goals is one of
the strategies banks can pursue in
transforming their business model.

All banks rely on the same “sus-
tainable” financial instruments for
corporates, especially Green/So-
cial/Sustainable Loans and Bonds
(GSSBs) and Sustainability-Linked
Loans and Bonds (SLLs and SLBs).
Most of the banks disclose aggre-
gated amounts for each instrument
type, sometimes broken down by
geographic region.

It is important to note that these
mainstream instruments suffer
from significant flaws:

« Green, social, or sustainable
bonds/loans are based on a use
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of proceeds (UoP) logic. The
funds they provide are used to
finance specific activities and
projects that have a positive
environmental or social impact.
However, in the absence of a
mandatory framework, green
bonds and loans have some-
times been used to finance
unsustainable activities. And
these services do not require
the companies benefiting from
them to be sustainable in their
overall activities. Therefore,
they often contribute finance to
companies that are developing
activities at odds with climate
goals, such as new fossil fuel
production.

« Sustainability-linked loans/
bonds are based on specific key
performance indicators (KPls)
related to a company’s “sustai-
nable” performance. These KPIs
vary considerably from one SLL/
SLB to another. Even if they can
be designed to be meaningful,
it is often not the case as they
rely on KPIs tied to marginal en-
vironmental or social improve-
ments. Furthermore, the “sus-
tainability” characteristic of the
service can have little impact on
financing conditions and there-
fore provide few incentives for
companies.

Some banks include other corpo-
rate “sustainable” offerings like spe-
cific asset-based securities (ABS),

“sustainable trade finance”, “green
Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs)",



“sustainable market solutions” (sustainability-lin-
ked hedges, foreign currency (FX) swaps, repos),
and derivatives. However, little to no detail is gi-
ven on the “sustainable” characteristics of these
products/services.

In retail banking, banks also offer similar pro-
ducts to individual customers including green
mortgages (purchase, remortgage, buy-to-let),
energy efficiency premiums, green savings ac-
counts, and EV financing (purchase, leasing,
rent-to-buy, car sharing). However, none of them
provide comprehensive information on these ele-
ments. Disclosures are limited to partial figures
on certain services (e.g. the number of electric
vehicles financed in total, or the number of loans
related to housing energy retrofits). This is espe-
cially true for the housing sector, as mortgages
can account for a significant part of the credit
portfolio of the banks analyzed, and information
on the impacts achieved and/or expected remains
scarce.

Banks must be more transparent and precise in
describing the products and services they offer,
with details on the general characteristics of the
financing, the sectors financed, and the geogra-
phies targeted. The goal should be to clearly link
the offering with the deployment of climate so-
lutions and the achievement of decarbonization
targets. Banks should always seek to adapt pro-
ducts emerging in the market, to correct poten-
tial flaws, and align their level of ambition with
the 1.5°C goal.

Banks often develop their own individual
“sustainable finance framework”, leading
to global confusion

12 out of the 20 banks in the analysis have
developed their own “Sustainable Finance
Framework” and/or “Green Bond Framework”.
These frameworks usually define in-scope finan-
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cial services, the organizational scheme for valida-
ting a transaction as “sustainable/green”, and eli-
gible economic activities. Their eligibility criteria
vary, but they all draw upon existing guidance, espe-
cially from International Capital Markets Activities
(ICMA)* and the Loan Market Association.** Some
mention the EU Taxonomy, the Climate Bonds Ini-
tiative (CBI), and other initiatives.

The fact that these frameworks are only “inspired”
by these references does not help to compare them.
Concretely, the lists of eligible activities differ, ma-
king it difficult to benchmark the amounts of sustai-
nable financing between different banks.

These frameworks also usually cover the use of
proceeds (UoP) instruments, but sometimes also
other “sustainable” or “impact” financing, which
is dependent on criteria (e.g. revenue thresholds)
based on eligible activities. This can add to confu-
sion about what is labeled as “sustainable/green” in
bank reporting.

In any case, sustainable/green finance frameworks
should consider the limitations of services like
green and sustainability-linked bonds/loans, to
fully consider the overall practices of companies
and their ability to transition. This notably re-
quires banning any bond/loan from companies de-
veloping activities at odds with climate goals, in-
cluding new fossil fuel production.

Banks set sustainable financing targets, but
remain too imprecise

16 banks set sustainable financing targets, i.e. a
commitment to mobilize a certain amount of finan-
cing directed at climate solutions (based on banks'
own sustainable/green finance framework or on an
external framework), either annually by a set date or
cumulatively over some time. However, these finan-
cing targets remain vague and wide-ranging, both
in terms of sectoral coverage (which is nearly never
precisely defined) and in-scope financial services.
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14 banks set general sustainable
financing targets expressed in ab-
solute terms. On average, the an-
nualized targeted amount of sus-
tainable financing stands at around
USD/EUR 50 billion per year.

For 10 of the banks, targets are
based on cumulative amounts to
be attained in a given time period
(from 2025 to 2030 depending
on the bank*). 5 banks give some
breakdown of financing targets,
either per financial instrument (dis-
tinguishing SLLs, GSBs, or assets
in SFDR Art.8 and 9) or per sector
(renewable energy (RE) generation,
green mortgages, Electric Vehicles
(EVs)). 2 banks have not set targets
in absolute terms, only relative to
their overall lending or investments
(e.g. percentage of “ESG lending” or
“sustainable bonds").

Sustainable financing targets usual-
ly encompass capital market activi-
ties with broader accounting rules
than financed emissions targets, as
shown in a report by ShareAction.*

If most banks seem to have un-
derstood the relevance of sus-
tainable financing targets, these
targets still suffer from limited
transparency. Sustainable finan-
cing targets should be expressed
as an annual amount and detailed
according to the targeted sectors
and the type of product. When pos-
sible, they should be benchmarked
on a 1.5°C pathway.
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Transition finance
mechanisms: overlooked or
poorly defined

There is no widely adopted defi-
nition of “transition finance” and
“transition activities”, which makes
it difficult to mainstream in financial
institutions. In this context, only 3
banks - Barclays, Standard Charte-
red, and UniCredit - have set some
definition of activities eligible for
“transition finance”. 12 banks make
no mention of “transition finance”,
which may therefore be implicitly
included in “sustainable financing”.
A few banks briefly refer to transi-
tion-labeled funds or financial ins-
truments without giving any detail.

When defined and quantified, tran-
sition finance is quite low compared
to “sustainable/green finance".#’

Despite often focusing on finan-
cing the transition in their state-
ments, the analysis shows banks
are yet to build transition finance
mechanisms. This work can be ju-
mpstarted by a narrower focus on
high-impact financing, starting with
the phase-out of coal.*® It could also
benefit from increased regulation
and binding standards.

BOX 4 - HOW BANKS DEFINE
“TRANSITION FINANCE”

Banks that have attempted to define “transition
finance" give vague definitions.

Barclays: “any financing including lending, capital
markets, and other financing solutions provided
to clients for activities (including technologies)
that support greenhouse gas emission reduction,
directly or indirectly, in high-emitting and hard-to-

abate sectors towards a 1.5-degree pathway”

Standard Chartered: “any financial service provi-
ded to clients to support them to align their bu-
siness and/or operations with a 1.5-degree trajec-
tory”

UniCredit: financing that “supports a business
transition to a low-carbon or green economy”,
provided that “companies have committed to re-
ducing their carbon footprintin alignment to 1.5°C
Paris agreement pathways or to net-zero emis-
sions targets and are making the necessary in-
vestment to achieve their decarbonization goals”




Definitions of climate
solutions:*’ lack of precise
frameworks and few
references to taxonomies

A strong focus on energy
transition

Unsurprisingly,*® when looking at
climate solutions, banks focus on
the energy transition (renewable
energy generation, “green buil-
dings"/ ‘"energy efficiency”, and
“low-carbon/clean transportation”).
The Climate Bond Initiative (CBI)
has estimated that about 80% of al-
locations from the green bond mar-
ket between 2014 and 2023 went to
the decarbonization of energy, buil-
dings, and transport sectors.”
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Only generic definitions of
climate solutions

Banks do not clearly define “climate
solutions” that apply to their secto-
ral portfolios, but they:

- Refer to the latest publications
from the IEA (or other industry
bodies/consultant firms) and
list generic decarbonization le-
vers and sectoral trends and in-
sights.

- Define, often imprecisely, eli-
gibility criteria in their Sus-
tainable/Green Financing
Frameworks, which are mostly
restricted to “green” activities.

- State case studies of previous
deals that account for a small
portion of their portfolios.

Banks systematically fail to link
the climate solutions mentioned
to their own portfolios by giving a
concrete and global picture of the
solutions that they intend to help
their clients implement, giving an
overview of the local markets/their
clients’ transition readiness.

A widespread mention of
SDGs and no alignment with
the EU Taxonomy

Banks mostly refer to Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) in their
Sustainable / Green Financing
Frameworks. 3 banks also refer to
the EU Taxonomy in their attempt
to define eligible investments, so-
metimes doing a gap analysis with
its Sustainable Contribution Criteria
(SCC) for Climate Change Mitigation
but never incorporating its Do No
Significant Harm (DNSH) or Mini-
mum Safeguards (MS). Some banks
also state an aspiration to align their
bonds-related frameworks with the
EU Green Bond Standard (EU GBS),
but none has yet done so.

Banks should transparently define
climate solutions and detail different
categories and underlying criteria.
They should ensure unsustainable
activities - including those contribu-
ting to the development or life-exten-
sion of fossil fuel infrastructure - are
strictly excluded. More broadly, they
should not include activities conside-
red as non-priority (e.g. those that oc-
cupy amarginal placeinthe I[EA scena-
rios). For EU banks, the EU Taxonomy
can especially be leveraged.>
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Reduction of emissions from
banks’ own operations and
supply chain: partial and
diverse aspirations, vague
actions

A global net zero aspiration
but imprecise action plans

8 banks aim to reach net zero for their
Scope 1 and 2 emissions, sometimes
as soon as 2025, but usually by 2030
or in 2050 to align with their general
net zero commitment. 4 banks also
have carbon neutrality claims. Only 4
banks specifically include Scope 3 in
these claims.* These banks only va-
guely describe the decarbonization
levers they plan to use to achieve
these objectives and never quantify
their respective contribution.

Very similar strategies for
Scopes 1 and 2, never quantified

All banks present the same strate-
gies and generic actions regarding
the reduction of Scope 1and 2 emis-
sions: office space optimization,
energy-saving programs,>* building
retrofit and certification, 100% re-
newable energy procurement tar-
get,”® or IT systems optimization.
These actions are not sufficiently
substantiated to judge their credi-
bility or contribution to the reduc-
tion of Scope 1 and 2 emissions.

14 banks have set Scope 1 and 2%
reduction targets. The target year s
usually 2025 or 2030, and the year-
ly average reduction rate is around
5% per annum.



Only a partial inclusion of Scope 3
(non-3.15)

12 banks do not clearly specify which Scope
3 categories are included in their transition
plans. 5 banks only mention Scope 3.6 (bu-
siness travel) emissions in their Scope 3
emission reduction targets and have not
disclosed linked decarbonization actions
beyond general statements (e.g. “encou-
rage employees to opt for eco-friendly
transportation when possible”, “favor train
over air travel”).

7 banks have set specific Scope 3 reduc-
tion targets, but 3 do not disclose the cate-
gories that are included. Intesa Sanpaolo
only includes the emissions linked to paper
consumption in its target. The target year
is 2030, and the yearly average reduction
rate is around 4% per annum.

9 banks have established specific procu-
rement rules and 5 banks have set related
targets. However, these targets are not
expressed in the reduction of suppliers'’
emissions but rather using “responsible
procurement” requirements integrated
into supplier tender evaluation grids and
contracts (e.g. GHG emissions disclosure
on the CDP Platform, intermediate/net
zero target-setting, in-house qualification
assessment).

