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Summary

Subject of the study

The ‘Article 29 LEC’ mechanism, in force in France since the 2021 financial year, requires investors to
publish an annual report describing their practices regarding the consideration of sustainability aspects.
To provide an overview of this work and facilitate its analysis, the French law entrusts ADEME, a
government agency specialising in climate-related matters, with the task of publishing these reports
centrally on a publicly accessible website, the Climate Transparency Hub (CTH). ADEME, in partnership
with the Sustainable Finance Observatory, conducts an annual analysis of these reports.

This study focuses on the ‘Article 29 LEC’ 2025 submissions for the 2024 financial year. It is based
primarily on a qualitative analysis of a sample of 50 market participants (16 insurers, 20 general
asset management companies, 8 private equity firms and 6 real estate investment firms). In addition, a
statistical analysis was carried out of the 228 standardised annex submissions made to the ACPR
by insurers. This standardised submission mechanism was not renewed this year by the AMF for
portfolio management companies and banks.

The objectives of the study are as follows:

1. To compare the practices of market participants with environmental strategy best practices,
and to deliver advises for their improvement. This year, the analysis relied in particular on
an expanded use of the ACT Finance methodology to compare practices with expectations.

2. To identify trends, where applicable, in relation to the previous year’s study.

It should be noted that ADEME has no supervisory powers; these lie with the ACPR and the AMF

respectively within their supervisory perimeter. The messages in this report are under the sole
responsibility of ADEME and are in no way binding.

Caveats regarding the analyses conducted

The submission of data to the ACPR in a standardised format allows for the statistical processing of
insurers’ submissions. However, the quality of the submissions remains open to improvement, mainly
due to non-compliance with the submission formats in percentage points and varying interpretations of
the expected data, particularly regarding fossil fuel components. The figures produced should therefore
be treated with caution.

Frameworks displayed by market participants were analyzed through the lens of the ACT Finance
methodology as they were described in the Article 29 LEC reports or related documents (climate policy,
responsible investment policy, etc.). The analysis revealed that it was sometimes difficult to clearly
position the actors on a particular level of the assessment grid, which led to proposing an aggregated
interpretation of certain results (notably the engagement framework) rather than line-by line. Regarding
aspects subject to individual reporting (notably the quality of exclusion policies), it is possible that,
despite the checks carried out, errors or differences in interpretation may remain. In such cases,
companies are invited to contact the authors of the report. The authors may, where appropriate,
make a correction, the reason for which may be contextualised: factual error, difficulties in interpreting
the information due to ambiguity or lack of clarity, unidentified supporting document, etc.

Submission rate

842 reports from reporting entities were submitted via the CTH website in 2025, compared with 814
last year, representing a 3% increase in submissions, a rise linked in particular to insurers. The overall
submission rate rose by 12 percentage points (88% compared with 76%). The improvement is mainly
due to the reduction in the number of reporting entities identified by the AMF on the banking side" .

' This reduction is linked in particular to a clarification of the eligibility criteria and a more detailed monitoring of
activities; see Section 2 for further details.
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State of current practices

The primary objective of private finance is to maximise its risk-return profile. In practical terms, this
involves prioritising the investor’s financial interests in decision-making, as well as generally maintaining
a limited appetite for risk, with expectations of a strong correlation with market trends in most cases.
Under this paradigm, the consideration of non-financial factors — in particular the integration of aspects
contributing to national and international climate and biodiversity objectives — can only take place to the
extent that the two objectives are compatible, without one undermining the other.

The ‘Article 29 LEC’ framework has the merit and originality of directly asking stakeholders about their
strategy for aligning with these objectives, in a ‘semi-directive’ format that structures the discussion and
provides avenues for action, whilst leaving stakeholders free to make their own choices. This framework
is therefore only relevant to the extent that it is analysed and facilitated in order to highlight and advance
both the practices and the framework itself. In certain respects, the reporting framework may appear
outdated, particularly with an approach that does not address the need to analyse the transition plans
of the companies involved. Nevertheless, the insights drawn from the analysis remain valuable, ranging
from the fundamental structural shifts observed (notably the development of methodologies for
analysing and engaging with the transition plans required by the French SRI label framework), the
observation of ‘glass ceilings’ in various areas: oil and gas exclusion policies, engagement, and the
documentation of the limitations of certain mechanisms: aggregated biodiversity footprint metrics,
taxonomic rates and fossil fuel rates.

On climate strategies

The expected contribution of finance to climate transition objectives is to channel financial flows towards
the investments necessary for the transition, and to prevent continued investment in activities that delay
or hinder this transition. In operational terms, this contribution must first and foremost rely on the ability
of financial actors to assess the degree of climate alignment of the economic entity in which they invest:
company, project, asset, etc. This analysis enables them to act in an informed manner, taking into
account their specific constraints. In practical terms, this may involve setting ‘green’ financing targets,
limits on ‘brown’ financing, dedicated products, a targeted engagement strategy or an exclusion policy,
integration into the risk management framework... whilst sometimes recognising that, given the volume
of funds to be invested, it is inevitable to continue financing that is insufficiently or even not at all aligned.
The clarity provided by the analysis makes it possible, in such cases, to discerning how to communicate
and to adopt, in terms of investment policy, the ‘least bad solutions’.

Analysis of industry practices reveals a positive trend in the implementation of methodologies for
analysing transition plans, the presence of which is confirmed in the majority of 29 LEC reports from
general asset management firms and a substantial number of insurers in the sample studied. This trend
is driven in particular by the SRI label's framework? , which makes such a methodology mandatory.
Nevertheless, there are still hurdles to overcome before these methodologies are widely adopted in line
with the target vision described above. Analysis of the financing targets and, above all, the underlying
definitions they entail reveals a problematic lack of consistency in approaches to what is considered
‘green’. Furthermore, whilst certain categorisation systems are emerging, inspired in particular by the
Net Zero Investment Framework (NZIF), these mechanisms do not yet appear to be based on an in-
depth analysis of stakeholders’ transition plans, but rather proceed by applying decision rules based on
widely available indicators, which can sometimes be to the detriment of quality.

Analysis of the commitment mechanisms reveals that their transformative potential appears to be
generally limited, or at any rate difficult to demonstrate on the basis of the available information.
Several ‘glass ceilings’ have been identified, in terms of engagement objectives (a minimal agenda
tailored to the fossil fuel sectors, particularly oil and gas), or in terms of escalation processes (where no
firm and systematic mechanism has been identified). Here too, the framework proposed by the SRI
label's framework would benefit from being more widely implemented at the entity level. Failing that, and
despite the various good practices noted (structured escalation levers, even if not systematic;
presentation of case studies; the emergence of ‘climate red lines’ in certain voting policies), the current
assessment is that this lever’s capacity to drive change in the real economy remains very limited.

Exclusion policies are most often focused on coal, which is naturally under-represented in the
investment universe of the players in question. Oil and gas policies are often limited to
unconventional activities, which do not differ fundamentally from conventional ones in terms of climate

2 Around 1,000 funds managed by some 150 portfolio management companies were certified by the end of February 2026 (see
key figures), two-thirds of which are included in the sample covered by the report.
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impact. This highlights the limitations of this lever, where excluding these players would have the effect
of altering investors’ expectations and financial balances too profoundly. Explicitly acknowledging this
situation in reports would improve the clarity of the information, where ambiguous justifications have
sometimes been identified (e.g. stating that oil and gas contribute to the aligned energy mix, without
specifying that a very rapid fall in their consumption is necessary). Some stakeholders emphasise that
engagement is preferred over exclusion. This approach may be legitimate provided that the engagement
framework is relevant and robust, based in particular on a detailed analysis of companies’ transition
plans. In practice, this does not generally appear to be the case at present (see above).

Decarbonisation targets are very widespread, particularly among insurers. Analysis of their ambition and
current results show that, whilst these targets are generally all aligned with 1.5°C transition scenarios
and have generally all already been met years ahead of schedule, the decarbonisation trajectories
of portfolios do not reflect the trends observed in the real economy. This observation reinforces a
growing realisation within the financial sector that these targets alone cannot underpin a meaningful
climate strategy. Notwithstanding this criticism, the efforts made by certain players, who are aware of
these limitations, to streamline their monitoring of these metrics (forward-looking emissions projections,
work on the factor attribution of past variations) are highlighted.

On biodiversity and deforestation strategies

A review of the biodiversity analysis carried out last year reveals a broadly similar situation, with signs
of progress in the maturity of certain stakeholders’ systems. In light of this situation, the need to pursue
continuous improvement is reiterated, and therefore not to wait until reliable aggregate indicators are
available — which may never emerge in time to address the ecological crisis — before taking action. In
this regard, it is recommended that granular approaches be implemented across critical sectors and
practices (engagement, exclusion, and support for solution providers). Points of caution regarding
aggregated footprint metrics derived from MSA (Mean Species Abundance), which are still widely used,
are reiterated. Regarding collective commitment, the report highlights the value of the Finance for
Biodiversity Pledge initiative and the fact that not all the information to be published is available on its
public repository. Finally, an updated review of a number of funds aimed at the general public (open
funds) highlights the existence of so-called ‘best-in-class’ approaches, where it appears more or less
difficult, depending on the case, to discern the actual contribution to biodiversity objectives. It seems
unrealistic to assume that the adviser distributing the product, let alone the retail investor, will
be able to appreciate the nuance of a product making a genuine contribution, raising the issue
of greenwashing.

For the first time this year, deforestation policies have been analysed. The results show that most
schemes remain limited in scope (areas covered and value chain). Whilst the value chain is beginning
to be addressed, the heart of the matter (notably the food sector) is not covered, highlighting — as with
oil and gas — the difficulty of implementing more ambitious measures if these result in a reduction in the
investment universe.

On taxonomic reporting and fossil fuel exposure

The analysis carried out allows us to update the orders of magnitude: approximately 5% for alignment,
20% for taxonomic eligibility, and shares ranging from 0 to 12% depending on the definition used for
fossil fuels, where the indicator continues to suffer from significant methodological heterogeneity. These
indicators are rarely used for management purposes, though they may be used to illustrate the outcome
of actions (increase in the alignment rate or decrease in the fossil fuel share). In this period of regulatory
overhaul, this situation may prompt reflection on the future of these mechanisms.

EN ADEME ) )
Sustainable finance

R BHOE f) {*BSERVATORY

Liberté
Falité

i
Frersité




Table

SUMMARY .ttt testestesastastastastessesssssssastastestessesssssssassastessessssssssssassassessesssssssassassasse 3
1. INTRODUCGCTION ... cuttiiuiiuiiiiititiiiteitttitettettetettuttectecestessasssstsstesteseessssssssssssssssesssssssssssssassassns 7
1.1.  BACKGROUND TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 29 OF THE ENERGY AND CLIMATE LAW....ccuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieiieenneeee 7
1.2, OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY & e.uetuutetunetuunetnnetuneetueesaetuaetueeetneetsaetnnetunaesueeesnetnaetnnetnneesnetnneeenneesnneenns 7
1.8, ANALYSIS PROCESS ...uettutettuetuneetnettuetnaeetueeetueesaetaaetuaetaneeenatanetunaesaneenaetsaaetnnaesnnaesaetnneeenneesneenns 8
2. OVERVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS.....cuittitiiiiiiiiititiitiiiiiictitietettettestecteceesssaseesteseecsessssssssssasses 10
1.4.  REMINDER OF THE DISCLOSURE FRAMEWORK ...c..uettutettnetnneennneetaeenaeeneeenneeennneeeaennneeneeenneennennasennnsennnne 10
LIRS TS 101V .Y 2 U OP PP RPPPPRPPPRRt 10
T.6.  SUBMISSION STATISTICS ce.ettuneenneennenneeenunetuneennenneenueeennneteaennaeeneenneeeennaneaeennennesernneennennasennnsennnne 10
1.6.1. Submission Of rePOrtS t0 the CTH .....ccuuiiiiiei ettt et e e e e 10
1.6.2. Submission of aNNEXES t0 ThE ACPR.....c..couiiiiiiiie ettt 12
3. ANALYSIS OF PRACTICES ....cutuituitiititiiuiieiiuitieietieitettetteceecessstesteseecescsssssssssssssssesssssssssssssassass 13
3.1, CLIMATE STRATEGIES tuutuutueuieuienientuntusteseesensensasssstesteseesessessssssssssssssaseesesssssessssssssassosssssssssssnsassnns 13
3.1.1. SUMMAIY ettt ettt et e et et st et et et et et e e eaneennenas 13
3.1.2. GLOBDAL CONTEXT ettt et e et ettt e et e e e e ea e en e eaneenaeeanns 15
3.1.3. SCOPE OF QCLION «.vveei ettt te et et e et e te e e e e et et et e aa et eeeaansaneasnetneransaneenns 15
3.1.4. Setting ClIMAtE TArGETS .....uiiuiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e 21
3.1.5. Greenhouse gas emiSSION targelS .........viiuiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 24
3.1.6. Monitoring greenhouse gas €MIiSSIONS METIICS....uuuuiu ettt eie et eie et et eaeeeeneanenens 30
3.1.7. ‘Climate’ finance and its underlying definitions ............ccc.ceiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiici e, 34
3.1.8. Challenges and prospects for metrics and indicators supporting climate strategy .................... 56
3.1.9. CliMate ENGAZEIMENT «..eueeiiee ettt et e et s te et e e e e e e e et et eansensaaneaaeensanesnesnnees 69
3.1.10. PRasing OUt FOSSILFUBIS..........coiuniiiiiiiiiiiiiii i e 84
3.2. BIODIVERSITY STRATEGIES 11tututeteesesesesasasasssssssssesesesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass 97
3.2.1. SUIMIMIAIY ettt et et e et et e e e s e et e ts e e st et et eaneanetaaanetaneanearneaneransaneenns 97
3.2.2. (07075 1(=5 ¢ R PSP P PR UPT PPN 98
3.2.3. LeSSONS FrOmM the @NALYSIS .....ccuviuiiiiiiiii ittt ettt e e e e enas 98
R 7 N B 11 o 121 =5 /21 1 o N 107
3.3.1. Y0 02l AT T PP 107
3.3.2. (00751 1=5 ¢ S PP PRSP PPTPPPN 107
3.3.8. Key fiNdiNgs OF tNE @NALYSIS.....c.ueuenieeee ettt et et e e et e ee e e e et e e e eaeananns 108
3.4.  REPORTING ASPECTS tuutuututeuteusenrentustuseeseesensessessassaseeseesessesssssssssssossessssessssssssssssssossosssssnssssassases 112
3.4.1. J 2o 1Y a0}V 112
3.4.2. FOSSILTUBISNAIE ..c.veiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e e e e 120
4 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF INSURERS’ SUBMISSIONS ....ccctiiiiiiiiiniiniiniiiiiiniencinienciceceneecencenes 126
AT SCOPE «etiieiit ettt ettt ettt ettt a et a ettt et ettt et et e eha et a e ea et et e eaaeenas 126
4.2, CLIMATE STRATEGIES. .. ettuetunt et ettueean e etu et e et etaeeaua e etuaetaaeeaaetaaetaeeeannetenernneanneesaeenneeneennneenns 127
4.3, TAXONOMY .enitiieeiie ettt ettt et e et e et e ea e ta e eaa e eaa e eaa e eaa e e aa e e ta e eaa e eaa e eaae e eaneena e eena e eaneenaeenns 128
4.3.1. EUGIDIlIEY FATIOS «.ueeeeeee ettt ettt et ettt et ettt e e et et e et et eaa e e es et eaneananaeanaennas 128
4.3.2. AUGNIMENTFATIOS eneveieeeie ettt et e e e et et e e et et ea e e e et easaneanesanetneteneaneanennanns 129
4.3.3. StAE OF POITFOLIOS . vveeeeie ettt ettt et e e et e e e et et e et e e e et ean e et eansaaneaneannaeneranns 131
A4, FOSSILFUEL EXPOSURE «..uuetuuttuntttietntt ettt etanetaeeaieetaetaaetan s etaeeesaetaneetaneeaaeseaaeeeraetnnerneennneenns 136
4.5, PHASE-OUT OF FOSSILFUELS ...cvuutttunttunetunetueenaetue et eetneetuaetnnetneeetneetanetneeerneseaneeeraeenneerneennneenns 137
A.6.  BIODIVERSITY eutuuttiettie et ettt et e te e eta e et e et e ta e eta e eta e et e etaa e e taa e eta e eaa e taa e etne e eaneeba e eenneaneanaeenns 138
4.7.  OUTSTANDING AMOUNTS UNDER ARTICLES 8 AND O (SFDR) c.ueuiniiiiiiiie et ee e eete e et e eneee e eaeeneeneans 139
5. APPENDICES......cu ittt ettt tteetattastastasteseeseesassastastastessessssassastassassassassssassasss 141
5.1, REGULATORY REMINDER «..uuttunetunetnnettueeunetueetuneeeaetuaetnaetneeesueenanetaaesnneanneesneanneenaeesnneennaeesnnees 141
5.2.  TABLE OF CTH REPORT SUBMISSIONS BY CATEGORY ... eeuuntuunernnetnneenueennnetneennneenneeenneennerneesneennnernanees 142
5.3.  LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS IN THE “” ANALYSIS SAMPLE ..c..uttuuntttietnntetneenieenaetaeeennneetneeenneeennetneeenneennnernanees 143
5.4, ACT FINANCE ANALYSIS. ettt etun ettt eet e etu e et e et e et etaa e etuaeetaeeaaetaaetnnetnaeeeneannetnaaesnneenneenaees 144
5.4.1. Assessment of the alignment of decarbonisation targets .........ovuuveuvireuiiiieeiiiiieieeiieeieeieennes 144
5.4.2. Assessment 0f COAl PhASE-0UL POLICIES .......eueeneeeeieeeeee et e e e et e e e e e enaenns 146
5.4.3. Assessment of the definition of low-carbon’ assets and ‘transitioning’ companies................. 158
5.4.4. Assessment Of the eNgagemENt STTAtEEY ....uuuvueue e ettt ee et e ee e eaeeaeaeaennanns 163
Ex ADEME Sustainable finance 6
A 2:BSERVATORY




1. Introduction

1.1. Background to the provisions of Article 29 of the Energy and
Climate Law

For several years now, investors have been required, under what was initially the ‘Art. 173 LTECV ”
(Energy Transition for Green Growth Act) and is now the “Article 29 LEC” provision, to publish an annual
report describing their practices for taking into account sustainability aspects in the broadest sense
(environmental, social and governance criteria) in their management/investment activities. This
obligation is set out in Article 29 of the Energy and Climate Act. It is codified in Article L. 533-22-1 of the
Monetary and Financial Code, with the implementing decree codified in Article D. 533-16-1 of the
Monetary and Financial Code. It applies to three main categories of entities, subject to two supervisory
authorities:

e Portfolio management companies, supervised by the AMF

e Insurance organisations, supervised by the ACPR

e Credit institutions and investment firms, solely in respect of their discretionary management and
investment advisory activities. Given this specific feature, the supervisory authority responsible
for obligations under Article 29 of the LEC is the AMF, and not the ACPR, which grants the
general authorisation.

This national framework extends the European regulatory framework, the Sustainable Finance
Disclosure Regulation (SFDR), by requiring detailed information on aspects such as the strategy for
alignment with the Paris Agreement, biodiversity conservation objectives and the integration of ESG
criteria into risk management.

In terms of ambition, the framework establishes a ‘comply or improve’ principle, which requires, in
addition to an explanation for any failure to publish, a detailed improvement plan® . Furthermore, in
addition to publication on the entity’s website, systematic submission is required (i) to ADEME, via the
Climate Transparency Hub (CTH) platform, and (ii) where applicable, to the supervisory authorities in
accordance with the procedures they have defined. In practice, at this stage, the AMF relies on reports
being submitted via the CTH, whilst the ACPR requires a dedicated submission via its own platform.
Finally, since 2023, the ACPR has implemented a standardised data collection mechanism# for insurers
to provide the required information, enabling aggregated statistical analysis. The AMF, which carried out
such a collection in 2023 and 2024 for asset management companies and banks® , did not repeat this
exercise in 2025.

European priorities (implementation and subsequent review of the CSRD, overhaul of the SFDR,
revision of the Green Taxonomy criteria) and national priorities (succession of different governments)
have so far prevented any development of the framework. Its flexible nature nevertheless allows
stakeholders to communicate on their practices, even if these are not explicitly mentioned in the decree
(typically the implementation of methodologies for analysing transition plans, as required in particular by
the SRI label framework).

1.2. Objectives of this study

To encourage improvements in the practices of financial actors, ADEME produces annual analytical
reports on ‘Article 29 LEC’ reports, initially with the support of the European Union via a LIFE Finance
ClimAct programme and, since 2024, in partnership with the SFO (Sustainable Finance Observatory).
The objectives are as follows:

e To present a statistical overview of submissions by number and type of actor, as well as the rate
relative to the total number of entities required to submit;

e Onvarious key topics of the decree (climate and biodiversity strategies, exclusion policies, fossil
fuel share indicators and taxonomy), to compare the practices of market participants with

3 See Article D. 533-16-1(111)(9) of the Monetary and Financial Code: “Where the entity does not publish certain information referred
to in points 1 to 8 bis of Section I, it shall, where applicable, publish a continuous improvement plan that includes [identification
of opportunities for improvement and actions, effective implementation and implementation timetable]”.

4 See ACPR: Instruction No. 2024-1-01

5 See AMF: Instructions DOC-2008-03 and DOC-2014-01
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expectations regarding contributing strategies, formulated in particular through the ACT Finance
methodology;

e |dentify trends in these areas compared with last year (see previous report). This year, however,
the AMF’s failure to collect submissions in a standardised format has significantly limited the
scope of the statistical analyses.

1.3. Analysis process

The information submitted to the CTH takes the form of narrative reports. Since 2023, thanks to
standardised submissions, the ACPR has also been sharing aggregated files with ADEME, enabling the
bulk processing of various quantitative indicators.