All banks except ING*” have recourse to
carbon credits/offsets retired on the Vo-
luntary Carbon Market to compensate for
emissions from their own operations and/
or supply chain.*® Some have also launched
local initiatives linked to carbon removals
and nature restoration, sometimes labeled
as Beyond Value Chain Mitigation (BVCM).
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Reduction in bank financed emissions (Scope
3.15): only generic sectoral actions and no
clear path toward decarbonization targets

General decarbonization levers and generic
actions to portfolio decarbonization

All banks include some sort of “sectoral focus” in their
disclosures. These focuses can range from just a para-
graph to several pages and can be divided into several
parts:

1. Details on decarbonization targets (which are some-

times disclosed separately of these “focuses”, which
are inserted in the part on “strategy”) with scoping
of decarbonization targets, graphs, results, etc.

. General sectoral insights and the most recent figures

on decarbonization trends from widely recognized
organizations (especially the IEA) or consulting
firms: such a broad discussion is a “good-to-have”
for transition planning. It allows stakeholders to
understand the main stakes of decarbonization for
each sector but it does not say much about the
bank’s operations. It can also serve to "“muddy the
water” on its own contribution to sectoral decarbo-
nization by moving the focus to global trends.

. Details on the bank's own approach for the sector:

while this is relevant on paper, it is currently filled
with both generic elements (e.g. “engage with most
material customers on transition plans”, “actively
provide tailored financial and advisory services")
and overly specific actions (e.g. partnerships with

housing associations, start-up financing).

Only one bank (ING) gives more detailed explanations
for the year-on-year (YoY) variations of decarbonization
targets’ metrics, disclosing the result of an attribution
study in graphs (see below), although not for all sectors.
However, the bank does not specify the hypotheses un-
derpinning the attribution exercises.
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Figure 7 - Example of an attribution study Figure 8 - Examples of graphs
with decarbonization pathways
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Source: ING, Climate Progress Update 2024, September 2024

Although backward-looking attribution analyses to estimate YoY variations are

necessary, forward-looking estimates of a bank’s sectoral portfolio characteris-
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Indeed, none of the banks analy-
zed disclose a “forward-looking
attribution study” that shows how
their planned actions will contri-
bute to decarbonization targets.
Banks therefore need to do much
more, including:

1. List concrete decarbonization
levers by sector that are direct-
ly applicable and tailored to the
actual specificities of their port-
folios and clients (technology
mix, production profile, market
maturity, transition readiness).

2. Estimate the relative contri-
bution (e.g. percentage of re-
duction rate) of each decar-
bonization lever in sectoral
decarbonization targets® and
disclose this using specific
graphs.

Locked-in emissions:
completely absent from
banks’ disclosures

Although reporting on locked-in
emissions is required under the
Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD), none of the banks
analyzed have addressed qualita-
tively locked-in emissions or car-
ried out a quantitative estimate.¢°

This finding shows banks are yet to
consider how the financial services
they provide can generate GHG
emissions in the medium- to long-
term, including far beyond the ma-
turation of related bonds or when
loans have been repaid. It therefore
also highlights the relevance of new
rules like the CSRD and prudential re-
quirements regarding sustainability/

Figure 9 - Distribution of the banks’ scores

on key energy-related target criteria
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ESG risks that push banks to surpass
this form of “tragedy of horizons".

Energy-related targets: most
banks still include fossil
fuel-related technologies in
sustainable power solutions,
and don’t define financing
targets

The analysis of power-related tar-
gets covers three dimensions:* (i)
the definition/scoping of sustai-
nable power solutions; (ii) the set-
ting of a sustainable power finan-
cing target; and (iii) the definition
of a sustainable power ratio and
setting of a related target.®?

2 banks - Crédit Mutuel and UBS
- do not define what sustainable
power solutions are at all. Out of
the 18 banks that give a definition,
only 3 do not include fossil fuel-re-
lated activities within the scope of
energy transition solutions (e.g.
natural/fossil gas, with or without
carbon capture, or hydrogen pro-
duced from fossil fuels), but they
still include other unsustainable ac-
tivities (e.g. bioenergy).

7 banks have clear financing tar-
gets dedicated to sustainable al-
ternatives to fossil fuels in the
power sector. However, these are
often weak, short-term, and based
on cumulative amounts.

Only 3 banks - BNP Paribas, Crédit
Agricole, and Santander - disclose
a ratio of “sustainable power finan-



cing” vs. “fossil fuel financing”, but
only BNP Paribas has set a clear
2030 target for this ratio.

Overall, this shows that despite re-
gular claims related to the financing
of renewable energy, banks are yet
to shift their financing to sustainable
power solutions. A prerequisite for
this is the exclusion of unsustainable
power generation - including all forms
of fossil fuel generation - from this
classification and to set ambitious
and specific financing and ratio tar-
gets. Additionally, while this is not in-
cluded in the rating, we note that only
3 of the banks analyzed in this report®
have introduced some restrictions on
financing fossil gas power. This means
that banks overwhelmingly continue
to finance infrastructure that blocks
the energy transition.

Fossil fuel policies: some
progress for thermal coal
but still a long way to robust
fossil fuel exclusion and
phase-out policies

As a foreword, it is worth noting
that all banks have some exposure
to fossil fuel sectors, but that the
level of exposure varies conside-
rably between banks. Data from the
2024 Banking on Climate Chaos®
report (which analyzes the fossil
fuel financing of the 60 largest glo-
bal banks) shows that total fossil
fuel financing from 2016 to 2023
amounts to more than $235 billion
for Barclays, while it is much more
negligible for Crédit Mutuel ($2.8
billion) or La Banque Postale ($0.8
billion).

Figure 10 - Distribution of the banks’ scores

on key fossil fuel policy criteria
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Table 2 - Ranking of the banks analyzed per financing to

fossil fuel sectors during the 2016-2023 period

Total 2016-2023

# Europe #BOCC

(USD mn)

1 8 Barclays 235,189
2 10 UBS 210,728
3 12 HSBC 192,221
4 13 BNP Paribas 186,793
5 22 Deutsche Bank 132,439
6 23 Société Générale 127,937
7 24 Crédit Agricole 126,779
8 26 ING 106,442
9 31 Santander 79,881
10 33 Standard Chartered 71,421
11 34 BPCE Group 70,810
12 35 UniCredit 67,343
13 39 BBVA 61,033
14 42 Intesa Sanpaolo 47,281
15 46 NatWest 27,407
16 49 Rabobank 22,794
17 50 Lloyds Banking Group 21,623
18 57 DZ Bank 12,360
19 59 Crédit Mutuel 2,860
20 60 La Banque Postale 819

Source: Rainforest Action Network et al.,
Banking on Climate Chaos, May 2024
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The fossil fuel policies of the banks
are never fully included in their cli-
mate reporting but are left to sepa-
rate policy documents. Theirclimate
reporting might include a mention
of these policies, but this is likely to
be fragmented and/or misleading
(e.g. a global commitment to the
phase out of the thermal coal value
chain by 2030 for OECD countries
and 2040 for the rest of the wor-
Id, without giving exact criteria and
potential loopholes).

The fossil fuel policies analyzed for
this report cover thermal and metal-
lurgical coal and oil and gas.®> The
evaluation focuses on how banks
address the need to end the deve-
lopment of these fossil fuels and
progressively phase them out.%
Overall, the analysis shows that:

 Although significant progress
has been made in terms of
thermal coal policies - notably
by UniCredit or Crédit Mutuel
- these still need to be stren-
gthened, especially in terms of
the robustness of their cove-
rage (e.g. inclusion of all com-
panies in the Global Coal Exist
List (GCEL), starting with all
coal developers).¢” 13 banks are
lagging behind, especially ING,
UBS, and DZ Bank.

« Metallurgical coal is largely
ignored by current coal poli-
cies, with only 2 banks - Socié-
té Générale and Lloyds Banking
Group - having adopted limited
criteria to restrict support to
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metallurgical coal mine deve-
lopment at both project and
corporate levels.

-+ Regarding the oil and gas sector,
policies are much more incom-
plete than for coal. They often
amount to a partial exclusion of
new unconventional projects.
Worryingly, only one bank - La
Banque Postale - has a robust
exclusion policy for oil and gas
developers, though Crédit Mu-
tuel has recently improved its
policy regarding oil and gas ex-
pansion, and BNP Paribas and
Crédit Agricole have committed
to stop participating in the is-
suance of conventional bonds
for companies developing new
oil and gas fields. In general, oil
and gas phase-out policies are
almost non-existent and mostly
come down to sectoral decarbo-
nization targets, which are main-
ly based on inadequate financed
emissions metrics, or, for 4 of the
banks, on credit exposure reduc-
tion (ING, BNP Paribas, Crédit
Agricole, and Société Générale).

Coal

Thermal coal

Expansion: All of the banks analyzed
have exclusion policies for project fi-
nancing to new thermal coal mines
or power plants, and almost all®® have
completely excluded these. Howe-
ver, exclusion criteria at the corpo-
rate level are often weak - not cove-
ring captive coal plants at industrial
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facilities, for instance, and potentially
filled with loopholes (e.g. not appli-
cable to a financed company at the
group level, to financial subsidiaries,
or to companies/holdings at less
than 50% of a coal project).®’ Overall,
3 banks have robust policies regar-
ding thermal coal expansion.”®

Phase-out: 18 banks disclose ge-
neral phase-out commitments (e.g.
phase-out by 2030 for OECD coun-
tries and 2040 elsewhere, or as soon
as 2025). But some of these only co-
ver coal mining, not coal power, or
do not make it mandatory for com-
panies to adopt a robust coal exit
plan by the same deadlines. The-
refore, only 2 banks have a robust
phase-out commitment (La Banque
Postale and Crédit Mutuel).

Metallurgical Coal

7 banks have some kind of exclu-
sion policy for metallurgical coal at
the project level, and only 2 banks
have an exclusion policy at the cor-
porate level (Société Générale and
Lloyds Banking Group). Further-
more, these exclusion policies re-
main largely incomplete, with cor-
porate-level exclusions applying
solely to new clients and relying on
high revenue thresholds.

Oil and gas

Expansion - project level: All of the
banks analyzed have somewhat res-
tricted financing to new oil and gas
field projects, but comprehensive-
ness is generally low and can vary

a lot. Indeed, exclusions go from
a mere restriction of financing to
companies that generate a certain
amount of their revenue from some
unconventional oil and gas sources
(e.g. Deutsche Bank or UBS), up to
a complete exclusion of financial
services dedicated to oil and gas
upstream projects and all midstream
projects (La Banque Postale).

Expansion - corporate level: Only 4
of the banks analyzed’ have adopted
a specific approach for companies
developing new conventional oil and
gas fields. One other bank also has
restrictions, but these are limited to
the development of new unconven-
tional fields, such as tar sands. Only
La Banque Postale has policies that
ends the financing of companies de-
veloping oil and gas fields. Crédit Mu-
tuel also adopted meaningful restric-
tions for these companies, but is yet
to close remaining loopholes.

Phase-out: Only 1 bank has made a
real commitment regarding oil and
gas sector phase-out (La Banque
Postale), while others only use de-
carbonization targets.

Clients’ transition plan
assessment: a spreading
practice, but with diverse
methodologies and levels of
maturity

Out of the 20 banks in the analysis,
12 have developed a proprietary
methodology for the assessment
of their clients' transition plans, 6

are either in the process of deve-
loping or testing such a system or
are only using it within one of their
entities (e.g. Asset Manager) or for
one sector (e.g. oil and gas), and 2
have no public plans for such a sys-
tem of assessment.