A qualitative analysis framework has been developed and 50 reports from insurance and asset
management companies have been scrutinised in relation to the following aspects:
o Climate strategy: financing objectives, temperature alignment, decarbonisation targets.
e Treatment of key scopes (unit-linked products for insurers, dedicated funds and mandates for
asset managers).
e Taxonomy and fossil fuel information
e Biodiversity practices

The players were selected based on the size of their assets under management, ensuring a minimum
level of representation across different profiles (16 insurers, 20 general asset managers, 8 private equity
firms and 6 real estate firms). ‘Building blocks’ from the ACT Finance methodology were used to analyse
the following aspects:

e Level of alignment of carbon footprint reduction targets. Compared to the analyses conducted
last year, the benchmark has evolved to incorporate the latest trajectory published by the SBTi
CNZ 2.0 framework® . This has resulted in a slight decline in scores compared to last year.

e The ‘quality’ of the definition of green, sustainable and aligned assets, etc., used by financial
institutions in their reports, whether linked to investment objectives or simply providing an
overview of their ‘climate’ contribution.

e Quality of the engagement strategy. As detailed in the relevant section, the nature of the
information—based on public data and therefore less comprehensive than in the context of
internal monitoring—Iled us to prioritise aggregated reporting rather than individual reporting.

e Quality of exclusion policies regarding coal, oil and gas and, where applicable, deforestation.

It should be noted that some reports were provided as ‘raw’ PDFs without the option to use the manual
text search function (‘CTRL+F’), which significantly complicates the analysis and may have resulted in
some information being overlooked. The organisations are therefore invited, in the interests of
transparency, to ensure that this search functionality is retained when generating PDFs.

Furthermore, discussions were held with 10% of the stakeholders in the sample to present the analyses
carried out or to discuss certain points in the report and the methodologies employed. We would like to
thank the stakeholders here for their availability and the fruitful nature of the discussions.

Note on potential errors and typos

This report presents aggregated statistics as well as, in some cases, line-by-line information on the 29
LEC reports analysed. Given, on the one hand, the nature of the information (textual) and, on the other
hand, the nature of the analysis (qualitative assessment of systems), it is possible that, despite the
checks carried out, errors or discrepancies in interpretation may remain. In such cases, companies are
invited to contact the authors of the report. The authors may, where appropriate, make a correction, the
reason for which may be contextualised: a factual reading error on the part of the authors, difficulties in
reading the information due to ambiguity or lack of clarity, an unidentified annexed document, etc.

For the insurers’ population, the analysis was supplemented by a repeat of the statistical analyses
carried out last year on various aspects such as climate, biodiversity, the fossil fuel share, etc. In this
regard, analyses were occasionally carried out on the narrative reports where context was required or

6 See Draft SBTi CNZ 2.0, Table F.1.
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doubts arose (regarding taxonomy or the fossil fuel share, understanding a metric for monitoring climate
or biodiversity strategy, etc.). For this third round of standardised data submission, there are still few
formal requirements or checks. Doubts regarding data quality are therefore highlighted here and
throughout the document, and are sometimes illustrated where particular difficulties arise.

It should be noted regarding these statistical analyses that a distinction must be made between the two
groups of stakeholders: (i) insurers with a balance sheet total of over €500 million, who are required to
publish all the provisions of the decree (ii) insurers with a balance sheet total of less than €500 million,
who are required to publish only general policy information, although the latter have the option of
submitting the remaining information on a voluntary basis. In practice, the majority of the statistics relate
to the group with a balance sheet total of over €500 million.

Due to a lack of time and data, analyses on private equity and real estate could not be pursued in depth.
Interested readers may therefore refer to the in-depth analyses of ESG practices in certain asset classes
conducted by other organisations (see, in particular, the ESG studies published by France Invest and
by the OID in conjunction with the ASPIM).

This report is structured as follows:

e A general section providing an overview of the state of submissions (see _2. Overview of
submissions);

e A review of current practices by theme, analysed in greater detail (climate strategies,
biodiversity, deforestation, reporting on taxonomic and fossil fuel holdings, etc.) (see _3. State
of Practices);

e A statistical review of insurers’ contributions (see 4. Statistical analysis of insurers’
contributions).

Ex ADEME Sustainable finance 9

REPUBLIQUE
feancase | @ 2:BSERVATORY
Egalité T o

Fraternité

'''''
nnnnnnnnnn
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2. Overview of submissions

1.4. Reminder of the disclosure framework

The regulatory disclosures associated with Article 29 of the LEC consist, on the one hand, of a public
narrative report and, on the other hand, since 2023 (for the 2022 financial year), of the submission of a
standardised annex to the supervised entity’s supervisor, which only the ACPR carried out in 20257 .
The reporting requirements based on the size of the population are summarised in the table below.

Type of el Other entities

Credit Institution (ClI)  Management Insurance
Investment Firm (IF)® Company Organisation

(PMC)

subject to
regulation

regulated
entity

Supervisor AMF

Report CTH
submission CTH ACPR CTH
Submission of ENJNIPRPE ACPR NA

annex

1.5. Summary

The main findings from the submissions are as follows:

e An overall submission rate to the CTH of 88% (2025 submissions for the 2024 financial year),
an improvement on last year’s rate (76%);

e Among insurers, an increase thanks to ACPR reminders (from 74% to 89%);

e For AM, overall stability (86% to 88%) was observed, with cases of non-submission mainly
linked to situations involving the start or end of authorisation, and to group-level versus entity-
level submissions — it should be noted that group-level submissions are subject to the conditions
specified in the Treasury’s FAQ and to duplicate submissions on the CTH. A number of players
therefore made a group remission without an entity remission.

e For banks, the number of supervised entities was adjusted to account for a misreading of the
decree, resulting in a remission rate similar in magnitude to that of the other categories (80%).

1.6. Submission statistics

1.6.1. Submission of reports to the CTH

As at 31/12/2025, the overall tracking of submissions on the CTH website is as follows, with 897
submissions.

The submission rates for all groups thus exceed 80%. The detailed framework for submissions by
category provided for by the CTH is set out in the annex.

It is reminded that reports must be submitted within six months of the end of the financial year, which
corresponds, for almost all those subject to the requirement, to 30 June 2025° . By that date,
approximately 640 reports had been submitted (600 last year). Thus, nearly 30% of the reports were
submitted late via the CTH platform, 20% of which were submitted during July and August and 10%
thereafter.

" See ACPR Instruction 2024-1-01, Annexes C-D-E-G to view the data templates to be submitted. In 2024, AMF data was submitted
via the ROSA extranet, and its submission is provided for in Instructions DOC-2008-03 and DOC-2014-01.

8 For their portfolio management activities on behalf of third parties and investment advisory activities only (see
Article L. 511-4-3 of the Monetary and Financial Code).

° It is possible for an entity to close its accounts on a date other than 31/12/N, for example on 30/06/N,
in which case the submission is due on 31/12/N. This situation has been encountered very rarely in
practice by ADEME among the entities subject to the requirements.
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https://www.tresor.economie.gouv.fr/Articles/9dda8d8c-85c4-4d74-ba6b-186f3fad4e79/files/73d8e03e-9991-4690-9df8-e00fc591a62b
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/faq/
https://acpr.banque-france.fr/fr/publications-et-statistiques/publications/instruction-ndeg-2024-i-01-abrogeant-et-remplacant-linstruction-ndeg-2022-i-24-du-14-decembre-2022
https://www.amf-france.org/fr/actualites-publications/actualites/rapport-29-de-la-loi-energie-climat-lamf-actualise-sa-doctrine-afin-de-prevoir-les-modalites

Insurers

Total number  of
supervised entities

Number of remissions ‘ 213

88% 80% 88%

Compliance rate ‘ 89%

Voluntary settlements

Groups ‘
Non-life insurers, or life insurers in
Other volunteers run-off, banks without mobile services,
etc.

Other mandatory CDC, IRCANTEC, IRP,
items

Furthermore, the new feature on the CTH website allowing supervised entities to submit amended
returns themselves was used by around 10% of them, mainly for layout issues, additional figures or
corrections of typographical errors. In the statistics, it is the original submission date that has been
recorded.

Compared with last year, an improvement in submission statistics has been observed, particularly
among insurers, as the obligation to submit to the CTH was once again highlighted by the supervisor.

Submission monitoring | Financial year (31/12) | 2022 2023 2024
Insurers 244 239 239
Subjected basis AM 687 682 666
Banks 283* 156* 55
Total 1,214 1,077 960
Insurers 95 176 213
Submitters AM 579 587 589
Banks 45 51 44
Total 719 814 846
Insurers 39% 74% 89%
L AM 84% 86% 88%
Submission rate
Banks N/A N/A 80%
Total 59% 76% 88%

*With regard to banks (credit institutions and investment firms), the rate has increased due to a
reduction in the number of entities subject to the requirement, following further clarification provided
by the AMF regarding the scope of the requirement: consequently, only banks that actually carry out
asset management activities on behalf of third parties are subject to the requirement, but not those that
exclusively provide investment advice. This results in a reduction in the number of entities considered
liable from 156 to 55 between the 2023 and 2024 financial years. The previous year’s change was linked
to a clarification provided by the Treasury’s FAQ in April 2024, stating that only firms actually carrying
out the activities covered by the scheme were required to submit a report® .

Among the cases of non-submission, the following are observed:
e Situations relating to the ‘life cycle’ of organisations, notably mergers or the dissolution of
portfolio management companies during 2025
e ‘Group’ remissions that are not identified as valid remissions at the level of each constituent
entity, in particular with regard to compliance with the conditions set out in question 13 of the

© The nature of the available data did not allow for a pro forma calculation to be made.
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Treasury’s April 2024 FAQ' and the requirement set out in question 5 of the CTH’s FAQ to
make duplicate remissions for each entity. As a result, the associated remissions have been
classified as ‘group’ voluntary remissions and the underlying entities as non-remitting.

Conversely, various cases of ‘voluntary’ submissions have been identified:
e Group submissions, including cases where a report per entity is produced in addition to the
group report;
e Non-life insurers and banks engaged exclusively in advisory activities or not actually carrying
out advisory or management activities on behalf of third parties
e Life insurers in run-off, i.e. insurers that no longer take on new contracts and manage existing
commitments on a ‘run-off’ basis.

Finally, it is noted that the number of submissions concerning ‘non-supervised’ entities (supplementary
pension institutions, Caisse des Dépoéts et Consignations, etc.) remains stable compared with last year
(10), with two entities not having renewed their submission and two new ones having submitted one.
However, ADEME is unable to assess the completeness of the submissions in the absence of an
exhaustive list of the entities subject to the requirements.

The complete list of entities that were subject to a qualitative analysis, which served as the basis for the
section presenting the state of practices (see3. ), is available in the appendix (see5.3 ).

1.6.2. Submission of annexes to the ACPR

The table below provides an overview of the annexes submitted to the ACPR and forwarded to ADEME
via aggregated files:

Number of of which of which of which
ey mandatory mandatory 12
submissions > €500m < €500m voluntary
Number P8 138 77 13
% | 60.5% 33.8% 5.7%
Insurance | & istanding
(€m) 2,814,460 |, 509 754 11,706
% | 99.6% 0.4%

It can thus be seen that entities exceeding the €500 million threshold account for the majority of total
submissions. The analysis identified 13 voluntary submissions, which were provided by non-life insurers
and group parent companies.

The analyses carried out on this database are presented in part 4.

"In particular, the last paragraph: “The publication of a single report at group level is permitted provided that it does
not result in any loss of accuracy of information compared to the publication of reports by each constituent entity.”
2 Qutstanding amounts are not specified for this column, as voluntary submissions are not subject to differentiated
reporting based on the €500m threshold.
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3. Analysis of practices

This section presents the analyses carried out, in particular, on the qualitative sample of 50 players
described in the appendix 5.3 . Where relevant, it is informed by the insights drawn from the statistical
analysis of insurers (see section4. ). Itis divided by theme:

e analysis of climate strategies from various angles: a discussion of the scope of action, a
description of the types of objectives set, followed by a breakdown by lever (carbon metrics,
financing, engagement, exclusion);

e analysis of biodiversity strategies;

e analysis of deforestation strategies;

e An analysis of various aspects of reporting, including in particular taxonomy and fossil fuel
reporting.

3.1. Climate strategies

3.1.1. Summary

The role expected of the financial sector in supporting climate transition objectives is to channel financial
flows towards the investments necessary for the transition, and to prevent further investment in activities
that delay or hinder this transition. In practical terms, this contribution must first and foremost rely on the
ability of financial actors to assess the degree of climate alignment of the economic entity in which they
are investing: a company, a project, an asset, etc. This analysis enables them to act in an informed
manner, taking into account their specific constraints. In practical terms, this may involve setting ‘green’
financing targets, limits on ‘brown’ financing, dedicated products, a targeted engagement strategy or an
exclusion policy, integration into the risk management framework... whilst sometimes recognising that,
given the volume of funds to be invested, it is inevitable that some financing will remain insufficiently or
even entirely misaligned. The clarity provided by the analysis allows, in such cases, for the adaptation
of communication to the general public.

Analysis of industry practices reveals a positive trend in the implementation of methodologies for
analysing transition plans, the presence of which is confirmed in the majority of 29 LEC reports from
general asset management firms and in those of a substantial number of insurers in the sample studied.
This momentum is driven in particular by the implementation of the third version of the French SRI label
framework, which makes such a methodology mandatory, with most large asset management firms
offering SRI-labelled funds'3 .

However, there are still steps to be taken before these methodologies are widely adopted in line with
the target vision described above. An analysis of investment targets and, above all, the underlying
definitions they entail reveals a wide variety of approaches to what is considered ‘green’, ‘responsible’,
‘sustainable’, ‘supporting the transition’, etc. The majority of the assets covered appear in practice to be
Green Bonds, adhering to various standards, whilst the fragility of some has prompted the European
Union to develop a regulatory standard with the EU GBS. It is also emphasised that considering a green
bond in isolation from any assessment of the underlying issuer may undermine the validity of the asset’s
‘green’ classification, both in terms of its contribution (for example, if the issue serves only to replace
other corporate financing, which continues to be invested in projects incompatible with the transition)
and from a risk perspective (the ‘green bond’ status does not in itself protect against the risk of default).
The indiscriminate use of product categorisation (Art. 8/9 SFDR) or labels (generic real estate labels)
without regard to their climate contribution is also a point of concern.

Furthermore, certain categorisation systems are emerging, inspired in particular by the NZIF
framework. However, the approaches observed do not appear to be based on an in-depth analysis of
the stakeholders’ transition plans, but rather seek to meet the criteria set out by the framework using
widely available sources, even if their relevance is questionable (for example, TPl analyses do not
measure performance). In the absence of readily available specific, a temptation that has been identified
is to simply omit the criterion in question (see MSCI and capital allocation). This situation does not allow

® Around 1,000 funds managed by some 150 portfolio management companies were certified as at the end of
February 2026 (see key figures), two-thirds of the sample covered by the report.
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for a clear account of the company’s positioning. In such cases, it is preferable, as one stakeholder
does, to refrain from considering the higher-level categories of the framework, or at the very least to
propose specific labels that highlight the identified shortcomings.

Analyses of engagement mechanisms, conducted in particular using the ACT Finance methodology,
highlight that their transformative capacity appears generally weak, or at least difficult to demonstrate
on the basis of the available information. Several ‘glass ceilings’ have been identified, in terms of
engagement objectives (where stakeholders do not appear to be expected to clearly request that a given
priority area adopt a credible transition plan), or in terms of escalation processes (where no firm and
systematic mechanism has been identified). Here again, the framework proposed by the SRI label's
quidelines would benefit from being more widely implemented at the entity level. Failing that, and despite
the various good practices identified (structured escalation levers, even if they are not systematic; the
presentation of case studies; the emergence of ‘climate red lines’ in certain voting policies), the current
observation is that the use of this lever to drive change in the real economy remains very limited.

The climate part of 29 LEC reports of a significant number of stakeholders still confine themselves to
setting out exclusion policies, measuring the portfolio’s carbon footprint and tracking overall
decarbonisation targets.

As regards exclusion policies, these are most often focused on coal, which is naturally under-
represented in the investment portfolios of the relevant players. Oil and gas policies, which are less
widespread, are very often limited to unconventional activities, which certainly raise related issues
(particularly in terms of biodiversity and pollution) but do not fundamentally differ from conventional
extractive activities in terms of climate impact, whereas the scientific consensus is unequivocal
regarding the future of these resources in a decarbonised world. This highlights the limitations of the
exclusion framework, where these energy players carry such weight in the general investment
universe that they are very difficult to ignore in a context where financial institutions are compelled to
aim for capturing the main market trends (alpha). In this case, it is important to emphasise, on the one
hand, the need for clarity and consistency in communication when choosing to continue investing in this
sector, and on the other hand, the potential shift that can occur between exclusion and engagement.
However, this requires significantly strengthening the latter lever, given the observations made above.

As for decarbonisation targets, these are particularly widespread among insurers. An analysis of their
ambition and current results shows that, whilst these targets are generally all aligned with 1.5°C
transition scenarios and have generally all already been met years ahead of schedule, the
decarbonisation trajectories of portfolios do not reflect the trends observed in the real economy.
This observation reinforces a growing realisation within the financial sector that these targets alone
cannot underpin a meaningful climate strategy. Notwithstanding this criticism of aggregated carbon
approaches as the central metric for steering climate strategy, the efforts made by certain players—who
are aware of these limitations—to streamline their monitoring (prospective view of emissions, work on
the factor-based attribution of past variations) should be commended.

To enable significant progress in practices, and as the 2030 deadline set by the European
decarbonisation strategy draws nearer, stakeholders must develop and rely on their systems for
analysing corporate transition plans.
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3.1.2. Global context

Article D. 533-16-1(111-6) of the Monetary and Financial Code requires detailed information on the
strategy adopted by the regulated entity to align itself with the objectives for limiting global warming. The
framework sets out (i) a timeframe (reduction targets for 2030 and every five years until 2050) and (ii)
guidelines for certain metrics, prioritising those relating to greenhouse gas emissions or an implicit
measure of temperature rise. The development of alternative frameworks remains possible.
Furthermore, details are requested on various aspects, such as the policies put in place for a phased-
out of coal and unconventional hydrocarbons. These elements are further supplemented by the
requirements of 111-4° relating to engagement policy.

The analyses conducted focus on a sample of 50 actors. They involved:

e Reflecting on the scope of action of the various actors and the differentiated levers depending
on these (general assets vs. unit-linked products for insurers, open-ended funds vs. dedicated
funds and mandates for asset management companies);

e Identifying the climate objectives presented by financial institutions according to their different
types;

e Exploring aspects of carbon metrics (targets and monitoring), financing (targets and definition),
engagement (overall quality of mechanisms) and fossil fuel exclusions (quality of exclusion
policies). Where relevant, these analyses were informed by various indicators from the ACT
Finance methodology, which aims to assess the climate strategy of financial institutions. (see
5.4,

As in the previous year, a more qualitative section sets out the challenges and prospects relating to the
various metrics and indicators supporting the implementation of a financial institution’s climate strategy:
carbon metrics and financial metrics.

3.1.3. Scope of action

For a financial institution, the levers for action vary depending on the type of activity, which can lead to
strategies with different approaches and ambitions: this applies to unit-linked products for life insurers,
but also to dedicated funds and mandates for portfolio management firms. This section, which is new
compared to last year’s report, aims to briefly describe the main challenges by type of actor and the
macro-practices observed. It concludes by setting out a number of proposals for greater transparency
on the part of the actors, particularly regarding dedicated funds and mandates.

3.1.3.1. Scope of unit-linked products (insurers)
Principles

The investments on a life insurer’s balance sheet can broadly be divided into three main categories:

e On the one hand, assets corresponding to equity, which constitute the insurer’s own capital;

e Secondly, assets corresponding to commitments made to policyholders (euro funds or general
assets);

e And finally, assets representing unit-linked products (UL), which are recorded on the insurer’s
balance sheet and for which the insurer guarantees liquidity to the policyholder, but where the
market risk is borne entirely by the latter.

In practice, the first two categories may be treated as one and the same, as the distinction is analytical
rather than accounting.

As described in the Crédit Mutuel Insurance Group’s 29 LEC report, ‘Unit-linked products (UL) are
financial vehicles offered within life insurance and retirement savings policies, enabling policyholders to
diversify their investments and invest in the financial markets in a more or less dynamic and risky
manner, depending on their risk profile. These vehicles do not offer a capital guarantee (unlike euro-
denominated funds); their value rises or falls in line with movements in the financial markets. The insurer
is only liable for the number of units net of fees in the policy and not for the value of the units. [...] When
investing in unit-linked products, the policyholder has the choice of either selecting the investment
vehicles for their policy themselves, or investing in delegated management options (unit-linked
packages or managed accounts), where the underlying funds are selected [by the insurer]”.
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Thus, the insurer is not primarily exposed from a ‘risk’ perspective. However, it remains potentially
exposed (i) to the direct performance of the products if its remuneration structure (fees) is wholly or
partly indexed to the amount of assets under management and (ii) to a broader business model risk if
the referenced products are underperforming overall.

In terms of impact, the influence is less direct than on the general assets, as the insurer is not
responsible for the choice of investments made, except where authority has been delegated. However,
various levers are available to the insurer. The insurer remains responsible for the selection of
investable financial products (primarily funds, but also equities or structured products), for which, in
addition to the obligation introduced in 2020 by the PACTE Act of 22 May 2019 to offer at least one
responsible product, it may draw up a set of specifications including minimum non-financial
requirements. They may also support investors in their choices by providing information, or even
incentivise them, for example through a flexible pricing policy.