These assessment tools are usual-
ly focused on high-emitting sectors
covered by a decarbonization tar-
get and on large/mid-cap corporate
clients. If banks tend to disclose the
number of clients analyzed during
the reporting year or a cumulated
amount, most don't indicate what it
represents as a share of their secto-
ral portfolio. Most transparent banks
disclose the results of their assess-
ment for each sector, but some do
not divulge any results at all.

These systems are generally four
or five-tiered and draw upon exis-
ting frameworks (e.g. TCFD, Tran-
sition Plan Taskforce (TPT), Glas-
gow Financial Alliance for Net Zero
(GFANZ), Climate Action 100 +
(CA100+), Transition Pathway Initia-
tive (TPI), United Nations High-Le-
vel Expert Group (UN HLEG), etc.).
Theyincorporate themessuch as: (i)
quality and transparency of repor-
ting; (ii) metrics and targets (ambi-
tion and credibility); (iii) implemen-
tation strategy (CAPEX alignment,
stakeholder engagement strategy);
(iv) governance; (v) alignment with
the bank’s requirements (sectoral
policies and decarbonization tar-
gets). Social (just transition, or eco-
nomic inclusion) aspects are some-



Figure 11 - Examples of client
transition assessment systems
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times added to the assessment or
are planned for later versions. The
precise criteria used are often not
disclosed (and never with enough
detail to formulate a precise opi-
nion with regard to their relevance)
and can vary significantly.

The results of the assessment of
client transition plans usually feed
into risk management practices
(e.g. definition of KPIs in a risk ap-
petite statement (RAS)), credit de-
cisions and strategy, pre-screening,
and sometimes exclusion policies.
None of the banks analyzed has set
a related target (e.g. portfolio cove-
rage target (PCT) recommended by
the Science Based Targets initiative
(SBTi)).

Risk and opportunity
assessment: the most
developed theme by banks
containing more prescriptive
guidance, but still not
complete homogeneity

Risk management is one of the
most developed topics in the dis-
closure of banks. This is not sur-
prising as considerations around fi-
nancial materiality and supervisory
expectations (e.g. ECB’?, EBAITS on
Pillar 11I"?) regarding climate-related
prudential risks have risen in pre-
vious years. All banks studied have
participated in climate stress tests’
and conducted yearly internal exer-
cises.”” However, as observed by
the European Central Bank (ECB) in
its third review of climate-related
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and environmental risk disclosure
practices and trends,’”® while the
majority of banks “now disclose at
least basic information for most of
the expectations”, “the quality the-
reof remains low and is unlikely to
provide market participants with
insights on which they can act”. In

general, we note that:

- Bank disclosures vary signifi-
cantly in terms of length and
transparency. 5 banks give a
more detailed assessment of
credit risk. 4 banks also give
information on climate-related
physical (flooding) risks for real
estate assets.

« Many elements from climate
risk disclosures are generic (e.g.
drawn directly from supervisory
guidance). Risk assessments are
also often limited to certain fi-
nancial services or sectoral port-
folios. The linkage with the ove-
rall business strategy is limited.

« All the banks analyzed adopt
a similar approach. However,
some differences emerge on: (i)
the scenarios’’ and tools used;
(i) the categorization of princi-
pal risks; (iii) time horizons; and
(iv) risk appetite metrics.

« From a governance perspective, 5
banks clearly state the three “lines
of defence” (LODs)’® enshrined in
the Basel framework.”” Board-le-
vel oversight of risk management
is frequently stated but not duly
substantiated. It's not clear to
which degree risk management



teams benefitted from aware-
ness-raising or training programs
on climate-related topics.

Risk appetite statement (RAS) me-
trics are far from systematically dis-
closed.®

9 banks clearly present a risk as-
sessment matrix (“heatmap”),
with the estimates of impacts of
climate-related physical and tran-
sition risks on principal financial
risks (credit, market, liquidity, ope-
rational, compliance, reputational,
strategic). About half of banks also
disclose aggregated risk metrics
for specific portfolios (e.g. percen-
tage of wholesale credit portfolio
exposure at default (EAD) from cli-
mate-related physical risks). Howe-
ver, the connection between non-fi-
nancial and financial principal risks
or characterization of transmission
channels is often too general and
fuzzy, and the underlying hypo-
theses that are effectively used are
not disclosed.

According to the analysis of the
banks, the most material source
of risk comes from the effect of
transition risk on credit risk in the
medium- and long-term.®" Other
environmental risks are rarely
addressed, with only 3 banks (La
Banque Postale, BBVA, and UBS)
including in the same section some
estimate of nature (biodiversity)-re-
lated physical or transition risks.
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In general, the banks do tackle op-
portunities related to the climate
transition for their activities but
only give lists of examples for each
sector or business line, failing to
show how the transition may favo-
rably affect their strategy overall.
These analyses sometimes include
surprising conclusions, considering
for example “the electrification of
the oil and gas sector” as a major
opportunity.

C. ENGAGEMENT
STRATEGY: NO TEETH TO
ENGAGEMENT

Due to their activities, banks have
a cross-sectional view of the eco-
nomy and are in contact with a
wide variety of stakeholders. These
include other financial institutions,
trade associations, policymakers,
civil society organizations (CSOs),
and of course their clients (corpo-
rates and individuals). Naturally,
banks build relationships with their
customers, which may take various
forms: commercial (relationship
managers, sales pitches for new
products and services), compliance
(<know your customer» process),
risk (credit risk analysis), etc. They
therefore have significant levers
to influence the behavior of others
and to drive them toward climate
action. When they have sufficient
oversight over their clients, they can
take advantage of their close rela-
tionship and leverage on financing
conditions to ensure companies

reduce their emissions at a pace
coherent with their own commit-
ments. Simultaneously, banks wield
significant influence on policyma-
kers, directly and through their re-
presentative bodies. They should
use it to drive increased ambition
and key pieces of climate law, and
to cut any support to bodies that
lobby to weaken existing legislation
and block climate action.

Yet, our analysis shows that the
theme of engagement is often ab-
sent from banks’ climate strategies.
Banks tend to focus solely on the
provision of “sustainable” products
or advisory services, forgoing all
otherleversattheirdisposalto move
their customers. Even when they do
provide some additional informa-
tion on customer engagement, the
outcomes are not tracked, and no
escalation strategy is put in place.

At the same time, banks fail to en-
sure their public advocacy activities
and those of the organizations they
belong to are aligned with their cli-
mate transition plans and related
commitments.

Lobbying activities: the
same lists of climate-
related initiatives, but no
systematic inclusion in trade
associations and other
lobbying activities

Allbanks disclose alist of the organi-
zations, institutions, partnerships,
and initiatives to which they be-
long.82 These initiatives cover a
wide range of topics and objectives
but are relatively loose organiza-
tions that lack compliance mecha-
nisms. Concretely, most of them
do not set specific requirements
for members, and when they do

Figure 12 - Distribution of the banks’ scores on key

reporting and engagement criteria

Does the bank transparently and |
coherently disclose its Scope 1, 2, 3 and 3.15
(unattributed emissions of portfolio

companies) GHG inventory ?

Does the bank disclose clearly an escalation
strategy with definition of stages, and for 6

each types of demands, deadlines, and tools

for engagement?
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so they are vague or not subject
to enforcement. It is therefore im-
possible to measure the impact of
these initiatives and individual bank
memberships. Furthermore, as the
recent exodus of North American
banks from the NZBA has shown,
involvement in these initiatives ulti-
mately depends on the goodwill of
financial institutions that can leave
at any time.

No bank transparently mentions
the trade associations®? to which it
belongs, instead, these can usually
be found in separate specific docu-
ments. Furthermore, banks fail to
link these memberships with their
climate-related commitments. This
is a major gap, as trade associations
are heavily involved in political dis-
cussions and often push back on
new environmental regulations for
the financial sector. This opaque-
ness is reinforced by the fact that
banks give only vague indications
of how they individually engage
policymakers to push for “enabling
policy environments” (with recom-
mendations for different sectors)
without giving information on the
means used.

Additionally, not a single bank dis-
closes how climate-related topics
are concretely integrated into its
advocacy activities, for example,
with metrics related to expendi-
tures, number of meetings with
policymakers, the topics covered,
etc.).
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Client engagement: advisory
services and sustainable
products but no engagement
to push for real change

Bank client engagement strate-
gies range from non-existent to li-
mited. Overall, 7 banks hardly refer
to client engagement. For the 13
banks that do, these elements are
- like many other topics in their dis-
closures - generic and insufficiently
substantiated.

Climate-related customer engage-
ment activities considered by banks
include:

1. To collect climate-related infor-
mation on clients, for instance
through “questionnaires” and
“data collection platforms".

2. To "engage clients on their cli-
mate transition plans and de-
carbonization targets”.

3. To provide a “sustainable pro-
ducts catalog” and “transition
financing”.

4.To provide “advisory services”
(e.g. carbon footprint calcula-
tor, sectoral or market insight).

5.To provide information and
“raise awareness of” customers
(e.g. newsletters, one-on-one
meetings, collective meetings,
outreach events, and presenta-
tions).

6. To collect feedback (e.g. client
satisfaction, brand reputation
assessment, focus groups).



These activities fit into the cate-
gories for client engagement iden-
tified by the Carbon Disclosure
Project (CDP).8* However, they're
rendered nearly meaningless by the
following shortcomings:

- These actions are generic or
not described in detail. As they
are most often only briefly
mentioned, they do not enable
stakeholders to assess their
relevance. The rare concrete
actions identified come with a
narrow scope,® especially com-
pared to the size of the banks'
activities.

- The scope of engagement ac-
tions - including how customers

are selected and engagement is
prioritized - is unclear. Only 5
banks partially define which bu-
siness segments are engaged,
while more than half of the
banks give at least some indica-
tion of the criteria used for en-
gagement.8

Overall, only ING discloses a
more comprehensive engage-
ment decision tree (see below),
though this still omits parts of
the bank's clients (since ING's
“Terra methodology” encom-
passes only a limited number of
sectors).

The outcomes of engagement
are not disclosed®” or measured.

Figure 13 - Example of engagement decision tree
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Source: ING, Climate Progress Update 2024, September 2024

In fact, very few KPIs are used
by banks to track engagement
activities, while these KPIs are
not related to the impact of
engagement and are only avai-
lable for the reporting year. For
example, banks can report on
the number of customers vi-
sited, “sustainability pitches”, or
“customers contacted through
ESG advisory”.

« Only 6 banks allude to an es-
calation strategy, with no bank
having the beginning of a com-
plete strategy. The termination
of commercial relationships is
hinted at by 6 banks, but condi-
tions for it are not clearly de-
fined.®® Instead, despite the
manifest absence of a sound
engagement strategy, banks
such as Santander include ge-
neral statements on the fact
that divestment is counterpro-
ductive and that engagement
must be preferred.

We stress that any client engage-
ment strategy should rely on a ro-
bust escalation strategy. This no-
tably means defining the goals of
engagement, associating them
with timebound milestones and
key action levers, including levers
to restrict commercial relationships
with, and/or to penalize customers
when goals are not met. We note
that the European Banking Autho-
rity (EBA) recently acknowledged
the need for an escalation strategy
in bank engagement.
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D. REPORTING AND
GOVERNANCE: SPARSE
METRICS AND INSUFFICIENT
ACCOUNTABILITY

Reporting and governance have
been the early focus of initiatives
and political demands related to
environmental and social action in
the corporate sector, especially in
the financial sector. To be able to
understand and follow the impact
and risk exposure of banks and to
enable these to be managed, tho-
rough reporting and governance
processes are needed. However, as
the long history of reporting and go-
vernance initiatives has shown, this
alone does not provide any gua-
rantees regarding the improvement
of environmental and social impact
or climate action.

Reporting and governance are
where banks score the highest in
our analysis. This is a logical re-
sult of the longstanding history of
reporting requirements and initia-
tives, but also a consequence of the
criteria used in our methodology to
assess reporting and governance.
Indeed, here the grades are based
on a smaller number of criteria and
these criteria are mostly qualitative
and assessed on a “yes/no” basis.
In other words, it is easier for banks
to obtain points on reporting and
governance by simply disclosing
information, even though the prac-
tices they underpin remain difficult
to assess.



The climate-related documents of
the banks analyzed are more like an-
nual disclosures than actual transi-
tion plans. Most of the information
they provide is anchored in the pre-
sent, with little presentation of his-
torical data and even fewer projec-
tions of future data estimates. The
governance framework is relatively
well described by banks, even if it
is not always easy to establish res-
ponsibility for the strategy and its
implementation. For most banks,
remuneration policies include ESG
criteria but are often unrelated to
the material actions related to a
bank’s climate strategy. Finally, in-
formation on the training provided
to relevant employees remains too
fragmented and imprecise, often
amounting to awareness-raising
actions.

Reporting: annual disclosures
with little historical data and
hardly any projections

Heterogeneous levels of
reporting, with a focus on
reporting year

All banks disclose emissions in-
ventories in their climate-related
disclosures. However, these are of-
ten® partial regarding: (i) emissions
from own operations and supply
chain (e.g. only a few categories of
Scope 3 non 3.15); and (ii) financed
emissions (e.g. not disclosed at all,
or only for sectors with a target).
2°° banks that have not yet released
their CSRD-compliant Sustaina-
bility Statement do not disclose
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Scope 3.15 emissions, but just a
calculation of a global carbon foot-
print. Banks that disclose Scope
3.15 emissions for the first time in
their CSRD reporting only present
aggregates of financed emissions
(and when relevant insurance-as-
sociated emissions). However, fi-
nanced emissions should at least be
disclosed for each carbon-intensive
sector for which a decarbonization
target was set, and preferably for
all most material carbon-intensive
sectors. Banks should also carry out
attribution analyses and disclose
other metrics as recommended in
Reclaim Finance's brief on Financial
Institutions’ Transition Plans.”

Banks report on the metrics that
they monitor and/or for which they
have set a target, even if this repor-
ting is sometimes piecemeal and
fragmented. Divulgating a separate
"ESG data pack” spreadsheet with
all related data categorized by the-
me is best practice, and is mainly
seen with British banks.

Furthermore, banks insufficient-
ly disclose historical data for GHG
emissions and decarbonization
targets. They do not disclose any
historical data for other relevant
metrics related to their targets. Re-
porting continues to focus on the
reporting year, making any assess-
ment of progress challenging.



No mention of responsibilities
and/or modalities for
reviewing climate plans

Only 2 banks clearly lay out the res-
ponsibilities or modalities (frequen-
cy, conditions) for reviewing their
report. Responsibility for and date of
review of ESRS E1-1 (“Transition plan
for climate mitigation”) is generally
briefly mentioned in CSRD-compliant
Sustainability Statements. This sug-
gests these reports are simply an an-
nual financial disclosure exercise and
not a transition plan that requires a
strategic planning process.

Governance: limited evidence of
board oversight and insufficient
climate-related remuneration
incentives schemes

Roles and responsibilities:
similar organizational
frameworks and unclear picture
of oversight of high-level
management regarding climate
strategy implementation

Banks have very close three-layered
governance schemes: (i) superviso-
ry board and related committees;
(i) executive management and re-
lated committees; and (iii) business
units and functional departments.
However, their organizational setup
and related reporting differ:

« Some banks give more detailed
information on their gover-
nance structure with exhaustive
diagrams, while others disclose
only summary elements. Only 1
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bank (Crédit Mutuel) does not
provide enough information re-
garding its climate-related or-
ganizational framework.??

- 8 banks weakly demonstrate
that climate strategy gover-
nance is embedded at the hi-
ghest hierarchical level. This is
especially the case when there
is no dedicated board-level com-
mittee and when no information
is disclosed about meeting fre-
quency, topics discussed, etc.

- 4 banks have created specific
“umbrella” committees and de-
partments to implement their
sustainability strategy. They do
not provide enough information
to assess whether these bodies
have sufficient capabilities or le-
verage to do so.”

- Meeting frequency of board
committees on ESG topics
ranges from 4 times (Barclays'
Board  Sustainability = Com-
mittee) to 24 times (ING) per
year, suggesting major diffe-
rences in the degree of involve-
ment of the board.

Remuneration incentive
schemes: key performance
incentives weakly linked to
the banks’ climate objectives

Banks can include climate-related
incentives for their executives in
the variable part of their: (i) annual
reward; and (ii) long-term incentive
plan (LTIP). These can also impact the
annual rewards of other employees.

Most banks include ESG-related
KPIs.”* Only 1 bank does not use
any ESG-related variable remune-
ration scheme (Crédit Mutuel). But,
while "ESG-related KPIs" can make
up to 40% of the variable remune-
ration, “climate-related KPIs" alone
hardly exceed 20% (for 5 banks) and
are often below 10% (for 8 banks).
ESG-related KPIs can relate to a va-
riety of indicators, which are more
or less weakly linked to the banks'
climate strategies.”

Globally, transparency is lacking in
remuneration incentive schemes
concerning:

1. The scope. Except for the na-
ming of executive management
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members, most banks insuf-
ficiently disclose the scope of
the scheme. 6 banks state that
they extended an ESG-related
incentive scheme to other em-
ployees, but usually without gi-
ving information on the extent
(e.g. percentage of employees,
percentage of senior manage-
ment, etc.).

. The definition of and rationale

for selected indicators. Many
indicators are vague and unde-
fined. 4 banks do not disclose
the ESG-related KPIs used at
all. KPIs are often not linked to
the most material targets and
objectives in a bank's climate
strategy.




Skills and competencies:

often missing from climate
strategy, with a focus on basic
climate knowledge and risk
management

16 banks give relatively detailed in-
formation on the ESG training pro-
vided to their personnel, while 4
either do it insufficiently or hardly
make any mention of it. Only 1 bank
(La Banque Postale) has a clear ob-
jective related to climate training.?

Training themes range from basic
awareness-raising on climate-re-
lated and ESG issues, sustainabi-
lity risks, and climate disclosures,
to specific themes relative to the
bank’s operations.” For 7 banks,
implemented training has a strong
focus on climate-related risk analy-
sis.

Overall, information on training
activities is patchy; KPIs?® are not
systematized for each activity nor
monitored over time, and these ac-
tivities are not integrated coherent-
ly into the climate strategy.

E. JUST TRANSITION AND
BIODIVERSITY: BACK SEAT
THEMES, LARGELY IGNORED
IN CLIMATE DISCLOSURES

Climate transition plans logically
focus on GHG emissions and the ac-
tions and steps that must be taken
to reduce them. However, their
consequences, compatibility, and
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interlinkages with the protection of
natural ecosystems as well as their
social and human impact must also
be considered. Furthermore, it is
now largely acknowledged that fi-
nancial institutions have an impact
on nature and are exposed to na-
ture-related risks. Therefore, our
analysis also looks at how banks
are integrating the need for a just
transition and protecting nature
into their transition plans. As these
issues are only marginally covered
in the currently available methodo-
logies and represent relatively no-
vel areas for financial institutions
compared to climate, the analysis
only explores key commitments and
actions, without grading banks on a
full “nature transition plan’”.

The analysis first shows a very low
level of preparedness to address
nature degradation. Banks often
adopt financing restrictions that
aim to reduce negative environ-
mental impacts, particularly tar-
geting sectors with a high risk of
deforestation. However, these po-
licies remain limited in their scope
and requirements and are not subs-
tantiated by the disclosure of their
exposure to the different sectors.
Banks are yet to analyze from a
double materiality point of view the
nature-related impacts and depen-
dencies or risks and opportunities
(DIROs) of the sectors they finance,
or to integrate the objectives of the
Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiver-
sity Framework (KM-GBF) into their
planning.”” Beyond nature and bio-

Figure 14 - Distribution of the banks’ scores on key just

transition and biodiversity criteria

Does the bank have policies to exclude
high-impact sectors (esp. beef, rubber, palm
oil, pulp and paper, soy and timber)?
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diversity, the analysis also reveals
that banks’ climate strategies do
not account for just transition as-
pects, and even regularly simply
ignore the subject.

Harmful activities and
soft commodities:
partial, incomplete, and
unsubstantiated policies

Similar and generic policies
aimed at preventing
environmentally harmful
activities

17 banks™® have either a separate
environmental and social risk (ESR)
framework or specific “Forestry
and/or Agricultural Commodities”
statements/policies. All banks with
these documents refer to the gene-
ral restrictions of financing to coun-
terparties whose activities “may
affect” the following “sensitive
zones": (i) World Heritage Sites; (ii)
International Union for Conserva-
tion of Nature (IUCN) I-IV (seldom
only I-ll or I-VI) protected areas; and
(iii) Ramsar Convention Wetlands.
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They can also include Key Biodiver-
sity Areas (KBAs), High Conserva-
tion Value (HCV) areas and forests
(as per the FSC's definition), Al-
liance for Zero Extinction sites, Man
and Biosphere Reserves, or other
nationally protected and preserved
areas and peatlands.

However, the language of these po-
licies is often too concise and so-
metimes weak with:

« No definition of vague terms,
be it in terms of quantification
of impacts (e.g. “potentially im-
pacting”, “significantly affects”,
“put at risk”, etc.) or definition
of areas in the scope of policies

("adjacent area”, “in close proxi-
mity to", etc.).

« "Enhanced due diligence” used
instead of strict restrictions of
financing even when risks are
proven.

« Exceptions and loopholes, such
as exemptions for activities that
date back to before the classifi-
cation of the area.



Partial coverage of policies on
soft commodities, and weak
language overall

None of the banks analyzed have
set specific and comprehensive
policies and demonstrated that it
adequately manages related risks
(which includes disclosing geogra-
phical exposure and data on tran-
saction screening) for all six com-
modities that have the most impact
on deforestation, i.e. palm oil, soy,
timber, pulp and paper, beef, and ru-
bber. Palm oil is the soft commodity
for which most banks have policies
(all 17 banks include it, although
they may not always have specific
criteria), along with forestry pro-
ducts (i.e. timber, wood pulp, and
paper; all banks), soy (14 banks),
and beef (11 banks). Most policies
then refer to widely adopted stan-
dards and certifications for each of
the covered commodities™ and 1
bank (La Banque Postale) refers to
the alignment of its policy with the
European Union regulation on de-
forestation and forest degradation
(EUDR).

These policies are very often pla-
gued with the same flaws and limi-
tations that were observed for tar-
gets and engagement strategies,
including:

« Vague and/or non-binding lan-
guage, with banks tending to
use ambiguous wording around
the demands they set for their
clients. For example, banks:
“expect their clients” to be cer-
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tified, “require” them “to be a
member [of Roundtables, not
have operations certified]”, or/
and “to commit publicly” or to
present “credible time-bound
plans” to get certified (without
defining ‘“credible” or “time-
bound”). Banks also often ac-
cept “equivalent certifications”
beyond the ones listed. Finally,
none of the banks analyzed has
set up an escalation strategy re-
garding clients.

« Partial scope, with most poli-
cies only covering local produc-
tion in "high-risk geographies”
(e.g. Forest500 List), and often
very partially soft commodity
supply chains.’®

« Insufficient attention to human
rights, land tenure, and other
social issues, with banks only
referring to generic Internatio-
nal Labor Organization (ILO)-re-
lated requirements (e.g. child/
forced labor), or free, prior, and
informed consent (FPIC) requi-
rements.