The implementation of these levers may depend on various factors: the ability to gather high-quality
information on financial products (one of the objectives of the SFDR), the ability to present the
information in a form that is understandable to the investor, the institution’s bargaining power to impose
its specifications, and strategic guidelines enabling it to take the step of introducing flexible pricing or
stricter product selection criteria. Finally, it is necessary to address the issue of existing contract
portfolios, and the legal and operational capacity to halt or encourage a reallocation of investment flows
from products deemed incompatible with an aligned trajectory towards more virtuous alternatives.

Practices

Most of the 16 insurers in the sample have a unit-linked portfolio share of between 15% and 40%. Their
29 LEC reports were analysed to identify the prominence given to unit-linked products. Most players
include sections and paragraphs dedicated to unit-linked products, often treated as a distinct asset
class', to describe the specific actions taken regarding this class, which facilitates reading and analysis.

The analysis reveals three main types of practice, which vary as much as the number of providers:

e For around 20% of insurers, unit-linked products are subject to a dedicated and tailored
strategy, with clearly stated minimum requirements, notably the application of an exclusion
policy for the referenced product that is at least equivalent to that of the insurer;

e For just over half, unit-linked products are the subject of particular attention, demonstrated in
particular by an ESG due diligence process, which remains, however, described in general
terms. Any actions taken may be on a best-efforts basis (phrasing such as ‘the insurer will,
where possible, give preference to responsible investments’);

e Forjust over a quarter, the insurer remains at the stage of gathering ESG information (notably
monitoring financed emissions) and monitoring/highlighting the labelled portion of unit-linked
funds, without it being possible to identify any specific strategy or action aimed at encouraging
a reallocation of financial flows

The following noteworthy practices were identified:

Compared with other reports that are largely policy-based, Suravenir’s report describes in greater detail
(p- 77 et seq.) the assessment framework for new portfolio management companies. In particular, it
requests information on sectoral policies regarding fossil fuels and an analysis of discrepancies with the
insurer’s policy.

Several players emphasise that they are considering the issue in order to improve their systems, for
example Predica: “Aware of the growing importance of unit-linked products in clients’ savings, Crédit
Agricole Assurances is committed to strengthening the consideration of ESG criteria in the selection of
these products. A process to harmonise non-financial indicators is underway across international entities
to provide a consolidated view. Furthermore, the unit-linked product selection policy will be reviewed to
ensure consistency with the investment strategy applied to equity funds and euro-denominated funds.”

4 This implies a need for granularity in the information pursuant to Article D. 533-16-1(I1)(1) of the Monetary and Financial Code:
“1° Information shall be published by distinguishing between asset classes.”
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At least two insurers have committed to offering only Art. 8 or 9 SFDR products via their unit-linked
funds, which is a systematically restrictive approach but which, given the self-declaratory nature and the
lack of operational clarity of the regulatory definitions currently set out by the SFDR (notably the concept
of ‘sustainable investment’), does not in itself guarantee that the associated product will contribute
positively to the climate transition or biodiversity, for example.

Finally, no practices were identified in this sample relating to measures targeting the investor
themselves:
e Information/warnings regarding the potential incompatibility of certain products/securities with
climate transition or biodiversity requirements;
e Preferential pricing based on the climate profile or, more broadly, the non-financial profile of the
financial product.
Stakeholders are invited to explore these areas, which can contribute significantly to the reallocation of
capital flows whilst enabling insurers to improve their capacity to analyse financial products.

3.1.3.2. Scope of dedicated funds and mandates (asset managers and insurers)
Principles

On the one hand, asset management companies offer ‘open-ended funds’, in which various
stakeholders, whether retail or professional investors, can invest, and where the management of the
fund — including its sustainability aspects — is entirely in the hands of the asset management company,
with the investor having the choice of whether or not to invest.

On the other hand, management companies may be called upon to manage investment mandates or
dedicated funds. They then respond to calls for tenders and the specifications of the delegating entity
(generally an asset owner: insurer, pension fund, etc.). The various aspects of fund management,
including sustainability aspects, must then be discussed with the client.

Within this specific scope of dedicated funds and mandates, management companies have various
levers at their disposal to contribute to climate and biodiversity objectives, notably:
e Providing expertise and proposing solutions, particularly when the asset owner requests this
when setting out their requirements, in accordance with their own policy;
e Inthe absence of a specific request, engaging with the client to raise awareness of these issues
and proposing a solution that takes them into account;
e Setting red lines in terms of business conduct and declining to respond to calls for tenders that
refuse to take into account aspects of compatibility with the achievement of international
agreements on climate and biodiversity (whether through exclusion or engagement).

Thus, an asset management company cannot absolve itself of responsibility within the scope of
dedicated funds and mandates: agreeing to manage a client’s interests, even where these are
incompatible with the objectives of the Paris Agreement, constitutes a conscious choice in terms of
business model. For its part, the asset owner remains, of course, primarily responsible for its choice and
must ensure it expresses its expectations, as required by the decree on mandates™ .

The report wishes to emphasise this point because, beyond the fact that any asset management firm is
entitled to choose its business model according to its constraints, certain combined exchanges with
various stakeholders sometimes give the impression of a ‘dilution of responsibility’ where:

e on the one hand, the asset owner does not develop their own strategy for delegated
investments, or, not being an expert themselves, indicates that they will leave it to the asset
manager;

e on the other hand, the asset manager hides behind the asset owner’s unspoken expectations
to justify a lack of action.

Practices in asset management companies’ reports

The treatment of dedicated funds and mandates by asset management companies in their 29 LEC
reports is difficult to discern in most reports, which either do not address the subject (a CTRL+F search
for ‘mandates’ or ‘dedicated funds’ returns nothing, potentially because they do not actually have any),
or simply mention it to state that the indicators cover this scope, without identifying any specific actions

® See Article D. 533-16-1(Ill-1)(d) of the Monetary and Financial Code: “[information relating to] d) Taking into account
environmental, social and governance criteria in the decision-making process for the award of new management mandates by the
entities referred to in Articles L. 310-1-1-3 and L. 385-7-2 of the Insurance Code;”
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in this regard. Out of 20 generalist players, the proportion represented by mandates was identified in
only one report.

This situation may be linked in particular to the fact that mandates and dedicated funds are not
necessarily considered a separate asset class'® , as well as to confidentiality considerations.
Furthermore, depending on the type of operator, some may have very little activity of this kind, or may
operate as a ‘special-purpose subsidiary’ within a group, and therefore apply the same policy
consistently with the group entity they serve, which does not require specification.

In reports where information could be identified, and without claiming to be exhaustive, the observed
practice is that the ESG approach applied by the asset management company to its open-ended funds,
including any climate-related exclusions, is presented to the client, with a degree of systematic
application varying according to the wording:

e “These policies are also offered to our clients of portfolio management services or dedicated
funds, who are free to adopt them or not”,

e “The Fossil Fuels Policy applies to all directly managed portfolios [...], including dedicated funds
and third-party mandates, unless otherwise instructed by the client”,

e “This policy applies to all actively managed open-ended funds [...] and becomes the standard
for new mandates and dedicated funds.”

It therefore appears that the client always has the option to reject the proposed approach without having
to provide an equivalent or minimum alternative. This practice is likely applied much more widely by all
players who do not explicitly address the issue (see above). This could therefore be potentially
problematic in terms of transparency. Indeed, stating that a policy applies to all open-ended funds
without specifying that there are also mandates or dedicated funds—and, crucially, the proportion of the
latter—gives the uninformed reader a false impression of comprehensiveness.

In terms of specific points of attention, it has been noted that one player distinguishes between two
levels of approach in its exclusion policies, one of which has more flexible exclusion thresholds for
‘certain UCITS and mandates’, without, however, indicating whether every UCITS/mandate applies this
second approach as a minimum.

Another states that, whilst it excludes dedicated funds and mandates from its climate objectives, it
systematically shares its research on the subject with its clients: “Monitoring of COZ2 emissions
reductions will focus on open-ended funds [...] as these are the portfolios over which the management
company exercises full responsibility and makes its own choices. Indeed, we are dependent on the
objectives and constraints set by clients for discretionary mandates and dedicated funds. However, we
systematically present the status of our approaches and methodologies to encourage our clients to
adopt them.”

Finally, regarding voting policy, most players state that they apply their global voting policy “unless
otherwise agreed with the client’.

Practices in insurers’ reports

The issue of engagement by portfolio management firms as a whole (whether within the unit-linked
scope or in dedicated funds and mandates) is not always addressed, and when it is, it is usually only in
principle (ESG questionnaire/due diligence without a clearly stated minimum standard). The
sustainability approach adopted by the asset manager for a particular dedicated fund is sometimes
reproduced verbatim in the insurer’s report without any identification of a coherent overall strategy on
the part of the insurer or any analysis by the insurer of the quality of the framework.

6 As the assessment is left to the discretion of the relevant body according to criteria to be justified, this has not
been observed in practice at this stage by ADEME, cf. 11-1° of Article D. 533-16-1 of the Monetary and Financial Code:
“1° The information is published by distinguishing between asset classes. The entity shall describe how this
distinction has been made |[...]".
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3.1.3.3. Proposals to stakeholders

Given the challenges and the current state of affairs, particularly regarding the scope of dedicated funds
and mandates, the following proposals are made to stakeholders with a view to improving practices:

For asset management companies:

e Where applicable, the fact that the client’'s best interests must take precedence and that this
implies not setting any minimum conditions must be stated clearly and unambiguously in the
report;

e Transparency would be enhanced if asset management companies specified, as is the case
with unit-linked products for insurers, the strategy (or lack thereof) applied within this scope, and
the scale of the latter. In this regard, the discretion granted to the regulated entity to describe its
approach by ‘asset class’'” could be usefully employed to highlight the efforts of market
participants;

e Indeed, regarding the strategy itself, there is a range of levers for action: information,
engagement, collaborative market dialogue, etc., of which setting ‘red lines’ (refusing to comply
with a client’s request that would undermine the achievement of climate and biodiversity
objectives) is merely the last lever;

e Inorder to guide, in particular, their engagement policy towards their asset owner clients, asset
management companies could usefully assess the proportion of assets under management in
discretionary mandates/dedicated funds that are subject to a specific climate strategy, and the
overall quality of these strategies, which would enable them to identify priority engagement
actions, or even assess the lack of immediate impact in terms of business volume that would
result from excluding the few funds and mandates that do not offer a satisfactory minimum
approach. For the sake of transparency, the size of dedicated assets under management that
do not meet a satisfactory minimum climate approach could be disclosed.

For insurers:

e Clearly identify the proportion of ‘indirect’ investments (dedicated funds, mandates) entrusted
to asset managers;

e Describe the strategy and engagement actions undertaken with asset managers, and in
particular detail the expectations — or lack thereof — regarding climate strategy or biodiversity
for this portfolio;

e In particular, specify whether there is a potential trade-off with financial performance
requirements (are there sustainability red lines, even if this comes at the cost of a fraction of
financial performance or market decoupling, or is the latter systematically the primary
objective?);

e Assess the quality of the climate initiatives adopted by managers across the various delegated
asset pockets, whether through dedicated funds or mandates.

Taking a step back to consider the overall market picture, it is worth noting that, given the number of
entities — both insurers and asset management firms — which state, in their 29 LEC reports or other
communications, that the climate transition is a ‘pillar’ or ‘at the heart’ of their approach, it would indeed
seem curious to observe that the proportion of assets under management in mandates or dedicated
funds lacking a climate approach of minimum quality is significant.

17 Article D. 533-16-1(lI-1) of the Monetary and Financial Code: “The entity may make further distinctions by business activity,
investment portfolio, issuer, sector or any other relevant distinction.”
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3.1.34. Other aspects: index replication, funds of funds, etc.

Some players justify the lack of a specific ESG approach on the grounds of the specific nature of their
activities: replication of an index containing ‘carbon-intensive’ assets or passive management more
generally, securitisation or fund-of-funds activities with difficulties in accessing the underlying assets,
pure quantitative management, etc.

Regarding these activities, the comments from previous years’ reports are reiterated and supplemented:
the nature of the activity does not imply that it is impossible to implement an ESG approach, but
rather that the levers must be adapted. Thus:

- Funds of funds: the implementation of a due diligence and engagement process with asset
management companies, which is still rarely mentioned and even less detailed in 29 LEC
reports, enables funds of funds to be covered in a relevant manner;

- Index-based products: ‘traditional’ indices, which reflect the economy, are likely to include
components that are not, or not yet sufficiently, aligned with the Paris Agreement. In addition to
the fact that a particularly robust engagement policy can be implemented, it is emphasised that
the development of ‘non-financial’ indices incorporating various approaches, including positive
screening or exclusion policies, can offer an alternative and help to reallocate capital flows.

- Securitisation. There is technically no obstacle to adding extra-financial filters to securitised
financial instruments. It is therefore a choice left to the discretion of the securitisation entities
and/or their shareholders. The implementation of filters can send an incentive signal regarding
the expected underlying assets to all affected business lines.

- Derivatives. Provided that contracts clearly identify a single underlying asset, there is no
inherent impossibility or even any technical difficulty in implementing a ‘traditional’ non-financial
approach. Furthermore, with the rise of non-financial indices, it is also possible to apply a non-
financial policy to index-based instruments.

Generally speaking, quantitative approaches can be configured to incorporate extra-financial
constraints, which will simply be added to the other rules. There is therefore not necessarily a technical
challenge, but rather a limitation on flexibility and thus on profit prospects (though it should be noted
that these have been achieved at the expense of contributing to the transition). One market participant
thus highlights the inclusion of a ‘Do not Overweight’ principle, ensuring that no issuer is overweighted
relative to a benchmark index across all its products.
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3.1.4. Setting climate targets

Various types of objectives have been identified. It should be noted that, in practice, there are subtle
differences in the strength of their wording (‘I commit to’, ‘I aim to’) and varying degrees of specificity
(stating the starting point, monitoring expressed on an annual basis, etc.). The concept of a target has
been interpreted broadly in order to best illustrate current practices. The categories of targets selected
are as follows:

e Targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions (for example: “I commit to reducing the
carbon footprint of my portfolio by 30%, expressed in tCO2e/€m invested, between 2019 and
2025”);

e Targets expressed in terms of temperature alignment (e.g. “/ have an implicit temperature
target for my securities portfolios of 2.5°C by 2030”), generally accompanied by a specific
description of the methodology adopted;

¢ Financing, investment or alignment targets (e.g. “l aim to inject an additional €XX billion into
the ecological and energy transition”, “our ambition is for XX% of our assets under management
to be invested in companies with targets aligned with a 1.5°C scenario”);

e Engagement targets (e.g. “Our objective is to engage with the 20 highest-emitting companies
in our investment portfolio.”);

e Fossil fuel exclusion policies, whether relating to coal or oil and gas;

e Any other commitments that could not be linked to any of the above categories.

It should be noted that it is the presence of an element that is taken into account, and not its quality,
which is discussed in the relevant sections.

Analysis of the 29 LEC reports from the 50 organisations yields the following summary table:

Type of commitment Insurer  AMGEN AMPE AMRE  Total
GHG target 94% 50% 25% 67% 62%
Temperature target 13% 25% 25% 17% 20%
Investment target 69% 35% 50% 0% 44%
Engagement target 38% 40% 25% 0% 32%

el:l(cc):lucsci)&rgitments identified — excluding 0% 15% 259 17% 12%
Fossil fuel exclusion policy 100% 95% 88% 0% 84%
No commitments identified 0% 5% 0% 17% 4%
Reminder: sample size 16 20 8 6 50

The vast majority of stakeholders, and in particular all insurers in the sample, have adopted at least one
target. Excluding exclusion policies, greenhouse gas (GHG) emission targets are the most common,
particularly among insurers (the entire sample except one, which has a temperature target) and real
estate asset management companies. Targets expressed as an implicit temperature increase are less
common (20%) and are generally used as an alternative to GHG targets.

Financing targets are mainly reported by insurers and private equity firms and take various forms, as
detailed below (see0 ). Engagement targets tend to relate to a defined scope (the top 20 emitters in line
with insurers’ NZAOA engagement, or a percentage of financed emissions for certain generalist asset
management firms).

The implementation of coal or oil exclusion policies is systematic or almost systematic for insurers and
generalist asset management firms. It remains very common among private equity firms, which operate
in a more specialised investment universe. No such policies were identified among real estate firms. An
analysis of the quality of the policies in place is presented in the section3.1.10 .
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Among the ‘other’ commitments identified, Lazard Fréres Gestion proposes a series of medium- to long-
term commitments, based primarily on their temperature alignment metric:

“Medium-term objectives | 2024—2030

- Publish our alignment levels for each SRI fund

- Limit (or even exclude) issuers whose temperature level exceeds 5°C

- Support the companies and projects in which we invest towards a path to alignment by 2050 through
engagement

- 100% of our open-ended funds below 2°C (+/- 10%)

- 100% of the companies we invest in have a climate target

- Join the ‘Net Zero Asset Manager Initiative’

Long-term objectives | 2030 and beyond

- 2030 target: publish our alignment levels for all funds

- 2035 target: align all open-ended funds with the Paris Agreement

- 2040 target: align all funds and dedicated mandates with the Paris Agreement

- 2045 target: 100% of portfolio companies have a decarbonisation pathway / validated 2°C alignment
- 2050 target: 100% of portfolio companies have a validated decarbonisation pathway / alignment below
20C”

The financial institutions for which no targets or coal or oil exclusion policies have been identified are:
e BlackRock France S.A.S (GEN)
e LaFrancaise Real Estate Manager (RE). In the absence of a report at entity level, no specific
commitment or commitment specifically applicable to the entity could be identified in the group
report.

Furthermore, for four other entities, the only commitments identified relate to an exclusion policy:

e Amundi Private Equity Funds (PE). In the absence of a report at entity level, it could not be
identified in the group’s report as a specific commitment or one specifically applicable to the
entity.

e Ardian France (PE)

e Natixis IM International (GEN)

e Ostrum AM (GEN)

It should be noted that this absence of targets does not imply a lack of measurement and monitoring of
the portfolio’s climate performance using carbon, financial or other metrics, nor does it imply a lack of
due diligence procedures (for private equity) or a lack of engagement with the companies and assets in
which the portfolio invests, all of these elements generally being taken into account from a
risk/opportunity perspective, but the absence in the reports of formalised climate-related targets at entity
level relating to these elements.

Furthermore, Ardian France states in its report that it is “simultaneously developing a climate strategy
with the aim of formalising a holistic strateqgy including greenhouse gas emission reduction targets and
quantitative targets at the level of the management company and for its investment activities. Ardian’s
climate strategy is a long-term project and the conclusions are currently being finalised. The preliminary
information in response to the disclosure requirements set out in Article D. 533-16-1(1l)(6) of the
Monetary and Financial Code will be provided once the strategy has been approved.”

It is noted, however, that the 2021 report of the same entity contains more or less the same statement,
thus highlighting a clear lack of visible progress on the subject: “A carbon reduction plan in line with the
Paris Agreement using science-based methodologies is expected to be defined, including quantitative
reduction targets with specific time horizons. This strategy aims to maximise Ardian’s leadership and
contribution to the transition of the real economy towards a low-carbon and socially inclusive society,
whilst complying with the most robust international regulations and being based on the most relevant
industry standards.”
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Apart from certain specific cases (Natixis IMI operates primarily by delegating various other asset
managers within a ‘multi-boutique’ group structure, Amundi PEF and La Francaise Real Estate Manager
are part of a group), the presence of a minority of asset management companies without any specific
stated objectives may be due in particular to an overarching positioning philosophy whereby the asset
manager considers that it must act by executing its clients’ objectives, which implies a lack of
commitment at the entity level, but potential commitments at the level of certain funds.

Thus, Ostrum AM, which also offers SRI funds requiring the analysis of the transition plans of companies
in its portfolio (see3.1.8.2 ), states that it contributes to meeting its clients’ commitments:

LA MISE EN CEUVRE DES ENGAGEMENTS DE NOS CLIENTS

Certains de nos clients institutionnels sont signataires de la Net Zero Asset Owner Alliance [NZADA) de
'ONU.

Lancée en septembre 2019 lors du Sommet Action Climat des Nations Unies, lAlliance NZAQ rassemble
des investisseurs institutionnels ayant pris l'engogement dossurer la transition de leur portefeuille
d'investissernents vers la neutralité carbone d'ici 2050, LAlliance fonde son action surune valonté de mise
en ceuvre de [Accord de Paris, auant pour principal objectif de limiter lo housse de lo température
mouenne globale a 1,5°C.

Les membres de lAllionce sont les premiers du secteur financier a fixer des objectifs intermédiaires, qui
comprennent des fourchettes de réduction des émissions de COz pour 2025 [22 %-32 %) et pour 2030
(40 %-60 %).

Doutres clients se sont égolement fixés des objectifs climotigues ambitieux qu'Ostrum Asset
Management s'engage @ respecter.

BlackRock France, for its part, refers explicitly to its clients’ choices, whatever their orientation, within a
framework focused on risk/return prospects. Its ‘climate’ section thus consists solely of the following
paragraph:

7. Alignment with the Paris Agreement

The money BlackRock manages is not its own — it belongs to BlackRock's clients, many of whom
make their own asset allocation and portfolio construction decisions. As a fiduciary, BlackRock
invests on clients’ behalf to help them meet their investment objectives. The firm does this by
understanding clients’long-term investment objectives and offering choice on how and where they
wishto investtheir money. BlackRockthen helps clients seek the best risk-adjusted returns based
on those choices, underpinning this work with research, data and analytics.

Forclients interested in sustainability and the transition to alow-carbon economy, BlackRock offers
awide range of investment products, analytics and research to help them achieve their chosen
investmentobjectives. BlackRock's sustainable and transitioninvesting platformis driven by clients’
needs, along with BlackRock's continuedinvestment conviction that the energy transition is a mega
force shaping economies and markets Further information on BlackRock's sustainable and
transition investing platform is available in section 2.1, above.

At an entity level, BFS does not set climate-related targets for the AUM it manages on behalf of
clients due to BlackRock's role as a fiduciary, delivering on the instructions and guidelines that
clients ultimately select. For additional detail relating to product specific sustainability objectives,
please refer to the relevant fund prospectuses, product briefs and fact sheets available on public
fund websites.

As specified in the section3.1.3.2 , this choice of business model positioning is not neutral in terms of
its contribution to the ecological transition: in certain circumstances, it may amount to delaying or
preventing the latter, by providing a client with services that enable them to continue financing activities
incompatible with achieving the Paris Agreement according to the scientific consensus. It is therefore
particularly incumbent upon the AM to ensure consistency in its communications to avoid any ambiguity.
Typically, in such a situation, it would have been inappropriate to display ‘environmental’ imagery (e.g.
photos of forests, wind turbines, etc.) in association with this section of the report, which was not the
case here.

The following sections focus on each type of commitment and the nature of the monitoring carried out.
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3.1.5. Greenhouse gas emission targets

3.1.5.1.

As mentioned above, the majority of stakeholders in the sample analysed have at least one

decarbon

Overview

isation target.

No. of actors with a Sample

Type of actor target proportion
Insurer 15 94%
GEN 10 50%
PE 2 25%
RE 4 67%
Total 31 62%

Some have several targets:
e Interms of units (e.g. in absolute emissions and intensity)
e Interms of scope (for example, across the equity and bond portfolio and across real estate).

e Furthermore, a single target may be broken down into two time horizons (for example, a target
for 2025 and one for 2030).

A list of the units used has been compiled:

Target units Insurers (AO) Asset managers | Total
tCO2e 2 1 3
tCO2e per €1 million in

turnover 3 5 8
tCO2e/€m EVIC 0 1 1
tCO2e/€m invested 12 8 20
kgCO2e/MWh 1 0 1
kgCO2e/m? 2 5 7
N/A 0 1 1
Total 20 21 41

Consistent with what is observed across all insurers (see0 ), the carbon footprint (tCO2e/€m invested)
thus appears to be the most common metric in this sample, allowing both a cross-sectoral approach and
the exclusion of the effects of inflows and outflows. Real estate asset management companies use the
dedicated physical intensity in kgCO2e/m>.

One asset manager (BNPP AM) is unique in that it uses a ‘capital-based’ carbon intensity, in that it is
expressed, at the level of each company, not in terms of turnover but in terms of EVIC ('8 ) (tCO2e/m€
EVIC). The notation “ND” refers to the real estate asset manager AEVV, which states in its report that “in
2024, AEW made a commitment to decarbonise its institutional portfolio in Europe by 2050”, without the
nature of the commitment being identified more precisely.

As in the previous year, a record was compiled of the various climate targets set by the players,
including:
e Information relating to the target itself: base year, target year, ambition, unit
e |ts context:
o The GHG scope considered (scopes, and where applicable, types of gases not taken
into account, although this was not encountered in practice) and associated size,
o Financial scope considered (asset class) and associated size;
e Monitoring of the target: observed performance and the presence of explanations regarding this.

8 Enterprise Value Including Cash. This measure, defined in particular by the PCAF framework for accounting for
financed emissions, serves as the “denominator” for determining the proportion of the company’s emissions
attributed to the portfolio of assets in question. In practice, EVIC covers the shares and debt issued by a given
company, at their market values. Adjustments are provided for, particularly for unlisted companies.
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For non-specific targets (i.e. those not based on physical intensity, expressed in MWh or m?), alignment
scores with a 1.5°C pathway have been compiled using the methodology set out in ACT Finance’s
indicator 1.1 (see Annex).

Unlike last year, it was decided not to publish the information on a line-by-line basis. This is due, on the
one hand, to the varying availability of contextual information and, on the other hand, to the high
degree of uncertainty regarding the extent to which a portfolio’s decarbonisation contributes to
the Paris Agreement. Indeed, it seems counterproductive to propose scores that allow for comparison
between actors—even if the aim is not to rank them—uwithout the difference reflecting, in any meaningful
way, a distinction in the quality of the climate approach.

The aggregated findings are described in the following sections.
3.1.5.2. Quality of contextual information
The reference year: The years observed span from 2018 to 2023, with a strong concentration around

2020, which is, however, rarely used as a reference as it was an atypical year (low emissions in the
global economy due to Covid). Thus, 2019 is the most frequently used year, ahead of 2021

Reference date Proportion

2018 1%
2019 56%
2020 8%
2021 19%
2022 3%
2023 3%

Target year: The 2030 deadline is widely supported by stakeholders (with some variation between 31
December 2029 and the year 2030), with some already having a first or even a second set of targets

due to be met by 2024-2025.
Target date Proportion

2024 6%
2025 14%
2029 19%
2030 75%
2050 3%

Ambition: The ambition of the ‘generic’ GHG targets ’ (tCO2e, tCO2e/€m of turnover, EVIC or invested)
ranges from -20% to -65%, with an average of -46%, with many targets set at -50% by 2030 compared
to a2019-2021 baseline. See below for an alignment analysis. The ambition of the targets in kgCO2e/m?
ranges from -10% to -60%, for similar timeframes.

GHG scope: Most organisations cover only Scopes 1 and 2, which overlooks key impacts in certain
sectors such as the automotive, oil and construction industries, where Scope 3 emissions are generated
not primarily by other companies within the portfolio but by private individuals. When Scope 3 is stated
as being covered, it is sometimes done so within a narrow upstream perspective, at the level of the first-
tier supplier (the ‘Trucost’ approach). This approach, whose main merit is to ensure a degree of reliability
in reporting, nevertheless generates significant distortions regarding the reality and scale of indirect
emissions, depending on the various structures of the value chains. Finally, in around 10% of cases, the
information did not appear to be specified. Half of these cases relate to targets expressed in kgCO2e/m?,
where the calculation method is likely considered standardised, and probably covers exclusively the
building’s heating aspect, which accounts for the bulk of emissions. Conversely, some cases of
‘traditional’ targets remain without associated information.
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GHG scope Proportion

Scope 1+2 66%
Scope 1+2+3 | 23%
N/A 11%

Information regarding the percentage of financed emissions covered was not found in practice.

Financial scope: The wording varies, but analysis shows that most of the scopes covered by insurers
and general asset management firms relate, either alternatively or cumulatively, to:

e Listed or private equities and bonds, sometimes only bonds.

e Directly managed assets

e Real estate is sometimes covered, where applicable as a separate target.

No particular points of attention were noted regarding private equity. Regarding real estate, one player
excludes residential property from its scope, without any reason having been identified (significance of
outstanding amounts, difficulty accessing data, leverage considered weaker, etc.). In two cases, the
information was not described.

Regarding the proportion of assets this represents, in around 40% of cases the information could not be
found or estimated. In a number of situations, the information is not directly provided but can be
reasonably inferred from the information in the report (the respective amounts of the different asset
classes disclosed, including those assumed to be covered by the target). The thresholds can sometimes
be low (below 50% or even 30%), particularly for insurers that exclude sovereign securities and
delegated assets from the base.

Action plan for achieving the objective: In practice, this element has rarely been highlighted. Where
present, it relies primarily on the general mention of levers: strengthening the exclusion policy, arbitrage,
and corporate selection/engagement to focus on those companies that will reduce their emissions.

3.1.5.3. Alignment of targets

Notwithstanding the contextual factors (GHG coverage, asset coverage), the ambition of the various
targets—expressed in absolute terms or in monetary intensity—has been compared against a 1.5°C-
aligned emissions reduction benchmark, derived from the IEA's NZE 2050 report and adopted by the
SBTi CNZ 2.0 framework (see5.4.1 ). As actual emissions reductions are not occurring at the pace
required by the various aligned benchmarks, this benchmark is slightly more demanding than the
previous one, which may theoretically imply a decline in the scores of financial actors’ targets compared
to last year. The score is calculated as the ratio, for a given time frame, between the financial institution’s
ambition on the one hand and the reduction required by the theoretical alignment benchmark'® on the
other. A score of 100% alignment corresponds to a reduction in line with the benchmark’s expectations.
The following results are observed:

19 For example, for a target set between 2020 and 2030, the benchmark requires a reduction of approximately 46%.
A target of a 50% reduction in emissions over this period will therefore result in a score slightly above 100%.
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GHG targets- Raw alignment score
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We thus observe good overall alignment of targets, with financial actors generally adopting market
benchmarks regarding global decarbonisation requirements. Only one insurer set a target of -20% for
the 2019-2030 period, resulting in an alignment score of just 40%.

3.1.5.4. Performance observed
Performance monitoring: In 37% of cases, no explicit monitoring of the set target was observed in the

reports, which is all the more problematic given that most of these targets have reference dates in 2019
or 2021 for a deadline in 2030, meaning we are already halfway through the journey.

In 60% of cases, the information remains incomplete. In particular, there appears to be some confusion
between, on the one hand, the reporting of emissions metrics for the portfolio itself, and, on the other
hand, the monitoring of a target that may potentially cover only part of the portfolio.

Finally, CNP Assurances publishes not a tracking of the target itself but a level of target achievement,
which, when presented in isolation, is not immediately clear:

CMF Assurances publie chaque année le niveau d'atteinte de ces objectifs :

Taux d'atteinte des objectifs 2022 2023 2024
Réduire de 25 % l'empreinte carbone du portefeuille actions et obligations

d'entreprise et infrastructures * détenues en direct sur la période 2019-2024 WE%E" 222nt 233%"
Réduire de 53 % l'empreinte carbone du portefeuille actions et obligations

d'entreprise et infrastructures * détenues en direct sur la péricde 2019-2029 92%" 105%* 1o %
Réduire de 32 % l'empreinte carbone du portefeuille immobilier détenu en

direct, via les clubs deals et le fonds Lamartine sur la période 2019-2020 % M A N/ A 8%
Réduire de 17 % lintensité carbone des producteurs d'électricité détenus

en direct sur la péricde 2019-2024 230% " 274" 321%"

(I} Cat ohjectif rermploce l'ohjectif précedent de réduction de 10 % de l'empreinie carbane scope 1 et 2 du portefewdle immaobilier de CNP Assuronces 54
et ses filiales frongaises deétenus en direct entre 2019 et 2024 Cet abjectif o ghe alteint fin 2021, puis confirme en 2022 ef 2023

It is clear from a table presented elsewhere that the rate of 233% in 2024 means that a decrease of -
58% (~233% x (-25%)) was observed for the first target, which was therefore achieved twice over by
2022.
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Presence of explanations: Beyond simply tracking a target (for example via a graph or table), the
element that seems most important in practice is understanding how and why emissions have changed.
Such explanatory elements were found in only 15% of cases, with varying degrees of detail.

For example, there are references to policy principles, such as Sogecap: “This reduction, which exceeds
the target set for 2025, is explained in particular by:

- the exclusions implemented in the investment policy, particularly regarding fossil fuels (see section
7.3);

- a proactive investment policy prioritising assets with a low carbon footprint;

- the general reduction in the carbon footprint of issuers in the portfolio”

Others, such as SwissLife AM France, stress the need for caution when interpreting the results: “Whilst
this trend may be viewed as positive, caution is nevertheless required, as the carbon footprint of
portfolios may be subject to a degree of volatility given changes in the carbon footprint of the companies
within the portfolios and the transactions carried out.”

Finally, as shown below in the section3.1.6 , Abeille Assurances provides a factor-by-factor breakdown
of the year-on-year variability in carbon intensity.

Where information was available, the ‘performance’ of the targets themselves was assessed using a
single scale derived from the ACT Finance methodology, which involves comparing the actual observed
variation with the theoretical pro rata temporis variation in target achievement? . The results have been
compiled in the graphs below:

GHG targets - Achievement score
400%

350%

300%

250%

200%

150%

100%
50%

0%
Insurers (AQ) Asset managers Total

It can thus be seen that all financial actors for whom information is available are ‘ahead’ or even well
ahead of a linear trajectory of reductions. Given that most targets are approximately halfway through
their lifespan, the average score of over 200% highlights the fact that most of them have already been
met, as mentioned in several reports.

20 For example, for a target spanning 2019 to 2029 with a 40% reduction ambition, an observed actual reduction of
30% by 2024 is compared to the theoretical linear reduction after five years (-20%), yielding a score of 30/20=150%.
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3.1.5.5. Conclusions on GHG targets

The analysis presented in the preceding sections shows that:

- On the one hand, many market players have set targets for greenhouse gas emissions or
derivatives (monetary intensity in €m invested, in €m of turnover, in particular) in accordance
with principles ‘aligned’ with the reduction rates required to meet the Paris Agreement;

- On the other hand, the GHG targets of financial players are occasionally poorly defined,
sometimes not monitored, and rarely commented on, both prospectively and retrospectively?' ;

- Despite this, most of these targets have already been met or are well on the way to being met.

However, the global assessment is that global emissions continue to rise, with the reduction observed
in the richest countries being insufficient:

Annual global CO2 emissions (GtCO2)

45,0
40,0
35,0
30,0
25,0
20,0
15,0
10,0

5,0

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

M High-income countries B Upper-middle-income countries
B Lower-middle-income countries B Low-income countries

H Other

Source: Our World in Data. The data covers CO2 alone, which accounts for around 75% of emissions.

Thus, global annual emissions rose by 5% between 2018 and 2024, whilst annual emissions in high-
income countries fell by 9% over the same period. In the European Union in particular (including the
United Kingdom), emissions fell by 20% (18% for France). These trends should be viewed in the context
of the rate of reduction required under an aligned transition scenario, which is approximately 25% over
the period.

There is therefore a substantial gap between the trajectory of financial portfolios (progressing at twice
the required rate) and the trajectory of actual economic emissions (where even the best performers are
approaching, but not quite reaching, the required rate). Yet it is the latter that ultimately matter.

In practice, the reasons for the strong performance observed are likely due to the following factors,
although it is not possible to rank them based on the available information:

e An actual reduction in emissions in geographical areas close to our financial universe (France,
Europe, high-income countries). However, this effect is undoubtedly artificially amplified by the
fact that most targets do not account for Scope 3 emissions, which would otherwise reflect the
trends observed in lower-income countries—where many of the underlying emission-generating
processes on which our economy depends are concentrated;

e The strengthening of exclusion policies, particularly regarding coal, which has enabled the
removal from portfolios of issuers that are likely to have low financial standing but a very high
carbon footprint;

2! Comgest thus transparently emphasises in its report that the carbon metric is not actively managed but observed
retrospectively: “It should also be noted that a target for reducing the Portfolio’s carbon footprint is not set a priori,
but rather results from Comgest’s investment process. Indeed, companies involved in high-carbon-emitting activities
are under-represented in this Portfolio.”
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e Other factors may have played a role: methodological choices optimising the carbon footprint at
company level, or the effects of inflation on monetary intensity metrics, the impact of which can
be material?? .

The most ‘active’ lever for achieving these targets is the exclusion policy. Whilst policies are
expected to become stricter year on year, certain glass ceilings have been identified, particularly
regarding oil and gas (see section3.1.10 ). It therefore appears that this primary lever has largely
been exhausted.

These various findings raise questions about the relevance of the widespread use of this type of target
in contributing to the climate objective of achieving the Paris Agreement.

This situation is highlighted in particular by Tikehau Capital in its report:

“Tikehau Capital considers that the reduction of GHG emissions is not relevant as a primary target
indicator for its activities. As identified by the IIGCC23 , a portfolio decarbonisation benchmark (i.e. a
GHG emissions reduction target) ‘is not intended to be used or recommended for portfolio optimisation,
investment decision-making, or as a tool for setting targets to reduce financed emissions through year-
on-year reductions. The use of financed indicators alone may lead to decisions that are not aligned with
net-zero targets.”

Underlying this, it appears necessary:

e At the very least, to update targets much more regularly to ensure they remain relevant, in
particular by linking them to the identified levers for action (typically, divesting from certain highly
concentrated players does not provide the same insight as supporting the actual reduction of
the same player retained in the portfolio);

e And, rather than observing ex post developments that are outdated (sometimes by two years)
and of uncertain quality (integrity of companies’ time series), to focus instead on analysing the
prospective capacity of the economic actors in which investments are made to implement the
required emissions reductions.

3.1.6. Monitoring greenhouse gas emissions metrics

Beyond the question of whether or not to set targets, most financial institutions report in their reports on
the monitoring of financed emissions (in absolute terms — tCO2e) or a derived carbon indicator (footprint
— tCO2e/€m invested or intensity — tCO2e/€m turnover or EVIC). The analyses sought to assess the
extent to which these metrics appear to be observed and monitored by the financial institution, in
particular through the following questions:

e is the metric reported with historical data or only for the year in question;

e Are there any descriptive explanations accompanying this variation?

e has a factor decomposition analysis of the variation been carried out: methodological effects,

coverage effects, market effects, variation in company reporting.

The monitoring statistics are as follows:

Monitoring Insurer |AMGEN AMPE AMRE  Total
GHG footprint? 94% 70% 38% 50% 70%
Among entities publishing a metric:

Change in GHG metric y/y? 87% 50% 33% 33% 63%
Presence of narrative explanations? 40% 21% 0% 33% 29%
ségf_léi?\;vgarir;tﬁa;agc;o?rs explaining the 20% 7% 0% 0% 1%

It is noted:

2 For example, given that the Eurostoxx 50 has risen by approximately +60% over five years, the carbon intensity
of a portfolio tracking the performance of the Eurostoxx 50, all other things being equal, would decrease by -37.5%,
or -7.5% per annum, which corresponds, for context, to the reduction required for a PAB/CTB index.

2 |nstitutional Investor’s Group on Climate Change, 2024. Net Zero Investment Framework 2.0.
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e that, given the conceptual weaknesses of financed emissions, the presence or absence of such
a metric is not necessarily perceived as positive or negative in terms of informing a relevant
climate strategy: rather, it is how it is used that will determine the relevance of the approach;

e that some players have GHG targets but only report on the achievement of the target in relative
terms.

Most insurers and a majority of general asset managers publish a portfolio carbon metric, although this
practice is less common among private equity and real estate asset managers.

Methodological explanations of how the metrics are calculated vary in quality. They nevertheless appear
necessary given the variety of practices observed. An example of a detailed description of the calculation
methods is provided by HSBC AM France for carbon intensity.

Year-on-year monitoring is an almost universal practice among insurers, though less common among
asset managers. Narrative explanations are rarer. The points highlighted mainly concern the
implementation of exclusion policies, investment in less carbon-intensive entities, or
methodological/scope-related aspects. Finally, the breakdown into explanatory factors remains a
minority practice.

We observe broadly similar decomposition practices but with some nuances, as shown below with
Abeille Assurances and AXA IM respectively, where the latter distinguishes between numerator and
denominator effects on carbon intensity:

Abeille Assurances : analyse d'attribution de l'intensité carbone des entreprises du
portefeuille (périmétre actions et obligations) sur I'année 2024 (tCO2e [ $m CA Scope 1 et 2)
100
50 0,8
86,0 y 0.7
80 L1 -2,9
0,2 0,6 71,5
70
. -12,2 -0,5
60
50
40
30
20
10
1]
& & L3 & . . & ¥ &
3 A 3 o i~ o = Lo
;305&\ :‘}Q '\:- £ Q.i'-q\ & (_59\ i :'JC 3 \."301{
= g & = = P F M Ee & F - el =
o & & o @y G g s E e O 2 <
& O <G @ WK FY Vg g § &0
£ s ¢ §5 £ F8
& = & Qo LR
F & & &

T8

B -

MNet Investment Decisions e
Impact: - 4.3

50

ar
Grey

Rad
Qrange
Light Blue
B

Dark Blue

3

Ery

0
Canpn nEnsny NEw ASSEE Divesied ASSES Coveraoe WeORTAISCALOE Camoh REvesues = s
2023-12-29 Efect 01231

Altribution de l'intensité carbone par type d'effet fentre fin 2023 et fin 2024). Source - AXA IM, 2025

31

5|;:BLIQUE ALEE gzstqinqble finance

FRANCAISE @ #BSERVATORY
Egalté B2
Psenité



https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/lec-report-anneefiscale2024_versionfinale.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/abeille-assurances-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/axa-investment-managers/

Furthermore, BNPP AM, which calculates the change in its tCO2e/m€ EVIC indicator, observes a
change of -8.8% even though the company data itself has been updated?* . This variation, when
compared with the annual -7% required by the PAB/CTB indices, illustrates the scale of the impact that
the selection/reweighting effect alone can have.

Another example is Groupama AM, which, unusually, has taken the trouble to carry out a pro forma
calculation following a change of data provider for its Scope 1 and 2 tCO2e/€m revenue figures. The
metric drops from 80 to 54 as a result of this single factor alone, representing a decrease of 32% for a
metric covering scopes 1 and 2, which are nevertheless considered reliable in terms of data quality,
unlike scope 3.

In practice, discussions with certain stakeholders show that such data exists internally but is not
published, the argument put forward being the degree of uncertainty associated with the metrics, which
the two examples mentioned above can confirm. It is emphasised that, if the metric and its historical
data are to be published, it seems all the more important to publish a variability analysis to assess the
uncertainty.