Worryingly, no bank discloses its
exposure to different commodities,
or how its policies are applied in
transactions, screening, and port-
folio management (e.g. percentage
of certified clients and exposure).
This can be supplemented by the
Banking on Biodiversity Collapse
report,’®® which finds that Santan-
der, Rabobank, and BNP Paribas are
significantly exposed to companies
of forest-risk commodity sectors
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operating in South America.’®* As
the policies of these banks on na-
ture are relatively more developed
than those of most of the other
banks analyzed, it is clear that there
are major gaps in bank policies. This
highlights the importance of having
comprehensive quantitative data
on the financial services provided
to companies at risk.

Additionally, we note that Global
Canopy's Deforestation-Free Fi-
nance (DFF) Roadmap' is struc-
tured in five phases: (i) mapping
risks; (ii) setting an effective policy
and managing risk; (iii) monitoring
and engagement; (iv) disclosing;
and (v) eliminating deforestation.
All banks fail to carry out all these
steps, in particular concerning
transparent disclosure.

Nature and biodiversity: a
few incipient initiatives as
guidance emerges

Only 4 banks (La Banque Postale,
ING, Rabobank, and BBVA) seem to
have made “concrete progress” on
integrating nature into their disclo-
sures, while 8 banks have started
taking preliminary steps towards
this goal and 8 banks have near to
nothing in this respect.

“Concrete progress” includes ha-
ving completed a full-fledged'* and
detailed impact and dependencies
assessment, with disclosure of the
results. Banks that have started to
undertake an impact/dependency



assessment (including pilots) mostly
refer to the ENCORE (Exploring Natural
Capital Opportunities, Risks and Expo-
sure) tool, and sometimes also to the
Science Based Targets Network (SBTN)
materiality screening tool or the Global
Biodiversity Score (BIA-GBS) tool from
Carbon4Finance and CDC Biodiversité.

Yet there is a need for caution on the
value of these high-level indicators and
their translation into policies, notably
when they are used instead of robust fi-
nancing restrictions for environmental
degradation risks. These sector-based
analyses give a useful but coarse over-
view of transition risks since they usual-
ly consider global sector classifications
without considering location. As such,
these methodologies are too broad to
identify specific financial services mi-
saligned with biodiversity targets and
can rather be used as a primary scree-
ning tool to give indications on which
sectors to prioritize for further investi-
gations.

Two banks (ING and La Banque Postale)
consider country-level data'®” and have
a stated ambition to increase granula-
rity by directly analyzing the activities
of each counterparty with a high level
of impact or dependency on nature.
Such measures are best practices and
potentially can deliver meaningful im-
pact if they are associated with robust
restrictions for high-impact commodi-
ties and companies.

Additionally, some banks also make de-

tailed assessments on specific themes,
such as water stress. So far, the use-
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fulness of these isolated assessments
and how it is reflected in the banks'
operations is unclear.

Just transition: a general
disregard and absence from the
banks’ climate disclosures

No bank shows adequate proof that it
incorporates the theme of “just transi-
tion" in its climate-related strategy. Some
banks show some awareness of social im-
pacts - often by simply listing initiatives
and partnerships labeled as “inclusive” -
but fail to directly link these with climate
objectives. La Banque Postale manages
to link climate and just transition more
convincingly than its peers, for instance
with a product offering that combines
climate action and social inclusion,’® al-
though this link is not made for essential
aspects of its climate strategy. Lloyds
Banking Group includes just transition-re-
lated considerations in each sectoral fo-
cus and also makes a point to link social
and climate issues in the housing sector.

14 banks only state or dedicate a single
paragraph to the topic of just transi-
tion in their climate reporting, while 3
banks make no mention of it at all (in-
cluding BPCE Group and DZ Bank). This
suggests that “just transition” is used
mostly as a buzzword, without it being
a tangible ambition. This also calls into
question the use of misleading “just
transition” arguments by some banks to
justify the continued support of highly
polluting projects and companies.
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Despite years of discussion around the importance of shifting trillions and leve-
raging finance to make the transition happen, our findings make it crystal clear
that European banks have not made significant climate progress. In fact, banks
are still focused on spin over substance. Despite marketing some products as
sustainable, the banks have not transformed the core of their business models
and so perpetuate inaction.

Only robust transition plans, covering all of a bank’s activities and thoroughly
implemented, will overcome short-termism and make the economy more sus-
tainable. However, the analysis reveals how far we are today from that point.
Banks continue to support activities and practices that directly jeopardize cli-
mate mitigation goals, notably fossil fuel development and activities tied to de-
forestation. They showcase partial and often opaque decarbonization targets
that are unlikely to drive emission reductions in the real economy. Furthermore,
they simply fail to identify actions to achieve emission reductions and do not
provide credible information on engagement activities.

This assessment resonates with recent political developments. Indeed, while
the EU positioned itself ahead of other jurisdictions by requiring large financial
and non-financial companies to adopt and implement a climate transition plan,
the current deregulation agenda pushed by the European Commission through
its “Omnibus Simplification Package” threatens this progress,’° with the possi-
bility that the obligation to implement a climate transition plan could be erased.
Additional work - including on sectoral reporting standards (ESRS) - that could
have enabled a precise definition of what should be included in a robust transi-
tion plan could now be cut as well. At the same time, other major requirements
regarding transparency and due diligence could be hollowed out.™

The proposed changes are a clear threat to human rights, social justice, and
environmental protection.”? They severely weaken the EU’s ability to mobilize
finance for the transition, and consequently to reach its climate targets. And
yet they could also become a major problem for the risk management at Eu-
rope’s banks. Indeed, the European Banking Authority (EBA) has highlighted the
relevance of CSRD reporting to providing all the data needed,'? as well as the
importance of climate transition plans for evaluating and managing risks.”

To keep climate goals alive, we must protect current rules. Banks - like all large
financial and non-financial companies - must be required to adopt and imple-
ment robust transition plans, and this will not happen without strict regulation.
Policymakers and financial institutions must choose between greenwashing
and transition planning.
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REQUIRING ROBUST TRANSITION PLANS
TO BE ADOPTED AND IMPLEMENTED

Policymakers should require financial institutions
to adopt and implement robust climate transition
plans and reject the deregulation push from the EU
Commission.

SETTING BEST PRACTICES ON
TRANSITION PLANNING IN THE
FINANCIAL SECTOR

Financial institutions should adopt and implement
robust transition plans, notably building on Reclaim
Finance's recommendations.

INTEGRATING TRANSITION PLANNING
TO FINANCIAL SUPERVISION

Financial supervisors should look at the quality of
the climate transition plans adopted by banks, as
well as their implementation, and feed this infor-
mation into their supervisory activities - including
regarding greenwashing - and risk assessments.
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SUMMARY
REPORT CARDS



BANK NAME Barclays ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,711 | #5

HEADQUARTER  London, UK GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank) ~ 46.5/100 | #5

BEST PRACTICE P

- Partial inclusion of capital market activities (CMAs) in the scope

of decarbonization targets and GHG emission inventory. e

targets
« Publication of detailed “sustainable finance framework” (SFF) and 100
“transition finance framework” (TFF) regarding related product
i i 80
offerings and services. €enve

60

RED FLAGS P Just transition Decarbonization

« Decarbonization targets: and biodiversity strategy
¢ Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to

the companies that develop them.
Reporting Engagement

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production and governance strategy

projects and to the companies that develop them.
Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.




B BVA BANK NAME BBVA ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 715 | #16

HeapQUARTER  Bilbao, Spain GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  38.4/100 | #13

BEST PRACTICE P

+ More detailed description of engagement strategy. Decarbonization
targets
100

RED FLAGS P 5

« Decarbonization targets:
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

¢ Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG Just transition Decarbonization
inventory, including Capital Market Activities. and biodiversity strategy

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.
Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.
Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy




o BANK NAME BNP Paribas ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 2,594 | #2
.

| BNP PARIBAS
HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  49.7/100 | # 3

BEST PRACTICE P

- Stop participating in issuing conventional bonds for companies Decarbonization

involved in oil and gas extraction and production. targets
100

- Setting an energy financing ratio target.

80
67/100

60

RED FLAGS P »

L Just transition Decarbonization
« Decarbonization targets: and biodiversity strategy

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

« Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

¢ No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

0 Incomplete exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas Reporting Engagement
production projects and to the companies that develop them. and governance strategy




BANK NAME BPCE Group ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,544 | #8

BPCE

HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  31.0/100 | #18

BEST PRACTICE >

-+ Use of a “Green Weighting Factor” (GWF) as an operational steering tool.

Decarbonization
targets

RED FLAGS P
« Decarbonization targets:

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios. Just transition Decarbonization
) _ ) o _ and biodiversity strategy
Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-

closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production

projects and to the companies that develop them. )
Reporting Engagement
0 Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable. and governance strategy

0 No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

+ Just transition and biodiversity:

0 No policies regarding forest-risk soft commodities.




BANK NAME Crédit Agricole ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 2,476 | #3

CREDIT AGRICOLE HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  46.2/100 | #6

BEST PRACTICE P

- Stop participating in issuing conventional bonds for companies

involved in oil and gas extraction and production. e

targets
100

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. » o
. o . . Just transition Decarbonization
0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG  3nd biodiversity strategy

inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

Incomplete exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas Reporting Engagement
production projects and to the companies that develop them. and governance strategy

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.




BANK NAME Crédit Mutuel ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,142 | #10

- HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  43.5/100 | #8
Crédit Mutuel

BEST PRACTICE P

« Robust coal policy, including the end of services to new coal Decarbonization
mines and plants and to the companies that develop them and a targets
phase-out of coal by Paris-aligned dates. 100

« Robust exclusion of project finance to new oil and gas projects
and incomplete exclusion of the companies that develop them.

RED FLAGS P Just transition .' Decarbonization

L and biodiversity strategy
« Decarbonization targets:

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

0 Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

« Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

0 No clear definition of sustainable power solutions.

0 No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.
Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy




Deutsche Bank

BANK NAME Deutsche Bank

HEADQUARTER  Frankfurt-am-Main, Germany

BEST PRACTICE ~

+ Publication of detailed “Sustainable Finance” (SFF) and “Transi-
tion Finance” frameworks (TFF) regarding related product offe-
rings and services.

RED FLAGS *

« Decarbonization targets:

0
0

Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0

No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas produc-
tion projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

Just transition
and biodiversity

Reporting
and governance

ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,31 2 I #9

GLOBAL SCORE ( Score | Rank) 41.7/100 I #11

Decarbonization
targets
100

80

60

Decarbonization
strategy

Engagement
strategy




BANK NAME DZ Bank ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 644 | #19

A~ DZBANK

HeaDQUARTER  Frankfurt-am-Main, Germany  GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  26.3/100 | #20

BEST PRACTICE P

 Short-, medium-, and long-term decarbonization targets for all

sectors, with clear graphs showing decarbonization pathways. Decarbonization

targets
100

RED FLAGS P 80

« Decarbonization targets: 60
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG Just transition Decarbonization
inventory, including Capital Market Activities. and biodiversity strategy

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production

projects and to the companies that develop them. Reporting Engagement

: , , . . and governance strate
¢ No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives. o e

« Just transition and biodiversity:

0 No policies regarding forest-risk soft commodities.




BANK NAME HSBC ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 2,641 | #1
N HSBC

HEADQUARTER London, UK GLOBAL SCORE ( Score | Rank) 37.8/100 | #15

BEST PRACTICE P

- Partial inclusion of Capital Market Activities (CMA) in the scope of Decarbonization

decarbonization targets and GHG emission inventory. targets
100

80

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. Just transition Decarbonization

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis- and biodiversity strategy

closure thereof.

« Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production

projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable. Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.




BANK NAME ING
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BEST PRACTICE P

Medium- and long-term decarbonization targets for all sectors.
More coherent portfolio and engagement steering strategies.
Annual sustainable power financing target.

Publication of a substantial “Nature Report” including an impact
and dependencies assessment.

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing ratio objective.

HEADQUARTER Amsterdam, Netherlands

Just transition
and biodiversity

Reporting
and governance

ASSETS (EUR bn [ Europe ranking) 975 | #12

GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  53.0/100 | #2

Decarbonization
targets
100

72/1060

60

Decarbonization
strategy

Engagement
strategy




BANK NAME Intesa Sanpaolo ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 965 | #13

HEADQUARTER  Torino, Italy GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  38.0/100 | #14

BEST PRACTICE P

- Seemingly well-established ESG Scoring system at counterparty
level, integrated among others within Credit Strategies and the Decarbonization

Credit Risk Appetite (CRA). targets
100

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:

¢ Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

Just transition Decarbonization

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG el :
and biodiversity strategy

inventory, including Capital Market Activities.
Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu- 77/100
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to

the companies that develop them. .
Reporting Engagement

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production and governance strategy
projects and to the companies that develop them.

 Just transition and biodiversity:

0 No policies regarding forest-risk soft commodities.




ﬁ BANK NAME La Banque Postale ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 7138 | #18
“BANQUE :
POSTALE HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE ( Score | Rank) 55.6/100 | #1

BEST PRACTICE P

+ Robust exclusion and phase-out policies for coal, oil and gas.
Decarbonization
targets
100

« No use of financed emissions metrics.
« Annual sustainable energy financing target.

« Use of an ESG Checklist to rate product performance and clear 80
criteria to guide capital allocation.

- Policy goes beyond with European Regulation against Defores- 41080

tation and Forest Degradation (EUDR) and uses the ForestlQ da-
tabase on companies’' exposure to deforestation. Just transition Decarbonization

 Publication of substantial information on biodiversity in a “Cli- and biodiversity strategy

mate and Nature Report” including an impact and dependencies
assessment.

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG

inventory, including Capital Market Activities. e e

« Decarbonization strategy: and governance strategy

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.




BANK NAME Lloyds Banking Group ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,015 | #11

LLOYDS BANK HEaDQUARTER  London, UK GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  49.7/100 | #3

BEST PRACTICE P

« Detailed Sustainable Financing Framework (SFF). 5 I
ecarbonization

« Forestry and Agricultural Commodities statement has a compre- targets
hensive value chain coverage. 100

80
64/100

RED FLAGS P =

« Decarbonization targets:

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG Just transition Decarbonization
inventory, including Capital Market Activities. and biodiversity strategy

¢ Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production

projects and to the companies that develop them. Reporting Engagement

. L . . and governance strate
Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable. = 24/

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.




BANK NAME NatWest

* NatWest

HEADQUARTER  Edinburgh, UK

BEST PRACTICE ™

- Comprehensive coverage of soft commodities.

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:

0
0

Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0

No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

ASSETS (EUR bn [ Europe ranking) 798 I #14

Just transition
and biodiversity

Reporting
and governance

GLOBAL SCORE ( Score | Rank)

Decarbonization
targets
100

80

60

39.8/100 | #12

Decarbonization
strategy

Engagement
strategy




BANK NAME Rabobank ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 613 | #20

< Rabobank

HeaDQUARTER  Utrecht, Netherlands GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  30.5/100 | #19

BEST PRACTICE P

- Coverage of agricultural subsectors, and setting targets for each

of them per geography. Decarbonization

targets
100

RED FLAGS P 80

« Decarbonization targets: 60
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology.

¢ Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG Just transition Decarbonization
inventory, including Capital Market Activities. and biodiversity 64/100 strategy

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap- 30/100

plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production

projects and to the companies that develop them. Reporting Engagement

and governance strategy
Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.




BANK NAME Santander ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,797 | #4

HEaDQUARTER  Madrid, Spain GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  32.9/100 | #16

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets: ..
9 Decarbonization

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. targets

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG 100

inventory, including Capital Market Activities. .

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-
closure thereof. 60
Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap- Just transition Decarbonization
plicable to the bank’s portfolio. and biodiversity strategy

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy




SOCIETE BANK NAME Société Générale ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,553 | #6
GENERALE

HEADQUARTER  Paris, France GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  44.3/100 | #7

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets: Decarbonization
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. ta rge:zo
0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG

inventory, including Capital Market Activities. 80
65/100

Decarbonization strategy: 60

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-

plicable to the bank’s portfolio.
Just transition Decarbonization

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu- and biodiversity strategy

sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy




@ standard BANK NAME Standard Chartered ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 144 | #17

chartered
o HEADQUARTER London, UK GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  41.8/100 | #10

BEST PRACTICE P

+ Detailed Green and Sustainable Product Framework. o
Decarbonization

targets
100

RED FLAGS P o

« Decarbonization targets: 53/10050

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG

inventory, including Capital Market Activities. » - o
i ) Just transition Decarbonization
¢ Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios. and biodiversity strategy

0 Use of inadequate metrics (e.g. financed emissions) or no dis-

closure thereof.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-
sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them. Reporting Engagement

Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable. and governance strategy

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.




BANK NAME UBS ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 1,553 | #7

HeaDQUARTER ~ Zurich, Switzerland  GLoBAL SCORE (Score[Rank)  31.5/100 | #17

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets: Decarbonization

targets

0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. oo

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

0 Use of non-1.5°C aligned benchmark scenarios.

Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-

plicable to the bank’s portfolio. Just transition Decarbonization

and biodiversity strategy
No robust coal phase-out policy, including an immediate exclu-

sion of financial services to new coal mines and plants and to
the companies that develop them.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

No clear definition of sustainable power solutions.

No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

Reporting Engagement
and governance strategy




= . . BANK NAME UniCredit ASSETS (EUR bn | Europe ranking) 789 | #15
~ UniCredit

HeaDQUARTER  Milano, Italy GLOBAL SCORE (Score [Rank)  42.1/100 | #9

BEST PRACTICE P

« Exclusion of financial services to new coal mine or plant project Decarbonization
and to the companies that develop them. targets

« Detailed ESG Product Guidelines. 190

80

59/100

RED FLAGS P

« Decarbonization targets:
) Just transition Decarbonization
0 Low transparency of target-setting methodology. and biodiversity strategy

0 Exclusion of material financial services from targets and GHG
inventory, including Capital Market Activities.

« Decarbonization strategy:

0 No concrete decarbonization action plan or levers directly ap-
plicable to the bank’s portfolio.

No exclusion of financial services to new oil and gas production
projects and to the companies that develop them.

0 Fossil-fuel related activities are considered sustainable.

0 No sustainable power financing or ratio objectives.

. v . . Reporting Engagement
« Just transition and biodiversity: and governance strategy

0 No policies regarding forest-risk soft commodities.




ANNEXES

1. Decarbonization targets

ANNEX 1: RANKINGS PER THEMATIC PILLAR AND GLOBAL RANKING

2. Decarbonization strategy

Score

Bank

Score Bank
1 71.7 /100 ING
2 67.4 /100 BNP Paribas
3 65.9 /100 Barclays
4 65.2 /100 Société Générale
5 63.8 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
6 62.3/100 Crédit Agricole
7 60.1/100 Crédit Mutuel
8 58.7 /100 UniCredit
9 58.3/100 Deutsche Bank
10 53.6 /100 La Banque Postale
11 52.9 /100 Standard Chartered
12 52.2/100 UBS
13 50.0 /100 BBVA
13 50.0 /100 HSBC
15 47.8 /100 Intesa Sanpaolo
16 39.1/100 BPCE Group
17 38.8 /100 NatWest
18 37.7 /100 DZ Bank
19 36.2/100 Santander
20 35.5/100 Rabobank

1 55.5/100 La Banque Postale
2 40.9 /100 BNP Paribas

3 37.3/100 Crédit Agricole

4 36.7 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
5 34.2 /100 NatWest

6 33.6 /100 Crédit Mutuel

7 33.0/100 UniCredit

8 32.1/100 ING

8 32.1/100 Société Générale
10 29.1/100 Barclays

11 28.2 /100 Standard Chartered
12 27.9 /100 BPCE Group

13 27.3/100 Intesa Sanpaolo
14 24.2 /100 Deutsche Bank
14 24.2 /100 Santander

16 23.3/100 HSBC

17 19.4 /100 BBVA

18 16.7 /100 Rabobank

19 16.4 /100 DZ Bank
20 11.8 /100 UBS
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3. Engagement strategy

4. Reporting and governance

# Score Bank

1 50 /100 ING

2 35/100 BBVA

2 35/100 Deutsche Bank
4 30 /100 Crédit Mutuel

4 30 /100 Rabobank

4 30 /100 Standard Chartered
7 25/100 Intesa Sanpaolo
8 20 /100 Barclays

8 20 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
8 20 /100 NatWest

8 20 /100 UniCredit

12 15/100 BNP Paribas
12 15/100 HSBC

12 15 /100 La Banque Postale
12 15/100 Santander

16 5/100 Crédit Agricole
16 5/100 DZ Bank
16 5/100 Société Générale
19 0/100 BPCE Group
19 0/100 UBS
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# Score Bank

1 87 /100 ING

2 85/100 HSBC

2 85 /100 La Banque Postale
4 82 /100 Barclays

4 82 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
4 82 /100 Standard Chartered
7 80 /100 BBVA

8 78 /100 NatWest

9 77 /100 Intesa Sanpaolo
9 77 /100 Santander

11 70 /100 Crédit Agricole
12 68 /100 UBS

13 67 /100 Deutsche Bank
14 63 /100 BPCE Group

15 62 /100 BNP Paribas

16 60 /100 Rabobank

16 60 /100 Société Générale
18 57 /100 UniCredit

19 43 /100 DZ Bank
20 35/100 Crédit Mutuel
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5. Just transition and biodiversity

# Score Bank

1 86 /100 La Banque Postale
2 64 /100 NatWest

2 64 /100 Rabobank

4 57 /100 BBVA

4 57 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
6 50 /100 ING

7 43/100 Barclays

7 43/100 Crédit Mutuel

7 43/100 Deutsche Bank
7 43/100 Santander

7 43 /100 UBS

12 36 /100 BNP Paribas

12 36 /100 Crédit Agricole
12 36 /100 DZ Bank

12 36 /100 HSBC

12 36 /100 Société Générale
12 36 /100 Standard Chartered
18 21 /100 Intesa Sanpaolo
19 14 /100 UniCredit
20 0/100 BPCE Group

140

Global score
# Score Bank
1 55.6 /100 La Banque Postale
2 53.0 /100 ING
3 497 /100 BNP Paribas
3 497 /100 Lloyds Banking Group
5 46.5/100 Barclays
6 46.2 /100 Crédit Agricole
7 44.3 /100 Société Générale
8 43.5/100 Crédit Mutuel
9 42.1/100 UniCredit
10 41.8 /100 Standard Chartered
1 41.7 /100 Deutsche Bank
12 39.8 /100 NatWest
13 38.4 /100 BBVA
14 38.0 /100 Intesa Sanpaolo
15 37.8 /100 HSBC
16 32.9/100 Santander
17 31.5/100 UBS
18 31.0 /100 BPCE Group
19 30.5/100 Rabobank
20 26.3/100 DZ Bank
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ANNEX 2: EXAMPLES OF GENERIC SENTENCES
FROM BANK CLIMATE DISCLOSURES

The examples below are selected quotes
from the climate disclosures of the banks
analyzed. They illustrate their reliance on ge-
neric statements that lack useful detail, that
do not clarify the climate strategy, and that
generally serve to pad out the text of their
climate disclosures.