Furthermore, it is noted that certain players, such as Groupama GAN Vie, present sectoral analyses of
their portfolio, which in particular allows for an account to be taken of concentration effects, either in
terms of financial exposure (here, the portfolio’s exposure to the financial sector) or in terms of carbon
intensity (here, whilst only Scopes 1 and 2 are considered, services to local authorities):

Contribution a l'intensité carbone (scopes 1et 2) et poids des secteurs dans le portefeuille
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Finally, some players, such as Abeille Assurances, which relies on OFI Invest AM, carry out projections
of future emissions from their current portfolio by combining the targets set by the companies in the
portfolio with an assessment of their degree of credibility:

Overview of the Abeille Assurances portfolio:

24 “Due to production delays at our carbon data providers, we have not yet been able to update our carbon emissions
data. This means that the reduction in the carbon footprint we observe in 2024 reflects a selection effect (for
example, a reduced weighting in high-carbon-intensity companies) rather than a change in the carbon emissions of
the investee companies themselves. ”
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The methodological details of the approach are set out in the OFI AM report, with explanatory notes:
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This approach is not without its limitations (finely qualifying credibility using a score from 0 to 100%
directly applied to a quantitative metric can create an illusion of precision and a degree of nuance that
is difficult to achieve in practice). Nevertheless, this approach allows us to assess the realistic nature of
achieving the portfolio’s decarbonisation target, and can serve as a basis for prioritising and measuring
the intensity of the selection/engagement efforts to be undertaken.

In the same vein, Suravenir, for example, also presents a carbon footprint projection for run-off.
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3.1.7. ‘Climate’ finance and its underlying definitions
3.1.71. Overview

For a financial institution, contributing to the transition means, first and foremost, enabling economic
actors to finance the transformations necessary for their transition. As seen in part3.1.3 , nearly half of
the actors, mainly insurers, have set a financing target. The limited presence of asset management
companies (AMCs) can be explained by an approach where the choice of investment ultimately rests
with the investor, even though, as with insurers in relation to their unit-linked products, they do have the
choice regarding the types of products and services they offer or are prepared to provide.

Type of

commitment Insurer AM GEN AM PE AM RE Total
Funding target | 69% 35% 50% 0% 44%
Sample size 16 20 8 6 50

The form that the objective may take is varied:

e Interms of scope: annual net investment or total balance sheet amount, expressed in monetary
units or as a proportion of outstanding amounts;

e Interms of timing: a future target or a minimum investment rule applicable immediately;

e And above all in terms of what is measured: ‘sustainable’ investment, ‘green assets’, investment
in ‘climate solutions’ or ‘in support of the transition’, ‘outstanding amounts with aligned
objectives’, the proportion of companies in the portfolio meeting certain climate-related criteria,
etc.

The table in the following section presents, for each actor, the wording of the objectives set out, either
in their Article 29 LEC report or, more broadly, in other documents cited therein. It is accompanied by
the defining elements found in these documents or in dedicated documents (some actors provide
separate methodological documents relating to the identification of assets within the scope, a sign that
they are aware of the importance of the issue). These definitions have been assessed against the
methodological framework proposed by ACT Finance (see5.4.3 ), which, in principle:

e |deally calls for the recognition of ‘contributing’ assets based, for general financing, on an
analysis of the entity’s transition plan, and for specific financing on a science-based taxonomic
analysis;

e Recognises the partial value of certain key frameworks: SBTi (50%) for assessing a company’s
climate alignment, ICMA/CBI (50%/75%) for the value of a specifically climate-related green
bond without an underlying analysis of the economic actor;

o Penalises approaches based, for example, on a classification of funds that is not robust from a
climate perspective (0% for Art. 8 SFDR / 25% for Art. 9) or on aggregated approaches of limited
significance such as PAB/CTB funds (25%).

e Generally returns 0% when information could not be found, which is the case for certain entities
in the analysed sample.

Where a multi-faceted definition framework is applied—which is necessary to accommodate different
asset classes in particular—a score weighted by assets under management is proposed.

The aim is not to make a precise comparison between specific players — particularly as the methodology
lacks a certain degree of nuance — but rather to provide an overall assessment of the diversity of
practices and the difficulties that are often encountered in establishing a tangible link between
the stated objective and the climate-related topic covered in the relevant section of the report.
Indeed, as the table below shows, the maximum score does not exceed 33% for insurers and 75% for
portfolio management firms. Generally speaking, the high quality of the asset managers’ definitions is
driven, on the one hand, by players—particularly in private equity—who rely partly on the SBTi
framework, rated at 50% (Antin, Eurazéo, LBP AM, Rothschild&Co), and on the other hand on a
structured categorisation framework (BNPP AM, AXA IM, Comgest SA, Tikehau), weighted between
50% and 75% depending on the case.
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AM_ [ GEN | PE [ Total
Average 19% 39% 39% 41% 30%
Median 25% 50% 50% 50% 25%
Min 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Max 33% 75% 75% 63% 75%
Reminder: sample size | 12 13 9 4 25

The difference in sample size compared with the target tracking table is due to the fact that some
stakeholders are monitored without a funding target.

The reader is here reminded that this English version of the report is an informal translation
made with Deepl of the French report available on the CTH website. Thus, the following
quotes from financial institutions’ targets might contain discrepancies between the
translation and the content of their original French 29 LEC’ reports.
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3.1.7.2. Survey and analysis of definitions

Despite the review process, errors may have been made. As indicated in the ‘1.3’ section, stakeholders are invited to contact the authors for any necessary corrections,
which may, where appropriate, be accompanied by a note regarding the clarity of the original information.

ACT

Objective / Definition Score Comment

Objective: "In 2023, we have decided to raise our annual sustainable
investment target to €750m."

Definition: p. 23, box on "our definition of sustainable investment” via an

. . . e . . Generally clear definitions, broken down by asset class,
internal taxonomy of investments in transitions and solutions. Includes:

have been established. Some are of high quality from a
climate perspective (CBI green bonds), whilst others are

Abeille - Article 9 SFDR funds . ; e

. ) I . less so (SFDR Article 9 without any additional checks
T | o e o o) Sl e ohouae |25t | mentnsa) Generaly speaking,as e ity nas
L social, environmental or SSE impact chosen to set a ‘sustainable’ target covering all

environmental, social and governance aspects, it is not
possible to identify minimum climate-related
expectations. The overall score set is 25%.

- CBI green bonds

- ICMA social and sustainable bonds

- Sustainable Linked Loans

- Real estate: ‘Market-recognised’ environmental certification rated ‘Very
Good'. ‘Loans financing real estate assets with market-recognised
environmental certification’
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ACT

Objective / Definition S Comment
core

Objective: A non-binding objective is included in the Allianz Group’s transition plan:

The target is not specific to Allianz France or its entities. Itis cited in the PAl annex of the 29 LEC
report and is reproduced here to illustrate the types of definitions of sustainable assets used:

"Allianz aims to increase investment in climate solutions by at least €20 billion compared to the

current level (€43.5 billion as at 31 December 2024) by 2030, subject to market conditions and The definition provided was not directly available in the

Allianz France report. The definition found is a general one and is based

roup-level constraints." 09 . . . .
/ Insurer Sroup o in particular on the concept of SFDR Article 9 without
Definition: Allianz’s Net Zero Transition Plan, also cited in 29 LEC, proposes the following additional safeguards.
definition:
"Climate Solutions are defined as economic activities contributing to climate change mitigation
(including transition enabling) and adaptation, in alignment with existing climate-related
sustainability taxonomies: the EU taxonomy on sustainable finance climate category as well as
SFDR Article 9 and beyond."
EX ADEME : :
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https://www.allianz.com/content/dam/onemarketing/azcom/Allianz_com/sustainability/documents/Allianz_Inaugural-Net-Zero-Transition-Plan.pdf
https://www.allianz.com/content/dam/onemarketing/azcom/Allianz_com/sustainability/documents/Allianz_Inaugural-Net-Zero-Transition-Plan.pdf

ACT

Objective / Definition S Comment
core

Objective: "AXA has set a transition financing target from 2024 onwards. The
objective is to invest at least €5 billion per year until 2030 in climate transition
initiatives."

Definition: A complete list of investment categories classified as “green” is
available on page 229 of AXA’s 2024 Universal Registration Document

p. 230 for transition:
The information identified in the 2024 DEU provides

Transition finance investments partial information with no guarantee of quality (notably
AXA France To ensure its investments qualify as “transition finance assets”, AXA applies o independent labels not mentioned, despite the existence
X : . . 25% : o o
Vie / Insurer its standards to each of the following asset classes: of varying standards of quality; sector-specific references
- green and transition bonds on listed assets: independently labelled based for infrastructure; a “clear” climate transition objective
on Bloomberg indicators; without an assessment of credibility or relevance).

- infrastructure: this includes assets compliant with the green sector
classification defined by the Climate Bonds Initiative;

- real estate: investments meeting the criteria for “sustainable investments”,
capital expenditure linked to compliance with environmental regulations and
a “1.5°C” pathway, and “green/ESG” capital expenditure improving energy
efficiency; and

private equity and private debt: commitments to private equity and private
debt funds with clear climate transition objectives
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https://www-axa-com.cdn.prismic.io/www-axa-com/aNzwI55xUNkB1VH7_axa_urd2024_accessible_vf.pdf

Objective / Definition

Target: “At least 15% of Green Assets in inflows per year”

Comment

Principle of identifying “Green Bonds” through a
verification process led by the asset managers, though
this is not explained in detail. In terms of communication,

BPCE Vie / Definition: “By ‘Green Assets’, we mean green bonds whose use of proceeds o . o
! . ) 25% there is some ambiguity between the use of the term
Insurer has been verified by our asset managers Ostrum and Mirova, Greenfin- "Green Asset" (p. 11), which appears to focus on
labelled funds, and environmental theme funds validated as green by the ; | \P- 1), "E bp ked Bond" 5
investment validation committee.” enwronmenta issues, and "Earmarked Bond" (pp. 52—
' 53), which covers all ESG themes.
Objective: “To invest at least €800 million per year in environmentally themed
investments.”
“To reach at least €20 billion (in balance sheet value) in environmentally General definition focused on the environment. No
Cardif themed investments by the end of 2029.” details on the framework for recognising green bonds.
Assurance Vie 259 The definition of real estate assets is potentially very
/ Insurer Definition: These investments include green bonds, real estate assets ° diverse in quality, placing taxonomic criteria and
demonstrating best market practices in terms of environmental compliance with the tertiary sector decree on the same
performance61, and renewable energy infrastructure. level as labels.
61 Certified assets that have met the 2030 tertiary sector decree target and
are aligned with the criteria of the European Taxonomy...
Target: No target, but monitoring.
CNP "By the end of 2024, approximately 36% of CNP Assurances’ investment . . .
Assurances / portfolio will be covered by a target aligned with the Paris Agreement" 0% The concept of a target aligned with the Paris Agreement

is not explained in the report

Insurer
Definition: no definition identified
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Objective / Definition

Generali Vie /

sustainable investments of between €8.5 billion and €9.5 billion by 2025, in
addition to those already held in its portfolio at the end of 2020.

Definition: The target has been defined with reference to so-called green,

Target: The Generali Group has set itself the target of making new green and

Comment

The definition is not explicitly focused on climate / there

Insurer social and sustainability-linked bonds issued by companies or governments | 25% is no sub-target dedicated to climate, hence a rating of
that comply with the principles of the ICMA (International Capital Market 25%.
Association) and which are selected according to an internal methodology
whose main purpose is to assess the robustness of the sustainability
framework of these bond issues as well as their level of transparency vis-a-
vis the market, and to monitor the activities being financed.
Target: “€1.2 billion in sustainable investment between 2024 and 2027.”
Definition: A table describing different types of environmental investments The flnanC|aI'|nst|tut.|on provides a detailed table by asset

type of sustainable investments, broken down by

Equities — Strategic equity investments aligned with the European Taxonomy :nmvézor:l?%n;?cl,;i 2%3?:;?:?\;3’ Vatrzéﬂﬁsagjr%(ﬁetﬁgable
Corporate bonds — Green Bonds aligned with the Green Bond Principles or . D . :

Groupama . The score was obtained by weighting the various

. the European Green Bond Standard validated by the GAM methodology o . . .

GAN Vie / . ; ; L 33% elements cited according to outstanding amounts.

| Sovereign bonds — Green bonds aligned with the Green Bond Principles

nsurer . . X .
Corporate private equity — Environmental assets held by an Article 9 fund The quality of environmental definitions varies (EU GBS
Infrastructure — Environmental infrastructure linked to activities eligible under g yol o
the taxonomy (without technical criteria) standa_rd, Article 9 SFD.R unds, property labels). It
Real estate - Assets with an environmental or energy label or certification sometimes lacks operational detail. A weighted average
Projects aligned with the European Taxonomy score was calculated based on the amounts provided.
Real estate funds — Real estate assets held by Article 9 funds

e @ ERSmnpy N
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Objective / Definition

Comment

Objective: “By the end of 2024, the MACSF group has approved an increase

in the proportion of responsible bonds to 25%, of which at least 80% will be
green bonds”

MACSF Additional objectives have been set, notably to invest in cash, non-emerging The definition does not specify how the "green" nature of
Retirement market listed funds and property, and to distribute via unit-linked products 0% a bond is defined.
Savings / only SFDR Article 8 or 9 funds. ° SFDR Article 8 or 9 status does not in itself allow for the
Insurer determination of a climate contribution.
Definition: "Responsible investments contribute positively to the achievement
of at least one of the SDGs and may take the following forms: green bonds,
social bonds, and bonds indexed to sustainability targets"
ijective: [Group objective] “Afour-year objective (2023—2026) is_therefore The target is set at group level; monitoring is described
in place and monitored monthly to promote investments with a positive in the group report (€1.1 billion in 2024)
environmental or social impact by Malakoff Humanis: +€1.5 billion.” group rep ' |
Malakoff Definition: . L The environmental theme is clearly stated, but there is
Humanis gf!nmon. As part of the greening strategy, the following investments are some ambiquity in the aroun report reaarding the
eligible: 25% guity group rep 9 9

Prévoyance /
Insurer

* Private equity and private debt with an environmental objective;
* Real estate with environmental additionality;

* Infrastructure linked to the energy transition;

* Green and sustainable bonds;

* Equity funds with an environmental theme.

sometimes social nature of the investments.
Furthermore, there is a lack of operational detail
regarding the definition; only examples, which may be
less representative in terms of assets under
management, are provided.
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Sogecap /
Insurer

Objective / Definition

Target: “The target set by the Sogécap Group was to double its climate-
related assets under management between 2020 and 2025. This target has
been achieved, as total assets under management stood at €7.6 billion in
market value (2.7 times that of 2020) and €7 billion in balance sheet value
(2.6 times that of 2020) at the end of 2024."

"To triple its climate-related assets between 2020 and 2030."

Definition: "These assets comprise:

- equity funds aligned with the objectives of the Paris Agreement(3): EUR
2,617 million;

- green bonds(4): €2,270 million;

- climate-themed bond funds(5): €608 million;

- certified(1) funds focused on climate and energy transition: €359 million;
- direct investments in infrastructure dedicated to the energy transition or
renewable energy: €583 million;

- private infrastructure debt: EUR 191 million."

Footnotes:

"(3) Funds/ETFs aligned with the ‘Paris-Aligned Benchmark’ (PAB), a
benchmark aligned with the objectives of the Paris Climate Agreement. PAB-
aligned funds have strict carbon intensity reduction targets, as well as
sectoral exclusions targeting fossil fuels (oil, coal, natural gas, etc.).

(4) Bond issues following the principles defined by the ICMA (International
Capital Market Association) and financing exclusively environmentally
friendly projects.

(5) Funds whose investment strategy explicitly includes an approach to
reducing the portfolio’s carbon footprint and/or supporting the energy
transition (in particular funds investing in renewable energy, energy efficiency
or the circular economy).

(1) Or similar"

ACT

Score

24%

Comment

The rating was calculated by weighting the various
factors listed according to the value of assets under
management. In some cases, the criteria identified are
not particularly practical (“labelled funds or similar”) or
are too broad (“funds whose investment strategy

explicitly includes an approach to reducing the portfolio’s

carbon footprint”), and do not guarantee that all the
assets included are “climate-positive”
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ACT

Objective / Definition S Comment
core

Objective: “As part of its climate strategy, Suravenir is committed to
promoting an increase in investments that can be classified as green and
that should support the energy transition, with a particular focus on solution-
oriented companies seeking to have a positive and innovative impact on the
social and territorial dimensions of the transition in growth models. Suravenir
has also set itself sustainable environmental investment targets within the
meaning of the SFDR regulations, covering both the stock and the flow of
investments in its euro-denominated funds (associated indicators:
sustainable environmental investment20 within the meaning of the SFDR
regulations, covering both the stock and the flow of investments in its euro-
denominated funds)." The definition provided contains potentially weak
concepts:

Definition: [...] Suravenir has decided to replace, from 2023, its historical - sustainability-linked bonds, where it cannot necessarily
definition of a ‘green unit’ with the concept of Sustainable Investment as be assumed that the principal is used for projects
defined by European Regulation (EU) No 2019/2088 (SFDR) and, in supporting the transition, even if the associated return is.
particular, Environmental Sustainable Investment. As indicated, the following |25% - the analysis at issuer level does not appear to include
investments are therefore taken into account for this monitoring: “DNSH” aspects, which means it is not possible, on the

e bonds intended to finance environmental projects (energy efficiency in one hand, to guarantee that the additional activity does
buildings, development of renewable electricity generation capacity, etc.) not harm the environment, and on the other hand, to

e companies where more than half of turnover is clearly linked to guarantee that the revenue “linked to environmental
environmental issues (such as renewable energy, water management, issues” is positively rather than negatively linked to them.
energy efficiency or green buildings).

Suravenir /
Insurer

Green bonds account for nearly 83% of sustainable environmental
investment (€2,070 million). At the end of 2023, outstanding amounts for this
type of bond stood at €1,844 million, representing a significant increase of
12%. These green bonds include “Green Bonds”, as well as “Sustainability
Bonds” and “Sustainability-Linked Bonds”. Arkéa Asset Management
analyses each investment in “Sustainability Bonds” or “Sustainability-Linked
Bonds” to determine whether the investments meet the criteria for
environmentally sustainable investment.
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Objective / Definition

Objective: “At portfolio level, Antin’s decarbonisation objective is to have
100% of capital invested in portfolio companies that have set science-based

Comment

ﬁ]?:lanstructure emission reduction targets (SBTs) approved by the SBTi by 2040.” 50% Issuers with SBTi targets
Faiies itk Definition: companies that have set science-based emission reduction
targets (SBTs) approved by the SBTi
Objective: "Between 2020 and 2023, €20.3 billion was deployed by the
Bpifrance Group. By 2028, the Bpifrance Group aims to inject nearly €35
billion more into the ecological and energy transition and to accelerate the
BP| France transition of 20,000 companies. In 2024, Bpifrance’s support for the
Investissement Ecological and Energy Transition (TEE) amounts to nearly €7 billion 0% The concept of support for TEE is not clarified by an
/ PE (compared with €5.8 billion in 2022 and €7.1 billion in 2023), including €990 operational definition
million invested directly in the TEE of businesses and green tech, and €440
million invested in TEE partner funds."
Definition: No definition found
Target: "For the eligible private equity portfolio5: 100% of capital invested in
Eurazeo companies with SBTi-validated targets by 2030, with an interim target of 25%
Global by 2025." 50% Issuers with SBTi targets
Investors / PE
Definition: Companies with SBTi targets
Objective: "In line with its com_mltment to NZAM, Tikehau Capital3 has set a The NZIF framework used is not the most recent, but it
management target of approximately 40% of its assets under management incorporates the principle of categorising issuers based
(including those of Tikehau IM) in line with the global net-zero emissions on various factors beyond merely setting aligned
Tikehau target by 2050. This target is broken down into interim targets for 2030, decarbonisation targets, which is weighted at 75%
Investment defined by asset class using the Net Zero Investment Framework and the 63% ’ '

Manager / PE

Science Based Targets initiative (‘SBTi’) for Private Equity."

Definition: A table for each business line details the associated target and the
framework used (NZIF 1.0 or SBTi for private equity).

The SBTi framework is weighted at 50%.

In the absence of information on the respective
weightings of the business lines, a median score is
proposed
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Amundi AM /

GEN

Objective / Definition

Objective: "Amundi has set an ambitious target whereby, by 2025, 18% of its

assets under management will consist of funds and mandates with objectives
aligned with a Net Zero target"

Definition: "This objective is constructed as follows:

— In the numerator, only asset classes with Net Zero standards recognised by
Amundi and applicable are taken into account: listed equities, corporate
bonds and real estate. In addition, only investment strategies with alignment
objectives or constraints set out in their reference documents will be counted.
[...] - The following assets are not included in the denominator: [...] fund
hosting and specific advisory mandates for which Amundi does not have full
management discretion."

The NZ standards consist, on the one hand, of Net Zero Transition solutions
and, on the other, of Net Zero Contribution solutions. The definitions do not
appear to be fully explained.

NZ Transition: appears to cover PAB/CTB funds and funds with minimum
decarbonisation targets (-16%/-41% in 2025-2030 in absolute terms and -
30%/-60% in intensity compared to 2019). Minimum sector deviation
constraints (exposure to high-impact sectors representing at least 75% of
that of the investment universe) are stipulated, as well as an exclusion policy
regarding companies with a “significant negative impact” on the portfolio’s
reduction target.

NZ solutions: “Net Zero contribution solutions aim to invest in projects or
companies that make a significant contribution to the goal of energy and
ecological transition. Amundi has defined the following eligibility rule for
contribution strategies: a NZ contribution strategy must have both @ a

sustainable investment objective and @ a focus on themes relating to the
energy and ecological transition.

To be considered as having a sustainable investment objective, a NZ
contribution strategy must be eligible for at least one of the following
categories:

— Impact fund in accordance with the framework established by Amundi,
— Greenfin-labelled fund,

ACT

Score

25%

Comment

The operational framework for recognising a Net Zero
asset does not appear to be exhaustively set out. It

seems to cover a variety of situations, some of which are

based on classifications of varying quality (Greenfin vs.

Art. 9 SFDR) and funds driven by overall decarbonisation

objectives.
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Objective / Definition

ACT Comment

Score

To be considered as having a focus on themes relating to the energy and
ecological transition, a NZ contribution strategy must be eligible for at least

— Green alternative investment strategy,
— Green bonds,
— Green thematic equities."

— Article 9 under the Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR).

one of the following categories (according to Amundi’s internal classification):
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Objective / Definition

Objective: N/A

Definition: Climate Policy: "As part of our ESG policy, we consider an issuer

ACT

Score

Comment

plcatl to be sustainable if it has its climate trajectory certified by the SBTi, or if 50% |25% The def|n|t!on of a sustainable asset does not consist
GEN . : 7 o . solely of climate-related elements

of its turnover comes from a sustainable activity, or if it is an impact bond

(green bond or social bond, etc.), whilst ensuring that it does not violate

human rights (the ‘Do No Significant Harm’ principle)."
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Objective / Definition

Target: 2 targets, one for assets under management and the other for

financed emissions:

"Proportion of companies held in material sectors that are already net zero,
already aligned or will be aligned by 2040": 100% "% of assets under
management in ‘net zero’ companies within essential sectors, already aligned
or in the process of alignment according to the AXA IM climate colour code"

Proportion of financed issues in companies in material sectors that are
already net zero or already aligned "% of issues financed by companies
operating in essential sectors that are already 'net zero' or aligned with this
target according to the AXA IM climate colour code"

Definition: AXA IM categorises issuers using a colour-coded system. The
methodology is inspired by the NZIF framework’s target-setting guidelines.
Only the “dark blue”, “blue” and “light blue” categories may be considered in
AXA IM’s net-zero target share.

Comment

The “alignment” of an asset contributing to the coverage
objective is determined by a colour code described in the
report (p. 97) and further detailed in a dedicated
document: https://www.axa-im.fr/document/7421/view.
The framework combines quantitative analyses with
qualitative supplements. Companies eligible for the “net
zero emissions” designation are divided into three
categories. The last category (light blue) requires, from a
quantitative perspective, that the company has a
minimum TPI score (greater than or equal to 3/4), an
SBTi “commitment” (not necessarily a validated target, it
seems) or a SDG contribution score above certain
thresholds set by service providers. Companies with a
Scope 1+2 carbon intensity below their benchmark are

g)EaNIM FELLY 50% placed in the first “dark blue” category.
"s Companies already well-positioned to achieve carbon neutrality, with a
carbon intensity currently in line with the 2050 sectoral target, are ‘dark blue’; Whilst the categorisation framework is conceptually
* Next come companies that are on track relative to their sector. They have robust, it should be noted that biases may exist,
carbon targets approved by the SBTi, or are well-rated by the TPI, or achieve particularly in the case of a company with a structurally
a carbon intensity close to the sector’s decarbonisation trajectory, or are lower intensity than its benchmark due to a specific
seeing their carbon intensity decrease at a rate compatible with the ‘net zero’ market position, which might appear to qualify as “dark
target. These companies are classified in the ‘blue’ category; blue” without a transition plan, even though it should, in
» Companies with credible decarbonisation targets and/or participating in the theory, also contribute its fair share to reducing
SBTi initiative are classified in the ‘light blue’ category. Climate solution emissions. Furthermore, the failure to capture Scope 3
providers are also classified in the ‘light blue’ category; emissions renders the approach unsuitable for certain
» Companies that demonstrate a commitment to achieving the ‘net-zero’ sectors (oil, automotive manufacturers). Finally, a purely
target but have not provided sufficient and credible information on their intensity-based approach fails to capture the changes in
intended pathway are classified in the ‘orange’ category; and business models (typically the modal shift in transport)
* Finally, companies that have not set any targets are classified in the ‘red’ necessary to achieve the underlying transition scenarios.
category.
» Companies not covered or with no carbon data are classified in the ‘grey’
category."
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ACT

Objective / Definition S Comment
core

Objective: "To align our investments with the goal of carbon neutrality, by
targeting 60% of our investment portfolio towards companies that have
already achieved carbon neutrality, are aligned with this goal, or are in the
process of aligning by 2030; with the aim of reaching 100% of the portfolio by
2040"

"By the end of 2024, the scope of our Net Zero commitments represented

S : o
EUR 300.’7% billion |n"assets under management, or approximately 50% of 50% - The definition framework is structured and refers
BNPP AM’s assets.

" . . to various 50% average value benchmarks (SBTi at 50%,
: Based on our current asset allocation and due to the lack of available data ; e -

EINE [Pesees and methodologies in certain asset classes, we have decided to focus 50% taxonomic analysis without DNSH filtering on the

AM / GEN g ' ' ° remainder closer to 75%, SDG contribution analysis

initially, on publicly traded equities and corporate bonds. closer to 25% due to methodological difficulties in
Definition: "» Companies where at least 50% of revenue is aligned with the quantifying any contributory link)
European Taxonomy OR

» Companies where at least 50% of turnover is aligned with the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) related to climate change mitigation and where
less than 20% of their turnover hinders the achievement of other SDGs OR
» Companies that have committed to achieving carbon neutrality AND whose
carbon performance is in line (or close to) that required by 2050 for their
sector to achieve carbon neutrality"
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Objective / Definition

Comment

Objective: NZIF methodology.

"The 2030 target we have submitted to the NZAMI at Comgest Group level
involves achieving 50% of our listed equity AUM invested in so-called
material sectors, classified as:

— Achieving a net-zero target; or

- Aligned with a net-zero trajectory."

"As described in the NZIF methodology, we aim to have 100% of our listed

Comgest uses the NZIF’s conceptually robust
categorisation framework and includes only the “Aligned”
and “Achieved” categories in its target (no target for
“Aligning”).

Whilst this framework provides a clear set of criteria for
these categories, it nevertheless leaves it up to investors

gcér’r\]gest Sl equity AUM invested in companies classified as ‘achieving a net-zero target’ | 75% to determine, in practical terms, how the criteria are

and ‘aligned with a net-zero pathway’ by 2040." assessed. No description has been found beyond the
citation of data sources, which may raise several

Definition: "Company classification: We apply the NZIF’s six mandatory questions (assessment of the Scope 3 completeness
alignment criteria to assess companies’ alignment categories. criterion, actual expectations associated with the
— Data sources: We use several sources to assess performance against decarbonisation plan, measurement of past emissions,
each NZIF criterion. These sources include: SBTi, CDP, Climate Action 100+ coverage of targets, etc.).
and MSCI. Our ESG analysts review the companies’ alignment categories.
— Aggregation: We have aggregated the data based on the respective
weightings of the companies held
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Groupama AM

/ GEN

Objective / Definition

Objective: "As the first additional [green] investment target of €1.2 billion over
three years (2022—2024) was achieved a year ahead of schedule, by the end
of 2023, it was decided to renew the effort with a new equivalent target of
€1.2 billion for the period 2024-2027."

Definition: We have not found a definition of the term "green investment" or
even "sustainable investment" in the 29 LEC report.

A reference is made at the end of a section to a document on ESG
methodologies, from which it appears that AM seems to be conducting a
proprietary analysis based in particular on the rates at which companies’
turnover contributes to the SDGs, but without an explicit link enabling the
determination of the level or characteristics of contribution at which an
investment is deemed sustainable or green.

Furthermore, a proprietary methodological framework identifying sustainable
bonds (understood as green or social) is presented, based on the Green,
Social and Sustainable Bond Principles (ICMA) as well as the Greenfin
classification of activities.

No details were found regarding real estate and infrastructure aspects.

ACT

Score

0%

Comment

Lack of a clear definition.
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ACT

Comment

LBP AM / GEN

Objective / Definition

Target: "To date, this target is defined at group level, without specific
implementation at LBP AM"

2030: 80% of total assets under management in line with the carbon
neutrality target by 2050.
2040: 100%

"This overall trajectory for aligning the LBP AM Group’s assets under
management is complemented by a sub-target, set independently as part of
its sectoral policy and in support of the aforementioned overall target, to
ensure that 100% of total assets under management have a GHG emissions
trajectory compatible with achieving the Paris Agreement targets within the
oil and gas sector by 2030"

Definition:

"The methodology currently adopted by the LBP AM group to define and
assess the overall alignment of its assets invested in listed equities and
corporate bonds is the methodology proposed by the SBTi, known as
‘portfolio coverage’, which consists of counting as aligned those investments
in companies that have themselves set science-based decarbonisation
targets."

"LBP AM also developed an innovative proprietary model for assessing
transition plans at the end of 2024, which will be rolled out to support
company selection and engagement in the coming months"

Score

50%

Alignment is presumed when the company has itself set
SBTi targets, which is assessed as a 50% quality rating
by the ACT Finance framework (setting ambitious targets
is a necessary but not sufficient condition for
demonstrating the robustness and credibility of a
company’s transition plan).
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Objective / Definition

Comment

Objective: No specific targets, but the following indicators are monitored (p.
25)
- 844 green bonds (€30.3 billion)
- 191 sustainable bonds (€6.1 billion)
- 146 social bonds (€4.5 billion)
- 103 sustainable development bonds (€1.5 billion) . .
The asset management company relies on a proprietary
Definition: Green bonds: enable the raising of capital and investment in [new methodology to |d§nt|fy green, somal_and sustainable
Ostrum AM / and existing] projects aimed at the green transition bonds. The analysis covers both the issuer and the
GEN ' 25% instrument. The lack of public detail on the nature of the
Sustainable bonds: bonds where the funds raised will be used to finance or methodology andl the absence of reference to external
) o . . frameworks considered robust (notably CBIl or EU GBS)
refinance a combination of green and social projects. : . o
means a rating cannot be assigned above 25%
Social bonds: use bond products to raise funds for [new and existing]
projects aimed at resolving or mitigating social issues.
Sustainable Development Bonds: aim to finance the company’s general
needs whilst promoting its CSR ambitions.
Objective: “We have set an interim target for 2030, and our ambition is for
75% of our assets under management to be invested in companies with
objectives aligned with a 1.5°C scenario, within the basket of assets held
through our directly managed open-ended funds.”
e e | Definition: 50% | Definition based on SBTi
"To achieve this, we have adopted the ‘Portfolio Coverage’ methodology of
the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi), namely, the percentage of
companies with climate science-based targets aligned with a 1.5°C
temperature rise scenario."
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3.1.7.3. Key findings on financing targets

The variety of formulations and realities captured, and the lack of clear identification of needs, makes it
impossible to assess the extent to which these commitments contribute to transition objectives. Is it
better to set a broad target whose actual contribution to climate or environmental aspects is vague and
uncertain, but which, by its scale, can drive a cultural shift within the financial institution? Or a target
centred on a strict climate definition that will ensure a degree of relevance but whose scope will be
limited by the reality of the state of the economy?

The answer to these questions is not obvious. In any case, it is up to the financial institution:
e Be clear-sighted about the strengths and limitations of the objectives it sets;
e Adapt its communication accordingly, particularly with regard to the general public;
e Beyond its external commitments, to have the internal capacity to assess the climate positioning
of the entities in which it invests (see3.1.8 ).

Based in particular on the survey conducted (see3.1.7.2 ), the following key points are brought to the
attention of stakeholders:

e A benchmark aqgainst the SBTi. The SBTi's FINZ framework, applicable to financial
institutions, provides benchmarks within the context of its portfolio target alignment (see Metric
FINZ.2) which can serve as a reference for stakeholders wishing to make a financing
commitment:

o Both in terms of quantifying the proportion of aligned investments, particularly by
company type and region (see Table 3);

o But also in terms of the quality of the scope (see Table 4.2 of the standard,
supplemented by the list of recognised methodologies for determining whether a given
company is in transition or not in relation to the standard).

In this regard, it is emphasised that some of the approaches cited by the framework are considered by
ACT to be sub-optimal (in particular, most metrics focus on having aligned targets, not on the credibility
of achieving them) or ‘black box’. Nevertheless, the very design of the approach remains interesting and
can serve as an initial benchmark.

o Distinguishing between climate, environment and ESG. Whilst it is legitimate to consider
that climate is not the only factor deserving attention in terms of investment flows, the adoption
of very broad ‘sustainable’ targets without specific detail does not allow us to distinguish cases
where all issues are taken into account simultaneously from those where each individual issue
is diluted into a broad ‘responsible’ category where it is very difficult to identify the minimum
expectations, particularly when the details of the composition are not available. It is suggested,
as Groupama GAN Vie does, to explicitly distinguish between different positions according to
themes, as the information is in any case necessarily collected as part of a robust process.
Furthermore, the use of SFDR classifications, which are self-declared and do not necessarily
entail a tangible climate commitment, does not in itself guarantee the quality of the contribution
to the climate agenda.

e Focusing on funding flows versus incentives. Sustainability-linked bonds (SLBs) are
sometimes cited as assets that qualify as ‘green’ assets. In short, this type of product involves
linking the level of remuneration (typically the interest rate) to a given ESG metric, potentially
climate-related (typically a measure of greenhouse gas emissions). However, it potentially says
nothing about the use of the funds. From a strictly climate-alignment perspective, this type of
product poses two problems:

o Firstly, the lack of a systematic link between the return and the use of the funds can
lead to completely unrelated situations: cynically, one could put forward a theoretical
example where the financing of an oil exploration project—which will result in significant
future absolute Scope 1 and 3 emissions—would be channelled through an SLB
indexed to the reduction in the company’s Scope 1+2 emissions, expressed in terms of
intensity.
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https://sciencebasedtargets.org/financial-institutions
https://files.sciencebasedtargets.org/production/files/FINZ-Implementation-List.pdf?_gl=1*flssk2*_gcl_au*MTkwMDIzMTU2LjE3NjQwNTgwNzY.*_ga*MjEyNDgzOTg2MC4xNzE0MTIyMjk3*_ga_22VNHNTFT3*czE3NzAxMzE5OTQkbzkzJGcxJHQxNzcwMTMyMjMyJGo2MCRsMCRoODYyMDUwNzA0
https://files.sciencebasedtargets.org/production/files/FINZ-Implementation-List.pdf?_gl=1*flssk2*_gcl_au*MTkwMDIzMTU2LjE3NjQwNTgwNzY.*_ga*MjEyNDgzOTg2MC4xNzE0MTIyMjk3*_ga_22VNHNTFT3*czE3NzAxMzE5OTQkbzkzJGcxJHQxNzcwMTMyMjMyJGo2MCRsMCRoODYyMDUwNzA0
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupama-gan-vie/

o On the other hand, the investor’s interest is aligned with the failure to meet the criterion
in question. It may be argued that the financial impact is generally low. In that case, it
could be countered that the incentive nature of the product is equally weak.

Avoid transparent approaches. Whilst the taxonomic regulatory framework itself proceeds by
aggregating ‘aligned shares’ of companies in a portfolio, this type of construction shares certain
conceptual weaknesses with aggregated emissions calculations, and results in an abstract
indicator that is uninterpretable and, ultimately, unmanageable. It is reiterated that the relevance
of a cash flow allocation is measured at the level of the economic actor benefiting from it, or
where applicable at the level of the specific project that it implements using that cash flow. It is
therefore not advisable to calculate a green share or proportion of outstanding assets by
referring to a breakdown of positions, where 30% of outstanding assets would be green because
30% of the company’s activity is green. Insofar as the remaining 70% are potentially ‘brown’,
the approach may even have a potentially counterproductive effect.

Beyond highlighting references, explain how the framework is put into practice. Mere
reference to a framework does not necessarily enable an understanding of how it is applied,
and may vyield results of varying quality. For example, stating that an investment is ‘green’ by
indicating that a taxonomic analysis has been carried out without specifying its nature—and in
particular which criteria were applied or whether a DNSH analysis was conducted on the
complementary activity. The lack of information will not allow the mechanism to be distinguished
between, for example, an actor who essentially adopts the requirements of a label such as
Greenfin and another who uses a ‘best-in-class’ approach to establish a minimalist threshold
but without any intrinsic minimum guarantee (for example, assuming a ‘green’ status for any
taxonomic turnover exceeding 5% without analysing the rest of the business).
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3.1.8. Challenges and prospects for metrics and indicators supporting climate
strategy

As in previous reports, this ‘theoretical’ section serves as a reminder of the need to identify the various
strengths and weaknesses of the main metrics used: metrics derived from greenhouse gas emissions,
and financing metrics. This year, in light of practices observed among certain stakeholders, a focus has
been placed on property labels (see3.1.8.3 ).

This section therefore provides a clear overview of the characteristics of the various types of metrics
and explains how, in order to ensure the effectiveness of a financial institution’s strategy for aligning
itself with the Paris Agreement, it is necessary to have both forward-looking metrics—based in particular
on the analysis of the transition plans of the companies in which the institution invests—and backward-
looking metrics enabling verification, by relevant emitting sector, of the effective decarbonisation of the
economic activities underlying the investments.

These elements are supported by various developments in market-based approaches, such as the work
of UNEP-FI, SBTi, GFANZ, CBl and ADEME (ACT Finance).

3.1.8.1. ‘Carbon’ metrics

Metrics derived from emissions inventories: data that is publicly available but has conceptual
weaknesses

Four main types of targets based on greenhouse gas (GHG) emission inventories of financed emissions
have been identified among stakeholders:

o “Absolute” targets
o For example, “I commit to reducing the financed emissions of my portfolio by 40%
between 2019 and 20307,
o Which in practical terms means that if | was at 1,000 tCO2e in 2019, | must be below
600 tCO2e in 2030.

o “Physical intensity” targets, where, for the relevant sector, GHG emissions are reported per unit
of product (tonne of cement, aluminium, kWh of electricity). Intensities are calculated for each
company in the sector in which we invest and aggregated as a weighted average based on
investments in each of these companies.

o For example, “in the cement sector, | commit to reducing the physical intensity of my
portfolio, expressed in tCO2e/t cement, by 25% by 2030 from a 2018 baseline.”

o In practical terms, this means that if in 2018 | have a physical intensity of 0.8 tCO2e/t
cement as the weighted average of my investments in cement companies, | must be at
0.6 tCO2e/t cement or less by 2030.

e ‘Carbon footprint’ targets, where the amount of GHG emissions is related to the amount
invested, which makes it possible, in particular, to account for simple fluctuations in the inflows
of a fund or a life insurance product.

o Forexample: “I commit to reducing the carbon footprint of my portfolio by 30% by 2025,
starting from a baseline in 2020.”

o In practical terms, this means that if in 2020 | have a carbon footprint of 100 tCO2e per
million euros invested, | must be at 70 tCO2e per million euros invested by 2025 at the
latest.

e ‘Carbon intensity’ targets, where, for each company, the amount of GHG emissions is reported
relative to turnover, or more rarely to market capitalisation/EV/EBITDA. At portfolio level, an
average of this indicator, weighted by investment, is then calculated.

o For example: “I commit to reducing my portfolio’s carbon footprint by 30% by 2030,
starting from a baseline in 2020.”

o In practical terms, this means that if in 2020 | have a carbon intensity of 50 tCO2e/€m
of turnover, | must be at 35 tCO2e/€m of turnover by 2030 at the latest.
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https://www.unepfi.org/industries/banking/developing-metrics-for-transition-finance/
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/net-zero-for-financial-institutions
https://www.gfanzero.com/our-work/financial-institution-net-zero-transition-plans/
https://www.climatebonds.net/resources/reports/navigating-corporate-transitions-%E4%BC%81%E4%B8%9A%E8%BD%AC%E5%9E%8B%E6%8A%95%E8%B5%84%E6%8C%87%E5%8D%97
https://actinitiative.org/act-finance-la-methodologie-pour-le-secteur-financier/

The distinction between the last two metrics (carbon footprint and carbon intensity, terms defined by the
SFDR? ) is not always clear when reading reports, as stakeholders may refer to ‘intensity’ and targets
in tCO2/m€, without specifying whether this refers to millions of euros invested or millions of euros in
turnover.

Each type of target has advantages and disadvantages, a summary of which is provided in the table
below.

Target type Advantages Disadvantages

Handling of multiple readings?6

Direct correlation with ‘actual’ .
No management of collection

Absolute (tCO2e)

emissions
effects
Requires a granular sector-by-
Granular physical Sector view.
. . Not applicable to sectors with
interpretability .
. . . non-homogeneous physical
. . . Link/comparability with
Physical intensity transition scenario work, notabl products.
(tCO2e/physical unit) IAE ’ Y| No insight into activity data to
" reconcile with actual
Less sensitive than others to i o7
emissions

sectoral portfolio reallocations. . .
P Borderline effects on multi-

activity companies.
Variability due to non-climate
factors (market value of

Carbon footprint (tCO2e/€m | Neutralisation of collection

invested) effects

assets)?®

No physical interpretability

Very strong assumption of
Carbon intensity (tCO2e/€m | Cross-sector comparability sector homogeneity (the
turnover or /€m EVIC) Data availability ‘Renault vs Ferrari’ paradox?? )

Variability due to non-climate
factors (inflation)3°

25 SFDR Delegated Regulation_1288/2022, Annex |, Formulas 2 and 3.

% Across the economy as a whole, the total amount of GHG emissions simply corresponds to the sum
of the Scope 1 emissions of each relevant actor. Scopes 2 and 3 are ultimately just the Scope 1
emissions of one or more other actors. Whilst in some cases the entity responsible for the emissions is
not a company (for example, downstream Scope 3 emissions linked to a private individual's use of a
vehicle in the context of a car manufacturer), in other cases there will be ‘stacking’ of emissions (for
example, a raw material extracted by one company, processed by another and used by a third: the
emissions associated with extraction will be accounted for at the level of each company: as Scope 1 for
the producer and then as upstream Scope 3 for the other two. Furthermore, cross-shareholdings
between companies can also create complications.

27 |f, for example, physical intensity decreases by 20% but at the same time the company produces twice
as many goods, all other things being equal, overall emissions will have increased by 60%.

2 Thus, by mid-November 2023, with the Eurostoxx having fluctuated by around +35% over five years,
a financial manager overseeing a Eurostoxx 50 index fund could, without the cumulative emissions of
the companies comprising this index having changed one iota, report a reduction of 1-1.35 ~ -25% in
the intensity of their portfolio per million euros invested.