Rabobank states in its Impact Report 2023:

“Enhanced international efforts and in-
creased expectations to combat climate
change push both banks and their cus-
tomers to move toward more sustainable
business models. Increased sustainabi-
lity disclosure and due diligence require-
ments will require companies to become
more transparent about their sustainabi-
lity impact and efforts. At the same time,
environmental activists are continuing to
urge organizations to do more and acce-
lerate. Even though we have similar end-
goals, we also experience this, working
toward these is part of its sustainability
strategy. Proactively responding to deve-
lopments is key as we have a big role to
play and can make a substantial impact.
In the end, we all need to strive for (net-)
positive impact.”

“We dare to make a difference in the wor-
Id. Where we do the right thing exceptio-
nally well. Where we go the extra mile for
our customers. We strive to make one
another better.”

142

UBS writes in its Climate and Nature Report
2023:

« “Managing and monitoring our finan-

cing activities remains an ongoing focus.
We continue to build on and refine our
transition strategy and further tailor it
to our business divisions. Our aim is to
make our approach to climate “business
as usual” and to orient our new and exis-
ting business efforts toward net zero by
2050. We strive to routinely consider the
climate impact resulting from our finan-
cing activities, take an active approach
to growing our low-carbon business and
address our financed emissions by en-
gaging with clients and supporting their
transition.”

Intesa Sanpaolo comments about client en-
gagement that:

« “These initiatives aim to promote dia-

logue, support impactful initiatives, and
create collective value, culminating in a
holistic strategy that spans from educa-
tional content to practical tools for as-
sessing and improving sustainable per-
formance.”

“We recognize the crucial role of enga-
ging with various stakeholders and for-
ming partnerships, thus fostering col-
laborative efforts towards sustainable
energy solutions and facilitating the
transition for both industry participants
and societies.”




On the one hand, the CSRD requires companies under its scope to report on their
climate transition plans (see ESRS E1-1). However, this requirement is on a “comply
or explain” basis, meaning that companies can report that they do not have a
plan if they provide a justification. Companies are not directly accountable for the
implementation of the plans and whether they reach their targets. Furthermore,
as Reclaim Finance underlined in a previous report on corporate climate transition
plans, the content of the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS)
remains vague and makes uncertain the quality of the provided information. This
problem could be somewhat mitigated by the adoption of sector-specific standards.
On the other hand, the CSDDD builds on the CSRD to require companies
under its scope to adopt climate transition plans, thus making the option to
“explain” why they don't have such plans accessible. The CSDDD also requires
companies to “put into effect” their plans, meaning that companies must at
least provide credible information to show they are implementing their plans.
While the obligationsinside CSRD and CSDDD are complementary and essential to ensure
plans are adopted and carried out, the European Commission’s Omnibus Simplification
Package contains major cuts to these key requirements. Indeed, as currently proposed,
the Omnibus would erase the obligation to “put into effect” plans. It would also drastically
reduce the scope of the CSRD, and therefore the number of companies reporting on
such plans, stopping the work to build sector specific standards.

Beyond the European Union (EU), discussions on making transition plans mandatory
for financial institutions have been taking place in the United Kingdom (UK) for several
years. The UK also developed specific reporting standards through the Transition Plan
Taskforce initiative for banks and investors.

The Network for Greening the Financial System (NGFS) has published several reports
on climate transition plans that acknowledge their relevance for financial stability. This
conclusion has already led to some changes in national or regional financial supervision.
In the EU, the need to adopt climate transition plans covering financial risk is enshrined
in the Capital Requirement Directive (CRD) and Solvency Il. This was followed by specific
guidance by the European Banking Authority (EBA) - released in January 2025, and still to
be published - and the European Insurance and Occupational Pension Authority (EIOPA)
- to be finalized. In Canada, the Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions
(OFSI) also asks for such plans but does not provide any information on the expected
content or timeline for enforcement.

See footnote 1.

Except DZ Bank, all of the banks analyzed are part of the Net-Zero Banking Alliance
(NZBA) linked to the Glasgow Financial Alliance for Net Zero (GFANZ) launched at COP21.

For additional information regarding the content of the plans, see Reclaim Finance's
previous reports: Financial institutions’ transition plans: how to drive real-economy
decarbonization, December 2024; Corporate climate transition plans: what to look for,
January 2024.

Glasgow Financial Alliance for Net Zero (GFANZ) was launched at COP26, which was
nicknamed the “finance COP". GFANZ is linked to sectoral alliances for each type of
financial institution, and notably the Net-Zero Banking Alliance (NZBA) for banks. All the
banks analyzed except DZ bank are members of the NZBA.

See: Moriah Costa, “US bank exodus from NZBA raises questions about voluntary climate
commitments” in Green Central Banking, January 2025; Simon Mundy, “The Net Zero
Banking Alliance is worth saving” in the Financial Times, March 2025; Brooke Masters and
Patrick Temple-West, “BlackRock quits climate change group in latest green climbdown”
in the Financial Times, January 2025.

The NZBA decided to lower its climate ambition - from 1.5°C to well below 2°C - in April
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2025 (see : Anita Hawser, « NZBA to lower climate target and focus on

Chinese and Indian banks », The Banker, April 2025).
See footnote 1.
Ibid.

See Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament

and the Council 2023 Strategic Foresight Report: Sustainability and

people’s wellbeing at the heart of Europe's Open Strategic Autonomy,
July 2023.

Considering total assets - see S&P Global, Europe's 50 largest banks by

assets, 2024, April 2024.

Among the 20 banks, 11 (HSBC, Barclays, BNP Paribas, Crédit Agricole,
Deutsche Bank, UBS, BPCE Group, ING, Santander, Société Générale,
Standard Chartered) are considered Globally Systemically Important
Banks (G-SIBs) by the Financial Stability Board (FSB). All EU banks are
considered as Other Systemically Important Institutions (O-SIl) by the
European Banking Authority (EBA) and fall under the supervision of the
European Central Bank (ECB).

Reclaim Finance, Financial institutions’ transition plans: how to drive

real-economy decarbonization, December 2024.

See the detailed methodology

Scores are aggregated by being normalized to scores from 0 to 1 (i.e.
scores from O to 3 are divided by 3), with the convention Y=1, P =0.5,
and N=0, and then calculated as weighted averages depending on the
priority level of each criterion.

See Footnote 16.

When it comes to total scores, the standard deviation stands at only
8/100.

Five banks score below 35/100 in total (Santander, UBS, BPCE Group,
Rabobank, and DZ Bank).

The standard deviation is at 19/100 for “Just transition and biodiversity".
The standard deviation is at 14/100 for “Reporting and governance”.

Standard deviation is a statistical measurement that looks at how far
individual points in a dataset are dispersed from the mean of that set. It
shows how much the various scores - and the related practices - tend to
differ from one bank to another in this analysis.

This excludes paragraphs of CSRD-compliant Sustainability Statements
referring to ESRS E1-1 Transition Plan for Climate Mitigation. HSBC,
Deutsche Bank, Standard Chartered, Crédit Agricole and La Banque
Postale have published a specific document entitled “transition plan”.
HSBC and La Banque Postale clearly claim to update it on an annual basis.

We note that Reclaim Finance's recommendations for financial
institutions' transition plans published in January 2025 were informed
by the analysis of these frameworks. However, none of them seems
complete enough to cover all relevant topics and/or does so in sufficient
depth with prescriptive guidance.

See footnote 1.
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https://reclaimfinance.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Report-Climate-Transition-Plan-Reclaim-Finance-January-2024.pdf
https://greencentralbanking.com/2025/01/20/jp-morgan-nzba-voluntary-climate-change-commitments/
https://greencentralbanking.com/2025/01/20/jp-morgan-nzba-voluntary-climate-change-commitments/
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https://www.spglobal.com/market-intelligence/en/news-insights/research/europes-50-largest-banks-by-assets-2024
https://www.spglobal.com/market-intelligence/en/news-insights/research/europes-50-largest-banks-by-assets-2024
https://www.fsb.org/2024/11/2024-list-of-global-systemically-important-banks-g-sibs/
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Financial-institutions-transition-plans-how-to-drive-real-economy-decarbonization-report.pdf
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Financial-institutions-transition-plans-how-to-drive-real-economy-decarbonization-report.pdf
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/TP-analysis_Methodology_vf.pdf
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All banks from the European Union in the analysis. The 5 UK banks and UBS are exempted
at this stage.

Only Crédit Mutuel, Intesa Sanpaolo, and DZ Bank had not yet released a CSRD-compliant
Sustainability Statement by this date.

The review of the CSRD Sustainability Statements gave more information on the following
themes: governance framework, portfolio steering strategy and product offering, and
GHG emissions reporting.

A Python algorithm calculates the cosine similarity between two Term Frequency-Inverse
Document Frequency (TF-IDF) vectors generated from the texts of these reports. The
results give a similarity of more than 95% for all banks (and up to 98.6%), indicating a
very high rate of closeness in the texts used. Another algorithm counted the number of
unique datapoints (i.e. without repetitions), which usually stood below 100,and revealed
that the number of unique datapoints in CSRD-compliant statements were not higher
than in previous climate reports.

Including Social and Governance parts as well as elements such as tables underlying
Green Asset Ratio (GAR) calculations

Société Générale refers to the impact of GHG emissions on climate change as “potentially
negative”. Only ING, La Banque Postale and Rabobank consider material negative
impacts regarding other environmental issues, especially concerning E4 - Biodiversity
and ecosystems.

The analysis is based on the data collected as part of the report on decarbonization
targets published by Reclaim Finance in September 2024, expanded with the addition of
banks that were not part of that report (Lloyds Banking Group, DZ Bank, and Rabobank)
as well as a few additional variables.

According to initial NZBA guidelines, members are required to set initial decarbonization
targets in one or more of a list of 9 highly emitting sectors 18 months after joining,
based on a 1.5°C-aligned pathway with no or low overshoot. This has been overturned
following a vote on April 9t, 2025, which transforms the “guidelines” into a “guidance’,
and sets a vaguer ambition only referring to the Paris Agreement.

The 9 sectors are: agriculture; aluminum; cement; coal; commercial and residential real
estate; iron and steel; oil and gas; power generation; and transport. They can be splitinto
12 sectors if transportation sectors are separated (shipping, aviation, automotive) and
residential and commercial real estate are distinguished.

That is, an assessment of which sectors are material, both in terms of percentage of
lending/investment books and percentage of absolute emissions. Double materiality
assessments were carried out as part of the first CSRD reporting but are very high-
level and only identify general material impacts, risks and opportunities (IROs) for each
sustainability theme.

Centre for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO), Digging deeper into ING's
climate ambition, February 2025.

In its guidance on facilitated emissions, the Partnership for Carbon Accounting Financials
(PCAF) recommends banks use a 33% weight and account for the emissions linked to
their capital market activities only in the year of the transaction.

See footnote 16.

Reclaim Finance, Targeting Net Zero: the need to redesign bank decarbonization targets,
September 2024.

This is especially the case of the Residential Real Estate sector, for which banks either
refrain from setting a decarbonization target, highlighting the significance of external
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58.

dependencies (e.g. decarbonization of the power grid or public policies), or set a target
above CRREM 1.5°C regional pathway. It is also the case for industrial sectors (e.g. Société
Générale sets a target above the IEA NZE 2050 scenario pathway for the cement sector
because “there is currently no consensus on the level of deployment of Carbon Capture,
Utilization and Storage (CCUS) by 2030: the IEA scenario is based on more optimistic
assumptions than those of the sector’s players”.

As highlighted after, Risk Appetite Statement metrics can include sectoral portfolio
emissions, but often partially and restricted to a few sectors.

Green Bond Principles, Sustainable Bonds Guidelines, Sustainability-linked Bonds
Principles.