2 Carbon intensity is based on the underlying assumption that one euro of revenue or one euro of
‘financing’ (EVIC) between two companies is equivalent in terms of GHG emissions. Comparing, within
the same sector, a niche company focused on luxury or high value-added products versus a ‘generalist’
company highlights a significant bias that can send the wrong message. For example, in 2022 Ferrari
sold 13,221 vehicles per year, generating revenue of €5.1 billion and 0.3 MtCO2e of emissions, whereas
Renault sold 2.7 million vehicles, generating revenue of €46 billion and 57 MtCO2e of emissions.
Ferrari’s carbon intensity is thus 65 tCO2e/€m in turnover, whilst Renault’s is 1,230 tCO2e/€m in turnover
— nearly 20 times higher — even though the environmental performance of a Ferrari, focused on its
sporting aspects, is generally inferior to that of a Renault model.

% The phenomenon of inflation automatically leads, all other things being equal, to an increase in
companies’ turnover and therefore a decrease in carbon intensity relative to that turnover, regardless of
any concrete action taken on greenhouse gas emissions
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32022R1288

Various market initiatives (notably the Net Zero alliances, particularly the NZBA banking alliance) have
issued guidelines based on these different metrics. The relatively good availability of carbon data, the
possibility of building on existing frameworks established for setting targets (IEA scenarios, SBTi
standard) and, to a certain extent, the scope for management, particularly regarding liquid asset classes
(through buying/selling or reviewing the weighting of high- or low-carbon exposures), make these
metrics attractive for underpinning a climate strategy with a commitment.

However, all these metrics share the common feature of being based on carbon accounting applied to
finance, which entails the following limitations:

i. Reliability of GHG data at company level: underlying choices made by each company in
selecting its significant emission sources, emission factors and associated activity data,
modelling, completion and verification work potentially carried out by third-party service
providers using models that will vary from one provider to another, ...

ii. Apart from physical intensity, biases associated with aggregating the metric at portfolio level;
see the drawbacks mentioned in the table above;

iii. Backward-looking nature of the indicator: it is only ex post that it can be established that the
company, whose financial assets have already been invested, has actually reduced its
emissions, which does not allow financial flows to be allocated according to actual transition
prospects, hence a contributory aspect that is difficult to demonstrate. Due to the time taken to
collect information, the lag between the portfolio and the company’s data is sometimes as long
as two years.

iv. The possibility of carrying out ‘paper decarbonisation’ (paper decarbonization), which allows for
a significant drop in the emissions tracking metric with limited financial impact, and thus an easy
achievement of set targets without actual emissions reductions in the economy or tangible
financial impact that would influence economic actors3’ .

Various initiatives have worked on developing forward-looking emissions metrics (accounting for
expected emissions reductions or expected avoided emissions). Whilst these metrics help to overcome
the drawbacks of a backward-looking system, a number of limitations remain (comparability, stability),
whilst new difficulties arise (definition of reference scenarios, credibility of future trajectories).

Finally, the Austrian GFA initiative has worked on developing |-PEPs indicators focused not on the metric
itself but on its variation, which presents an interesting alternative. However, this approach retains biases
depending on usage, particularly in the choice of weighting for variations and in the stability of portfolios
over time.

The conclusions of the ‘0 ’ section highlight the significant limitations of these metrics and associated
targets, particularly in the absence of robust tools such as a factor decomposition of the metric’s past
trends and projection models.

ADEME emphasises the value for investors, should they wish to adopt management approaches or
commitments based on GHG metrics, of implementing sector-specific emissions monitoring,
expressed both in absolute terms and in physical intensity where possible, and of enriching their
perspective through the use of complementary indicators such as I-PEPs. This enables the
establishment of safeguards to verify ex post the effective decarbonisation of these sectors, thereby
mitigating some of the shortcomings associated with monitoring expressed in absolute or monetary
emissions. However, the setting of greenhouse gas emission reduction targets is not in itself sufficient

31 So let us assume a portfolio 90% exposed to low-emission companies (say 1 tCO2e/€m invested)
and 10% to high-emission companies (say 100 tCO2e/€m invested). A change of +/-1% in the portfolio’s
composition in favour of the low-emission sector is sufficient to reduce the carbon metric by nearly 10%.
This mechanism can even apply within the same sector, as the orders of magnitude can vary depending
on the precise positioning in the value chain and the metric used. Such variations are sufficient to offset
or even negate the changes resulting from companies’ actual decarbonisation efforts.
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https://www.unepfi.org/net-zero-banking/
https://www.bmluk.gv.at/en/topics/climate-environment/sustainable-development/green-economy-und-green-finance/green-finance/alliance/newsroom/i-peps-a-new-kpi-set-to-steer-financial-portfolio-decarbonisation.html
https://www.umweltbundesamt.at/en/green-finance-alliance/i-peps-methology-standard

to ensure that the investment strategy is aligned with the Paris Agreement: metrics enabling an ex ante
assessment of the emitting economic actor’s positioning are necessary.

The implicit temperature approach: a potentially relevant ‘scoring’ approach, but one that is
difficult to substantiate scientifically

The implicit temperature targets identified among the sample of 50 actors represent a significant minority
(10 actors, or 20%). The main point of attention regarding this metric is that it has a strong evocative
power for physical interpretability, in a context where, given the limitations of carbon accounting, of
science in general, and the conceptual complexity involved in individually attributing a phenomenon that
is by its very nature collective, the proposed methodological approaches necessarily rely on strong
model assumptions.

The appeal of this metric can be illustrated by the following comment from a market participant: “This
new indicator, aggregated at fund and asset management firm level, has the advantage of being a
meaningful metric for assessing a portfolio’s alignment with the Paris Agreement. Easily linked to global
issues, it effectively bridges the gap between companies, portfolios and climate science.”

Among the key points for attention, some of which may overlap with those raised regarding the MSA
biodiversity metric (see3.1.10.7 ), the following aspects can be identified:

e There appears to be a general consensus on a methodological principle: interpreting alignment
at the company level as alignment ‘as if the entire economy were acting in the same way’;

e Furthermore, two very different families of methodologies can be observed: some
methodologies calculate a score (Carbon 4’s CIA) and then convert it into a temperature using
a formula that is more mathematical than physical (see Mirova’s report), whilst others work on
the concept of comparing a company’s emissions projection with an aligned trajectory to deduce
a gap (MSCI ITR, CDP WWF Temperature score);

e Even in the latter cases, methodologies can remain very different in their design, resulting in
potentially divergent scores for the same company even though they are displayed using the
same ‘physical’ metric: purely quantitative aspects or varying degrees of integration of
qualitative aspects, categories of emissions/scopes selected, whether or not past performance
is taken into account, whether or not the credibility of the targets set is discussed, absolute or
intensity-based approaches, etc.

e Aggregate aspects at portfolio level raise the necessary question of weighting, particularly
across sectors, with potentially inadequate approaches.

It can therefore be assumed that achieving ‘“1.5°C alignment’ will be easier for a service company than
for a carbon-intensive company. Yet the financial footprint of the former is much larger than that of the
latter within the investment universes of French players. It therefore seems straightforward, by weighting
results against assets under management, to achieve a positive result®? . In this regard, it is noted in
particular that the CDP WWF ‘temperature score’ methodology discusses this subject at length (section
7: weighting options) and more or less recommends certain weighting methodologies depending on the
intended use. However, it does not formally advise against any of them. In practice, the chosen
weighting metric seems rarely to be explicitly stated, let alone discussed. In most cases, the
application of weighting by financial size appears most likely due to its practicality of implementation (no
need for additional data).

The reports from the various players sometimes, but not always, highlight these limitations. For instance,
the reports from La Mondiale or BPCE Vie, which use the CIA score converted into a temperature scale,
do not appear to mention them, whilst Mirova tends to cite areas for development rather than limitations.
ODDO BHF, which uses the MSCI ITR, includes a paragraph on the subject:

32 For example, with 5% of exposure to companies at 3°C and 95% to service companies at 2°C, the alignment
would be 2.05°C, which is a rather favourable result. If financed emissions are taken into account, subject to a
certain methodological robustness, it is plausible that the ratio of proportions is reversed (95% of financed emissions
coming from carbon-intensive sectors, 5% from the rest), resulting in an average temperature of 2.95°C.
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https://www.carbone4.com/files/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Carbone4_Low-carbon-indices_resumeVF-1.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/mirova-rapport-durabilite-lec-tcfd-tnfd-2024.pdf
https://cdn.cdp.net/cdp-production/comfy/cms/files/files/000/009/448/original/CDP%E2%80%93WWF_Temperature_Scoring_Methodology.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/la-mondiale-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bpce-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/mirova-rapport-durabilite-lec-tcfd-tnfd-2024.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/oddo-bhf-asset-management-sas/

“The implied temperature rise, like any methodology, has its limitations. Its main limitation is that carbon
overshoot is based on projections, yet actual outcomes may differ from these. Furthermore, for a long
time, the methodology covered only companies and not sovereigns. However, a temperature
methodology for sovereigns was published by MSCI in 2025, which we are currently reviewing.
Consequently, this could lead us to reconsider our commitment to the alignment trajectory defined in our
objectives.”

The concept of a ‘temperature score’ rather than ‘portfolio temperature’ helps to mitigate the ‘physical
data’ aspect. Nevertheless, there remains a nuance that will likely escape the novice reader if these
elements are used in relation to the general public. In particular, the commercial use of this type of
metric, which appears scientific, may prove detrimental.

Thus, without questioning the potential merits of these methodologies as indicators for selection,
prioritisation, awareness-raising, etc., it is emphasised:

e that it is necessary to take into account the weaknesses of these indicators, which are not
physically interpretable, and to focus on their ‘score’ aspect. This implies that it is not
immediately possible, without evidence provided by the financial institution, to deduce from a
temperature score close to 1.5°C that the underlying companies in the portfolio are effectively
contributing in a manner aligned with international climate objectives;

e that certain methodological choices with a potentially significant impact must be explained or
even discussed, in particular the weighting choices used in the aggregation;

e that any communication should be accompanied by explanations of the limitations.

3.1.8.2. ‘Finance’ metrics: the categorisation of actors and the analysis of their transition
plans

The theoretical framework

Various initiatives (the ACT Finance methodology developed by ADEME, the SBTi's FINZ standard,
GFANZ, the UNEP-FI document, the CBI framework, the NZIF framework), aware of the limitations of
the carbon metrics-only approach, are pushing to refocus the management of financial institutions’
transition on what they do: investing (or ceasing to invest) and using their influence as investors
(engagement, including proposing resolutions, voting, dialogue, and support and escalation processes).
This requires identifying which are the ‘right’ actors and projects, and those that do not, in practice, adopt
a transition approach, or one that is sufficiently credible and ambitious.

In this regard, the use of the SBTi standard for non-financial companies3® may prove useful, by
measuring, possibly by relevant sector of activity, the proportion of companies with such targets. It
should be noted, however, that the setting of an ambitious decarbonisation target by a company does
not guarantee (i) an analysis of the credibility of the measures it has put in place to achieve it, nor (ii)
its actual achievement of the target. The approach can therefore be considered a first step in the right
direction but insufficient in relation to the overall objective of adopting a climate strategy aligned with the
Paris Agreement.

ADEME therefore recommends that financial institutions adopt a framework for analysing
companies’ transition plans and the ‘low-carbon’ nature of the projects in which they invest,
enabling issuers and projects to be categorised according to their climate profile.

® The sBTi initiative provides a validation and certification framework for companies’ emission reduction
targets. This framework is tailored to the challenges of each sector with the aim of (i) covering relevant
greenhouse gas emission sources, (ii) expressing the target in a relevant format (physical intensity or
absolute reduction target), and (iii) to ensure the ambition of the target in relation to transition scenarios
compatible with the Paris Agreement, with two types of targets: on the one hand, targets for 2030 (near-
term targets) and, on the other hand, ‘net zero’ targets for 2040—-2050. The SBTi is currently reviewing
its framework, particularly in relation to financial institutions.
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https://actinitiative.org/act-finance-roadtest/
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/net-zero-for-financial-institutions
https://www.gfanzero.com/press/gfanz-launches-consultation-on-transition-finance-strategies-and-measuring-the-impact-on-emissions/
https://www.unepfi.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Developing-Metrics-for-Transition-Finance.pdf
https://www.climatebonds.net/transition-finance-home
https://www.iigcc.org/net-zero-investment-framework
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/

This categorisation enables the development of associated ‘financing’ metrics and targets (expressed
as a share of the portfolio or in terms of amounts invested, either overall or by sector3* ), allowing for the
ex ante definition of the appropriate allocation of investments, in addition to ‘technical’ greenhouse gas
metrics, which enable ex post verification of an actual reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. This
categorisation framework could be combined with differentiated strategic priorities. An illustrative
example is provided below:

Stlrat.eglc Category of | Management Comment - Example
priority actor/asset lever
Activities
:lr\:ict:tc])nsstenihe The targeted activity significantly undermines efforts
L Exclusion to combat global warming (typically a new coal
objectives  of mining project)
the Paris J
Agreement
The target company has not made a climate
Mitigation Engagement commitment / its approach is not credible. It is
Not aligned E ) ’ recommended to set a maximum commitment period
xclusion -
(e.g. 2 years) before deciding that, as the company
is not credible, the process is escalated to exclusion.
The actor has set targets, but they are partial / the
action plan is not substantiated. Here too, a support
To be aligned | Engagement strategy accompanied by a waiting period (e.g. 4
years) before ‘downgrading’ helps to lend credibility
to the financial institution’s commitment.
Mitigation The actor has made commitments aligned with the
o Aligned Investment Paris Agreement and has set out a credible and
contribution ;
robust action plan to meet them.
Climate The targeted activity contributes to a climate change
Contribution . Investment mitigation/adaptation objective and does not
solution X C
undermine other objectives.
A stakeholder
for whom Focusing one’s strategy or communicating heavily
Combating climate NA on actions taken by entities for which climate change
greenwashing. | change is not is not a material issue may detract from priority
a material issues.
issue

It is emphasised that the approach is not simply a binary choice of invest or do not invest, but that the
financial actor potentially has a key role to play in supporting and providing solutions to companies that
are currently insufficiently committed to the transition, in particular to encourage them to formalise a
credible transition plan.

The key to this approach remains the rules for categorising the various actors and assets. These must
be transparent. In the absence of a global consensus to date on what constitutes a ‘good’ virtuous
company (whether in transition or already green), the following main points can be highlighted:

o While relevant for assessing the alignment of a specific activity (typically a ‘climate solution’),
the taxonomic framework alone will be insufficient to determine whether a company is ‘in
transition’ or ‘green’ overall® .

* |n this regard, it is emphasised that the ACT Finance methodology, to avoid strategies that concentrate
the portfolio on sectors with low climate risk where it would be ‘easy’ to demonstrate that they are in
transition or compatible with a low-carbon world, weights the portfolio shares of the various sectors
based on a combination of their financial weight and their weight in terms of global greenhouse gas
emissions, rather than financial weight alone.

% For example, if an energy producer has a mix comprising 60% renewable energy and 40% coal, its
very high taxonomic alignment rate of 60% does not imply alignment if the company shows no intention
of ceasing or transforming its coal-related activities within the remaining 40%.
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https://actinitiative.org/act-finance-la-methodologie-pour-le-secteur-financier/

o The CSRD regulations are intended to provide relevant and, at the very least, comparable
information regarding companies’ transition plans and the measures they intend to implement
to achieve them. Here too, however, it is not the CSRD itself that determines whether a company
is in transition or not, but the analysis of the reporting.

e In this regard, it is worth noting that ADEME has developed the ACT initiative, which enables (i)
a company to draw up a transition plan using the ‘ACT Step-by-Step’ approach and (ii) a third
party to assess the quality of a company’s transition plan using the sector-specific ‘ACT
Evaluation’ methodologies. To date, around_15 sectors of activity are covered by ACT
Evaluation, and work is underway to align it with the CSRD (see webinar).

Finally, ADEME lists here various resources available for developing analytical frameworks and
categorising companies, which may assist financial institutions in their approach:

e The NZIF conceptual framework, which proposes categorisation criteria (see focus below).

e An IFD guide for analysing companies’ performance in terms of the carbon transition;

e The guidelines issued by the ATP-Col expert group proposing a framework of common
principles for assessing the credibility of companies’ transition plans.

e The CBI's document ‘Navigating Corporate Transitions’, which sets out proposed criteria for
categorising companies and a cross-reference table of categories across different initiatives;

e ADEME’s ACT Finance methodology, which proposes, in indicator 4.1 (p. 90 et seq.), a maturity
matrix assessing the quality of the transition plan analysis framework put in place and reflecting
expectations in this area, as well as the ACT categorisation framework, which proposes
determining, based on an ACT assessment, whether or not the company is undergoing a
credible transition;

e The SBTi FINZ, which proposes a standard for financial institutions.

Some categorisation practices observed, structured in particular using the NZIF framework

Some organisations in the sample have developed a framework for categorising stakeholders. For
example, BNPP AM Europe describes, as it did last year, a framework — NZ:AAA — based on the
categories ‘aligned’, ‘in the process of alignment’, ‘not aligned’ and ‘carbon neutrality achieved’. Attention
is drawn to the fact that this framework sets out definitions that could be improved (for example,
assuming carbon neutrality has been achieved once 50% of taxonomic revenue is aligned, relying on
concepts of revenue contributions to the SDGs, or presuming alignment based solely on decarbonisation
targets). AM also emphasises that improving its methodology is one of its areas for progress (“This
proprietary framework [...] Net Zero Achieving, Aligned or Aligning [...] is based on various sources: the
Transition Pathway Initiative (TPI), the Science Based Targets Initiative (SBTi), Climate Action 100+ and
the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP). Most of these sources are publicly available and have objectives
related to classifying companies into categories based on their level of alignment with carbon neutrality.
We intend to further refine our method for assessing Net Zero alignment in the future”).

Other stakeholders have also highlighted a direct reference to, or inspiration from, the Net Zero
Investment Framework (NZIF), developed by the Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change (11GC)
and designed specifically to integrate with the requirements of the NZAM. This framework sets out:

e A principle for categorising companies according to their climate alignment, by asset class;

e And key criteria determining eligibility for each category.

However, the operationalisation of the criteria is left to the investors themselves. The following
table presents a summary of the criteria required to achieve each category, in ascending order of
alignment: Committed, Aligning, Aligned, Achieving. Each higher category must meet all the criteria of
the lower categories in addition to its own.
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https://actinitiative.org/
https://actinitiative.org/act-methodologies/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KjmRnuym598
https://www.iigcc.org/net-zero-investment-framework
https://institutdelafinancedurable.com/app/uploads/2024/11/2024-IFD-GUIDE-POUR-LANALYSE-TRANSITION-CARBONE-ENTREPRISES.pdf
https://www.worldbenchmarkingalliance.org/news/assessing-companies-transition-plans-collective-atp-col/
https://www.climatebonds.net/resources/reports/navigating-corporate-transitions-%E4%BC%81%E4%B8%9A%E8%BD%AC%E5%9E%8B%E6%8A%95%E8%B5%84%E6%8C%87%E5%8D%97
https://actinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/pdf/act_finance_investing_methodology_20240222.pdf
https://actinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/documents/act_assessment_categorization_framework_paper_v0.1.pdf
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/financial-institutions
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bnp-paribas-asset-management-europe/
https://www.iigcc.org/net-zero-investment-framework
https://www.iigcc.org/

I . . Real Private Private
Criteria Listed Sovereign Estate Infrastructure Equity debt
1. Ambition Committed | Committed | Committed | Committed Committed | Committed
2. Targets Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning
3 Emissions | Ajigned | Aligned | Aligned | Aligned Aligned | Aligned
performance 9 9 9 9 9 9
4. Disclosure Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning Aligning
gl'ar?ecarbm'sat"’” Aligning* | Aligning | Aligning | Aligned Aligned | Aligned*
6._ Capital allocation Aligned* | Achieving
alignment

7. Engagement with
climate policy

8. Climate Aligning Aligning Committed | Committed*
governance

9. Just transition

10. Climate risk
and accounting

* for high-impact material sectors (HIM sectors)®® .

Asset manager Comgest SA states that it uses the NZIF coverage ratio as a complementary indicator
to temperature alignment, alongside an engagement threshold, with the following 2030 target: “The 2030
target we have submitted to the NZAMI at Comgest Group level involves having 50% of our listed equity
AUM invested in so-called material sectors, classified as: — Achieving a net-zero target; or — Aligned
with a net-zero trajectory.” Comgest’s implementation of the NZIF framework is set out in a case study,
which clearly specifies the criteria and data sources.

The following points for attention can be highlighted:

e The assessment of the performance criterion, required to move into the two higher categories
(aligned or achieving), is not taken into account due to analytical difficulties. Consequently, these
two categories are not ‘activated’, which is a conservative approach;

e Regarding the ‘disclosure’ criterion, which is necessary to reach the ‘Aligning’ category, checks
on Scope 3 disclosures are carried out for certain categories and only for companies in high-
impact sectors, with the others being presumed non-material.