Green Loan Principles, Sustainability-Linked Loans Principles.
10 banks have set targets for 2025, 2026, or 2027, and 4 banks have set targets for 2030.

ShareAction, Mind the strategy gap: How disjointed climate targets are setting banks up
to miss net-zero, November 2024.

For example, Barclays' “sustainable and transition financing” totaled up to $67.4 billion in
2023, with only $0.4 billion labeled as “transition financing” (and $10.9 billion in SLLs and
SLBs), but ramped up this financing to $5.7 bn in 2024.

See Reclaim Finance, Phaseout Coal For Good, accessed March 2025; and Ten guiding
principles for financing coal retirement mechanisms, December 2023.

The GFANZ defines “climate solutions” as “technologies, services, tools, or social and
behavioral changes that directly contribute to the elimination, removal, or reduction of
real-economy GHG emissions or that directly support the expansion of these solutions.
These solutions include scaling up zero-carbon alternatives to high-emitting activities as
well as nature-based solutions and carbon removal technologies”.

Climate Policy Initiative, Global Landscape of Climate Finance 2024, October 2024.
Climate Bonds Initiative, Sustainable Debt: Global State of the Market, 2023, May 2024.

Reclaim Finance underlines that the EU Taxonomy still includes activities that are not
compatible with the transition. The EU Taxonomy especially classifies gas power and
nuclear energy - under strict conditions - as "transition” activities. Banks can use the
Independent Science Based Taxonomy (ISBT) based on the EU Taxonomy to avoid
supporting such activities.

Barclays aims to achieve net zero by 2050. In its 2023 Climate Finance Report, Santander
claims to be fully carbon neutral since 2020. DZ Bank expects all its entities to be climate-
neutral by 2045. Intesa Sanpaolo aims to reach carbon neutrality (Scope 1 and 2) by
2030. Until February 2025, HSBC was committed to achieving net zero by 2030 regarding
emissions from its own operations and supply chains, but has now pushed this target
back to 2050.

For example, LED lighting and lower heating/higher cooling setpoint temperatures.

Following RE100 rules, based on Energy Attribute Certificates (EACs) or - more marginally
- on direct Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) and on-site renewable energy (RE)
generation.

Regarding Scope 2, all the banks' objectives are expressed in market-based Scope 2
emission reductions.

ING states it ceased using credits from the Voluntary Carbon Market (VCM) in 2022.

A few banks explicitly state that they purchased credits cover specific emissions items,
e.g. air travel and IT. In general, banks do not detail what these residual emissions actually
are, or an order of magnitude of the volume of emissions that should be compensated;
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https://www.climatepolicyinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Global-Landscape-of-Climate-Finance-2024.pdf
https://www.climatebonds.net/files/reports/cbi_sotm23_02h.pdf
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/en/2022/02/02/the-eu-taxonomy-becomes-the-new-standard-for-greenwashing/
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/en/2022/02/02/the-eu-taxonomy-becomes-the-new-standard-for-greenwashing/
https://science-based-taxo.org/
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at most, they have emission reduction targets for Scope 3, which are always partial
(i.e. only one or a few sub-categories), from which can be “deducted” a range for the
percentage of residual emissions.

There is obviously great uncertainty about the evolution of sectors, markets, and even
more so for banks' portfolios. However, giving an estimate of the contribution of each
climate solution to decarbonization is reminiscent of the growing discussion on avoided
emissions and other forward-looking metrics, the complexity of which is no less. Banks
can rely on industry documents/projections and provide some rough calculations to
at least give some future perspectives on each direct decarbonization solution in their
portfolios.

La Banque Postale specifically discusses the issue in its Transition Plan without providing
qualitative or quantitative assessment.

The criteria have been developed and used in the Sustainable Power Policy Tracker (SPPT)
developed by Reclaim Finance.

A methodology for setting this ratio has been proposed by the Institut Louis Bachelier
(ILB) (see: Stéphane Voisin and al, “Green Brown Ratio : une boussole financiére pour la
transition énergétique

Comment mesurer efficacement le verdissement des flux financiers ?", Institut Louis
Bachelier, 2025)

La Banque Postale has a strong fossil gas power exclusion policy, while HSBC and
Rabobank have introduced only very partial restrictions.

Rainforest Action Network et al., Banking on Climate Chaos: Fossil fuel finance report
2024, May 2024.

The analysis is based on criteria from the two fossil fuel policy trackers developed by
Reclaim Finance: the Coal Policy Tracker (CPT) and the Oil & Gas Policy Tracker (OGPT),
accessed in March 2025.

More  precisely, the criteria regarding fossil fuel policies cover:
1. Thermal coal (a) expansion-related exclusion policies of developers at the corporate
level, and (b) phase-out policies.

2. Metallurgical coal expansion-related exclusion policies (a) at the project level of new
mines, the expansion of existing mines and infrastructure, and (b) at the corporate level
(developers).

3. Oil and gas (a) expansion-related exclusion policies (both project and corporate levels),
and (b) phase-out policies.

See the Global Coal Exit List.

ING and Intesa Sanpaolo still have significant exceptions in their project-level exclusion
policies.

Reclaim Finance, Behind the Smokescreen: The loopholes in French banks' coal policies,
October 2024.

Crédit Mutuel, La Banque Postale, and UniCredit.
La Banque Postale, Crédit Mutuel, BNP Paribas, and Crédit Agricole.

European Central Bank, Guide on climate-related and environmental risks, November
2022.

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2022/2453 of 30 November 2022 amending
the implementing technical standards laid down in Implementing Regulation (EU)
2021/637 as regards the disclosure of environmental, social and governance risks.
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The European Central Bank (ECB) conducted its first climate risk stress test in 2022,
which included 104 banks. The ECB has also developed an economy-wide climate stress
test to assess the resilience to climate risks of non-financial corporates and euro area
banks. At the same time, the European Banking Authority (EBA) published a pilot EU-
wide exercise in 2021 and conducted a one-off “Fit-For-55" climate scenario analysis in
2023. Beyond the channel, the Bank of England (BoE) conducted its Climate Biennial
Exploratory Scenario (CBES) in 2021, which covered 28 banks and insurers.

The internal capital adequacy assessment process (ICAAP) and the internal liquidity
adequacy assessment process (ILAAP).

European Central Bank, The importance of being transparent - A review of climate-related
and environmental risks disclosures practices and trends, April 2023.

Most banks use Network for Greening the Financial System (NGFS) Climate Scenarios
(especially “Disorderly/Delayed Transition” and “Current Policies/Hot House World"
commonly used in stress testing exercises) to conduct scenario analysis, sometimes
with in-house adjustments (which are not always disclosed). Some banks use bespoke
scenarios but do not disclose their characteristics.

A risk governance framework codified by the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
(BCBS) in its 2011 Principles for the Sound Management of Operational Risk, although
questioned in further papers.

The three “lines of defence” are: 1) the business units; 2) the risk department and group
risk committees (at the supervisory board and executive management levels); and 3) the
internal audit functions.

These metrics can include fossil fuel exposure, exposure to other sectors (e.g. mining),
sectoral physical emission intensity, financed emissions, amount of sustainable finance,
high-risk sovereign exposure, percentage of clients with high risks in a given sector
based on proprietary customer transition assessment, thresholds on collaterals with
worst Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) rating (F and G), etc.

To a lesser extent, banks acknowledged some medium- to long-term impact of physical
risk on credit risk, though it is sometimes assessed as “low".

These initiatives include TCFD, TNFD, UNEP-FI, NZBA, PRB, CA100+, CDP, PCAF,
WBCSD, Forum for Sustainable Finance, Capitals Coalition, Finance for Biodiversity
Pledge, specific local initiatives.

For example, representative organizations (UK Finance, French Banking Federation (FBF),
Association of German Banks (BdB), Association for Financial Markets in Europe, etc.),
chambers of commerce, think tanks and associations (Institute of International Finance
(IIF), Bank Policy Institute (BPI), etc.).

In the CDP questionnaire, point C-FS 12.1b refers to the engagement strategies
of banks/asset managers, which are grouped into five categories: (i) Education/
information sharing; (ii) Collaboration and innovation; (iii) Compliance and onboarding;
(iv) Information collection; and (v) Engagement and incentivization.

For example, Rabobank mentions the “development and provision of a carbon calculator
to 15,000 farmers for them to monitor and reduce farm gate emissions, or provision of
ad-hoc soil management advisory”.

7 banks specify that engagement is prioritized for customers who are “less advanced
in their transition”, but only 4 disclose to which scoring or categories it applies.. Criteria
related to climate or ESG risks and GHG emissions are also mentioned but not disclosed.

Objectives can be deduced to some extent providing existing disclosure but are not
made plain by banks with respect to their contribution to the overall climate strategy.
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For example, banks talk about terminating relationships with companies that “do not
demonstrate progress in developing a credible transition plan”, “do not show sufficient
progress”, or are in “material breach of environmental laws and regulations”.

GHG inventories can be considered relatively exhaustive for 11 banks.
Crédit Mutuel and DZ Bank
See footnote 15.

That is, only mentioning a few entities without giving information on their roles,
responsibilities and relationships in elaborating and implementing the bank’s climate
strategy.

Useful information to determine the relevance of committees include: number of
personnel for each critical climate-related body, meeting frequency (number per year or
percentage of total yearly meetings), adequacy of climate-related skills of members, and
independence of personnel.

17 banks include ESG-related KPIs in annual remuneration and 2 in their LTIP. 8 banks
include them in both.

For example, ESG-related KPIs can include maintaining sustainability indices/positioning
compared to competitors (or even a vague “number of appearances in sustainability
indices”), sustainable financing volume targets/exposure to low-carbon energies, own
operations/financed emission reduction targets (sometimes limited to a few sectors),
volumes of customers engaged, preparation of CSRD reporting, enhancement of
environmental risk framework, etc.

LBP (LBP SA and “significant” subsidiaries) aims to reach by 2025 a proportion of 90% of
employees having attended at least two CSR/sustainable finance training courses.

Including in-house client assessment tools, portfolio alignment, and financed emission
reduction targets.

KPIs for training include: number of modules and hours of training for each theme,
headcounts in each department for each theme, average number of modules/FTE,
average hours of climate-related training/FTE.

The KM-GBF was adopted during COP15 and sets the ambition to reverse degradation
and restore nature. The GBF is broken down into 23 targets by 2030 and 4 major goals
by 2050.

All except BPCE Group, whose policies only cover other specific sectors such as fossil
fuels, plus Intesa Sanpaolo and UniCredit, which have very summary nature-related
statements.

It should be noted that these certifications and standards do not guarantee sustainable
productionand that some of them have been denounced as contributing to greenwashing.
These certifications and standards include the: Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil
(RSPO); Roundtable on Sustainable Soy (RTRS); Proterra; International Sustainability
and Carbon Certification; Cefetra Certified Soya; Amazon Soybean Moratorium; Cerrado
Manifesto; Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC); Programme for the Endorsement of
Forest Certification (PEFC); Global Roundtable on Sustainable Beef (GRSB); Leather
Working Groups (LWG); Roundtable on Sustainable Livestock (GTPS).

Considering the whole value chain with sourcing criteria for agribusiness clients is key
to avoiding deforestation and ecosystem conversion, and tools such as Transparency
for Sustainable Economies (Trase) and ForestlQ can be leveraged to do this. Out of the
16 banks that have soft commodity policies, 9 cover some downstream players (e.g.
traders and refiners for palm oil), but often partially (e.g. only primary processing and
not manufacturers, or only weak expectations regarding purchasing/sourcing policies of

150

the latter).

103. Forests & Finance, Banking on Biodiversity Collapse, October 2024.

104. The Banking on Biodiversity Collapse 2024 report covers the 30 largest banks providing
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