AXA IM (since acquired by the BNP Group) presents in its report a colour-coded categorisation
framework “inspired by NZIF”. The framework is described in detail, with a distinction between a
‘quantitative’ layer based on criteria and a more ‘qualitative’ layer focusing on a limited number of
companies deemed to be of particular concern. The quantitative approach is illustrated by a decision
tree:

% The list of sectors is as follows: Agriculture, forestry, and fishing; Airlines; Aluminium; Automobiles; Banking;
Cement; Chemicals; Consumer goods & services; Coal and diversified mining; Electric utilities; Food producers;
Industrials; Oil and gas (excluding distribution); Paper; Real estate; Shipping; Steel; Transportation. Notes are
provided where necessary to supplement the definition of the sectors.
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The descriptive effort is commendable. Regarding the substance of the methodology, discussed in
particular in the section3.1.7.2 , the following points for attention may be reiterated or added concerning
this quantitative aspect:

e The TPI initiative cited proposes, on the one hand, an assessment of ‘carbon performance’,
which in practice amounts to measuring the ambition of decarbonisation targets without
discussing the credibility of their achievement and without examining past carbon performance
(which may render the chosen term ‘performance’ counter-intuitive or even misleading), and, on
the other hand, ‘management quality’, which, through a series of detailed questions, provides
an assessment on a scale of 0 to 5 of the quality of the company’s management. However, this
latter dimension also does not address the company’s actual performance, whether past,
present or future. Itis this latter dimension that appears to be captured by the AXA IM framework,
and which may seem open to improvement when it comes to characterising the attainment of
the higher categories

e The aspects relating to contribution or SDG scores may be open to question, both in terms of
the reliability of the link that can be established between an activity and a relevant theme, and
in terms of assessing whether a contribution is positive or negative with regard to the SDGs. In
this regard, ESMA published a study in 2024 on ‘SDG’ funds which highlights the weaknesses
of the approaches observed: “Our results highlight some of the challenges in assessing real-
world impact claims and show that SDG funds do not significantly differ from non-SDG
counterparts or ESG peers regarding their alignment with the United Nations SDGs. This raises
questions as to whether funds claiming to contribute to the SDGs are actually fulfilling their
promise to investors.”

e The case of a company with a structurally lower intensity than its benchmark, due to a particular
position in the value chain, may lead it to be assigned the highest category without having a
transition plan, even though it is likely to need to contribute its fair share to reducing emissions.

e Furthermore, the failure to capture Scope 3 emissions renders the approach unsuitable for
certain sectors (e.g. oil, automotive manufacturers).

o Finally, a purely intensity-based approach fails to capture the need to make changes to business
models (typically modal shift in transport) in line with the expectations of the underlying transition
scenarios.

The qualitative approach is then described in principle, drawing on the fundamental criteria of the NZIF
and specifying that these are subject to sector-specific variations. The relationship with the quantitative
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https://www.transitionpathwayinitiative.org/methodology
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2024-02/ESMA50-524821-3098_TRV_article_-_Impact_investing_-_Do_SDG_funds_fulfil_their_promises.pdf

approach is not clarified (in which cases to use the qualitative approach, what degree of constraint exists
between quantitative and qualitative).

Finally, Tikehau IM, which uses an NZIF (v1) approach within its Capital Markets Strategies scope, takes
the time in its report to detail, sector by sector, the monitoring of objectives and the methodological
difficulties encountered, for example: “From September 2024, methodological difficulties arose in
identifying companies aligned with the net-zero objective in high-impact sectors due to the lack of
available data on criterion 5 — alignment of equity allocation with the achievement of the net-zero
objective by 2050". However, the precise manner in which the various categorisation criteria are
operationalised is not detailed in the 29 LEC report or in the universal registration document to which it
refers.

Furthermore, it is noted that a provider such as MSCI proposes a categorisation framework applied by
the NZIF. The main shortcoming of this proposal is that it does not implement all the criteria, notably the
criterion relating to capital alignment (“Rather than using poor data point approximations, MSCI S&C
prefers to omit this criterion from the list of criteria defining the Aligned category for higher-impact
companies. This approach may change in the future as comprehensive, modelled and relevant Capex
data may become available at scale.”). Whilst data collection and its relevance are indeed a challenge,
choosing to simply remove the criterion in order to assign the higher categories provided for by this
framework is likely to lead to greenwashing and may call into question the framework’s robustness. The
use of methodologies of this type should, at the very least, be accompanied by a systematic warning
regarding the lack of full compliance with the framework, and could, for example, involve using different
names for the higher categories.

These criticisms and points of concern regarding the limitations do not call into question the
fundamentally sound nature of the stakeholders’ approaches, particularly when they are aware that the
proposed approaches are open to improvement. The work carried out here highlights the need for
reflection and continuous improvement on these issues, on which ADEME has developed particular
expertise through the sector-specific methodologies of the ACT initiative.

Analysis of transition plans: a practice gaining ground thanks to the SRI label

The key question underlying the categorisation framework set out in this section is that of the ability to
analyse the climate alignment of the economic agent in question, particularly carbon-intensive
companies that need to undertake their transition. The 29 LEC reports were analysed to determine
whether the stakeholders appeared to have explicitly adopted such an analytical framework in respect
of any of these aspects. The results, excluding real estate AM, are as follows:

Monitoring Insurer GEN ‘ PE | Total ‘
Is there an analysis of corporate transition plans? | 25% 70% | 13% |43%

Reminder: sample size 16 20 |8 44

The proportion is not insignificant, particularly for generalist asset managers. In the latter case, the trend
is driven in particular by the fact that the need to analyse transition plans has been explicitly included
in the third version of the SRI label framework. This states that ‘/n order to demonstrate how climate
issues are taken into account, the management company of the candidate fund must demonstrate that
it has implemented a method for assessing the climate transition strategies of the issuers analysed
under ESG criteria’, with a minimum coverage requirement for enhanced due diligence (sectors with
high climate impact — HICS according to the SFDR) and in terms of outcomes (in particular, 15% of this
enhanced due diligence portfolio must have a ‘credible’ transition plan, and 20% must be subject to an
engagement). Various milestones and reference frameworks are set out to guide portfolio management
firms in developing their methodology (analysis of reduction targets, measures implemented, and
governance).

Whilst mention is made of the existence of an analytical methodology, the description is often limited to
an outline of principles and data sources. Furthermore, its use currently appears to be restricted mainly
to SRI funds. This is likely due to the need to refine and improve these methodologies, which are still
relatively new, as there is inherent efficiency in reusing the results of these methodologies across a wide
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https://actinitiative.org/fr/act-methodologies/
https://www.lelabelisr.fr/label-isr/referentiel/

range of cross-cutting processes, such as risk management or supporting more robust engagement, by
being able to identify specific areas for improvement.

Among the players mentioning the existence of such methodologies is Lazard Fréres, which publishes
a framework for analysing corporate transition plans on its website. Others highlight this as an area for
improvement (Generali: “The assessment of transition plans for companies in the portfolio, based on
ADEME's ‘Accelerating Climate Transition’ (ACT) methodology and the Science Based Targets initiative
(SBTi), for example, will need to be strengthened.”).

It is interesting to note that most organisations appear to be developing their own proprietary
methodology, based on data from service providers where applicable, rather than simply adopting a
service provider’s assessment directly. Based on the available information, these approaches appear to
vary considerably in their design. A proprietary approach ensures a degree of control over a complex
issue such as measuring a company’s climate alignment. However, it is important to emphasise:

e Thatfinance’s contribution to the transition requires the alignment of capital flows to ensure they
are allocated to the efforts needed to transform the economy. Too great a divergence in the
signals provided by different methodologies would, in practice, negate any form of effectiveness
(typically if the same company is considered to be in transition by one stakeholder but not by
another).

e That whilst the assessment is complex, there are robust objective foundations that must
underpin the analysis of a transition plan’s quality: objectives set against market decarbonisation
scenarios, announcements made tangible through action plans, governance, etc. — all elements
shared in particular by the ATP-Col reference framework cited above, which stakeholders are
encouraged to draw upon.

Thus, the following pillars are highlighted by ADEME as relevant for analysing a transition plan, in
conjunction with the CSRD/VSME references, which show that the information should reasonably be
available from European companies subject to the CSRD, whilst EFRAG emphasised that around 55%
of them (60% of which are French) have a transition plan.

A differentiated approach could be considered depending on the size of the company and its compliance
status, focusing on certain core aspects (balance sheet, targets and action plan) for the smallest
companies.

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

REPUBLIQUE o 66
FRANCAISE ) 5<BSERVATORY

Lgalité | TRansiTion
Fraternité | _fcoLociovE
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Expected

Expected data3”

CSRD
(EFRAG

VSME
draft

Draft E1

Details of the inventory by
GHG emissions | Completeness and quality of [category, methodology and E1-8 B3
inventory reporting justification for aspects not
covered
Coverage of the material scope [Information on GHG targets
Decarbonisation | through targets aligned with national required by the CSRD:| 11a) B2-C3
targets Paris Agreement objectives / robust [scope, ambition, timeframe,| E1-6
transition scenarios monitoring
The targets are underpinned by an
action plan detailing the key
Decarbonisation | elements: nature of the lever, |[Overview and details of the| 11a) B2
levers associated financial resources, |main actions. E1-5 (C3 224)
estimated expected emission
reductions, locked-in emissions;
Where relevant, the company has
Value chain implemt_ented a strategy to engage if[s \Where material, descripti.on 11a)
carbon-intensive value chain jof the engagement policy (C3 225)
engagement o : : AR2 (b)
(support, positive/negative levers jand actions taken
with an escalation mechanism).
Organisation of climate 11 a) and [C2 213
The transition plan is integrated into [90V€rnance, plan e) C3 225
Governance the company’s overall strategy, as [Monitoring process
part of a long-term vision. Compr(?hensive review of 11a) C1-C2
the business model
The company provides feedback on |Identification of the main
External what it needs in terms of public external dependencies of 1
dependencies olicy to implement its transition the company’s transition (c) MR
p policy p pany
plan. plan.
3.1.8.3. Approaches to real estate by generic players
A brief analysis of the real estate practices of generic intensité moyenne projetée des goz & effet de serre
playerS (inSUrerS and generiC asset management du portefeuille immobilier en direct dans le modéle CRREM
companies) was carried out. It revealed: 20
e on the one hand, fairly widespread use of the RN
CRREM (Carbon Risk Real Estate Monitor) tool; _
e on the other hand, the repeated highlighting of e \4_5
various certifications and labels in the context of we
contributing to climate objectives: HQE, 12
BREEAM, etc. 10 1L\
Regarding CRREM, in practice, data relating to the real ’ 72 64 s
estate portfolio is collected or modelled, and entered, ¢ ) 50'““-;;____%_49 49
most often by a specialist service provider (among < - a4 a5
various licensed partners, Deepki is frequently 2 = TR
mentioned). These elements make it possible, in relation 0 12 = =
to a carbon intensity reduction trajectory aligned with the R ARRRETREALARAEEIIEIGaETEE
1.5°C target® , to identify the trajectory of the building B e e GES ds portefeue sons renoustions
stock (see example with the Allianz France report): B Cible 15°C (méthodologie CRREM)
B Intensité des GES du portefeuille ovec rénovations
Données historigues recalculées

37 Where applicable, in a simplified version in the VSME standard compared to the CSRD.
3% A fairly detailed breakdown by building type and country has been developed by CRREM in its scenarios.
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https://www.efrag.org/sites/default/files/media/document/2025-12/November_2025_ESRS_E1.pdf
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https://crrem.org/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/allianz-france/
http://www.crrem.org/pathways/

This work, carried out at both a macro and micro level, can help prioritise the renovation works to be
undertaken or the engagement actions to be taken. It should be noted that in the example above, Allianz
France does not take into account any potential intensity reductions linked to external dependencies
such as biogas heating.

The main points of attention regarding this tool and its use are, on the one hand, the quality of the input
data and, on the other, the integrity and comparability of the ways in which it is populated, particularly
when modelling future works and their impact on carbon intensity.

Regarding labels and certifications, highlighting these in a climate or environmental context may raise
questions due to the variety of labels and their intended purposes. Thus, HQE, LEED and BREEAM
certifications, which are frequently cited and constitute a significant proportion of certain building stock,
are classified as generic (ESG) labels rather than specifically environmental ones by the OID; see its
2024 guide to building labels and certifications.

As the acronym ‘HQE’ has historically been associated with the concept of ‘High Environmental Quality’,
the term is particularly likely to be misleading, given that the HQE Sustainable Building standard?® sets
out certification levels based on a weighted average score across various categories, of which
environmental performance accounts for only 40%. In particular, carbon and energy performance each
account for 6.67%. Minimum thresholds are set for each theme, but in practice these appear rather
unambitious: for instance, a minimum threshold of 10% is set for the ‘Carbon’ criterion, whilst the
underlying scoring system jumps directly from 0% to 20% for this criterion. In practice, this means that
only properties with the worst carbon performance are excluded from the highest certification
classes: for example, over 100kgCO2/m? GFA.year for Group A (offices), whereas the CRREM’s 1.5°C
scenario proposes an average value of 60 for offices across various European countries by 2020 (24
for France, 99 for Ireland, 149 for Poland). With regard to a French standard, the threshold therefore
does not appear to be particularly discriminatory.

Without calling into question the overall ESG relevance of this type of label, this example illustrates the
need to conduct a genuine environmental and, in particular, climate analysis of properties, rather
than merely relying on general display information, and to adapt communication as necessary. In this
regard, the definition of ‘green real estate’ set out by France Assureurs in its 2024 key figures on
sustainable insurance and finance (‘real estate with environmental certifications, such as LEED,
BREEAM or HQFE’) is questionable, as it uses ‘generic’ references to underpin a ‘green’ definition.

39 Available on the Certivéa website.

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

REPUBLIQUE o -
FRANCAISE 6) 5<BSERVATORY

Lalie BN
Fraternité | _fcoLociovE



https://www.hqegbc.org/qui-sommes-nous-alliance-hqe-gbc/la-certification-hqe/
https://www.usgbc.org/leed
https://breeam.com/
https://www.taloen.fr/ressources/2877da81-6e46-4492-932c-202b160522d9
https://certivea.sharepoint.com/sites/online_documentation/Documents%20partages/Forms/Affichage%20CERTIDOC.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2Fonline%5Fdocumentation%2FDocuments%20partages%2F1%2E%20Ressources%20pour%20CERTIDOC%2F0%2E%20Pour%20CERTIDOC%20%2D%20Famille%20HQE%2F2%2E%20Pour%20Certi%20Doc%20%2D%20Ressources%20HQE%20BD%2FR%C3%A9f%C3%A9rentiels%20%2D%20r%C3%A8gles%2FR%C3%A8gles%20certification%20HQE%20BD%20V4%2E1%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2Fonline%5Fdocumentation%2FDocuments%20partages%2F1%2E%20Ressources%20pour%20CERTIDOC%2F0%2E%20Pour%20CERTIDOC%20%2D%20Famille%20HQE%2F2%2E%20Pour%20Certi%20Doc%20%2D%20Ressources%20HQE%20BD%2FR%C3%A9f%C3%A9rentiels%20%2D%20r%C3%A8gles&p=true&ga=1
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https://certivea.fr/solutions/six-familles-de-solutions/liste-des-solutions/

3.1.9. Climate engagement
3.1.9.1. Summary

The analysis of engagement practices is particularly complex due to several factors:

o Reflecting the cross-cutting nature of this lever, a variety of ways of presenting information is
observed: across different sections, externalised into a dedicated policy and engagement report,
with multi-criteria aspects or a thematic focus, etc.

e Given the potentially sensitive nature of the implementation of bilateral relations between the
investee company and the financial actor, the transparency of the information varies depending
on the reports regarding what is actually being implemented;

e Finally, due to the qualitative nature of the approach, it is difficult to readily discern the effects—
or lack thereof—of the measures implemented.

The analysis was structured around the following areas:

e The use of the ACT Finance methodology to assess the robustness and relevance of
engagement mechanisms with a view to securing an effective contribution to the climate
transition. This analysis is presented in aggregate form rather than on a line-by-line basis, given
the uncertainties associated with the nature of the information processed;

e Afocus on various collective engagement practices.

Due to time constraints, the arrangements of real estate asset management companies, which have
specific stakeholders (real estate management), were not examined.

The main finding of the analysis is that ACT Finance’s ratings for the assessment of stakeholders’
engagement strategies are generally low (15% on average on a net basis, 27% excluding scope
changes). This is due, on the one hand, to the structure of the information (see above), which does not
necessarily allow for a distinction to be made between a stakeholder who might merely pile up superficial
engagement measures and another who might adopt a rigorous, in-depth qualitative approach, leading
to certain assessments being carried out conservatively. Furthermore, ‘glass ceilings’ have been
identified, which do not appear to guarantee the transformative capacity of the engagement mechanism.
In particular, with regard to insurers and generalist asset management firms:

e In terms of engagement objectives, no actor was found to explicitly require priority companies
within its engagement scope to adopt an aligned transition plan;

e Interms of escalation processes, no firm mechanism has been identified which, in the absence
of favourable progress, would lead to the deployment—according to a pre-established
organised process—of a series of measures extending as far as divestment. The wording
identified reflects a degree of flexibility and discretion that makes implementation dependent on
financial considerations, which appear to take precedence systematically.

Furthermore, the scope of engagement is rarely clarified. However, structured market expectations are
set via the NZAOA engagement targets, to which more than half of insurers claim to adhere
(engagement monitored for the 20 largest issuers in the portfolio). Despite this, the existence of
elements such as rules for identifying the scope, the nature of engagement elements and, above all, the
presence of systematic monitoring—whether published or confined to the internal senior management
of the financial institution—has not been noted. Publicly available information relates primarily to
discretionary examples. Nevertheless, various good practices are noted:

e Mention of relevant escalation mechanisms, even if these are not systematised;

e Presentation of case studies justifying positive or negative votes in Say on Climate initiatives,

or penalty voting mechanisms in the event of failure to meet climate targets;
o Without going so far as to demand transition plans, setting ‘SBTi’ decarbonisation targets;
e The presence of ‘climate red lines’ that influence aspects of re-election or remuneration.

Furthermore, aspects of collective engagement are explored, highlighting a need for greater alignment
between commitments—particularly NZAOA—and the content observed in reports. Finally, the
possibility of engaging proxy advisers, key players in voting on listed companies, is raised.
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3.1.9.2. Context

Article D. 533-16-1(lll-4) of the Monetary and Financial Code requires detailed information on the
stakeholder’s engagement and voting strategy in relation to issuers or asset managers: the scope of the
companies concerned, an assessment of the engagement and voting strategy, its implementation, and
decisions taken regarding investment strategy. In practice, stakeholders may provide general
information or information broken down by theme, including climate, refer to a dedicated engagement
or voting report, etc. Some will, within the sections dedicated to strategies for contributing to climate and
biodiversity objectives, provide specific information on how the engagement strategy contributes to the
strategy, either by providing their own information or by referring to the dedicated engagement section
or to external resources.

This year, the analyses carried out involved using indicator 7.1 of the ACT Finance methodology to
compare engagement strategies towards issuers against the methodology’s expectations, focusing on
insurers and non-real estate portfolio management companies, as the module is not suitable for them.
Private equity asset management firms were assessed even though the module is less directly suited
to them, as detailed below.

The underlying methodological details are provided in the appendix5.4.4 . In principle, the ACT Finance
methodology poses a series of key questions, with varying weightings, and associates each with a
maturity grid allowing a score between 0% and 100% to be assigned. The aim is to assess the extent to
which the engagement framework can contribute effectively to achieving the Paris Agreement, with the
following key expectations in particular:
o Ability to identify a clear and relevant scope of priority engagement: the score obtained for this
question factors into the overall indicator score;
e Ability to define clear objectives aligned with expectations (implementation of transition plans
aligned beyond mere decarbonisation targets, for carbon-intensive companies);
e Ability to link expectations to an operational response mechanism based on results (escalation
process);
e (where applicable) policy on voting and tabling climate-related resolutions.

Given the residual uncertainty in the assessment due to the ambiguity of certain formulations, the
decision was made not to report scores line by line but in aggregate form, in order to draw out the key
lessons.

3.1.9.3. Key findings of the analysis
3.1.9.3.1. ACT assessment of engagement mechanisms
Overall view

The average net score for the entire sample is 16%, which indicates, based on the available information,
a low capacity for the engagement to have an effective impact on achieving climate targets within
the sample under consideration. This finding should, however, be qualified by the following points:

e The information available from public databases is often rather general in nature, whereas the
methodology operates with clear thresholds and criteria, which has led to a generally
conservative analysis;

e The methodological construction of the score involves weighting the various key aspects of the
framework (framework, objective, escalation process) by the scope score, which leads to the
scores being ‘flattened’ (see the out-of-scope score below).
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Atrend is nevertheless emerging, with portfolio management firms that are closer to the companies and
therefore achieve generally higher scores (over 60% for the best). Private equity benefits from a scope
coverage score that is more easily attainable

Scope of engagement

Scope of companies embeddedin the strategy- ACTscore

100% 88% 91%
S0%
80%
70%
60% 54%  55%
50%
38%
40%
o . - 25% 3% 500 o 30%

30% - 25% 25% 23% 25% 25%
20% 1005 14% 13% 13%10% g,
10% S 8%

0% 0% I 0% u

0%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Mean
M Insurers (AO) Asset managers - generalist Private Equity Total

How to read the data: the proportion of players having reached each level of the maturity matrix (from
0% to 100%) is shown, by population type. The overall average is provided on the far right.

The underlying principle is that it is better to focus efforts on a limited number of companies than to
spread them thinly across a wide range of companies in a systematic but superficial manner. Thus, to
achieve a 100% score, it is required to engage with at least the 20 priority companies*’ , including
all companies in the fossil fuel sector. The figure of 20 companies is conceptually derived from the
principles of net-zero alliances, notably the NZAOA.

The ‘prioritisation” metric may vary: contribution in terms of financed emissions, carbon intensity,
categorisation in terms of climate alignment, etc. Lower scores result from a weaker engagement in
terms of the number of entities or quantitative or sectoral coverage. Thus, a score of 50% is achieved if

40 The case of a very high concentration of emissions in the portfolio is covered by an alternative coverage criterion
of at least 80% of financed emissions, even if fewer than 20 issuers are covered.
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the actor covers at least one-third of its emissions or the majority of companies in the fossil fuel sectors
to which it is exposed, regardless of the corresponding amount of emissions covered.

In practice, most reports address the subject from a broad ESG perspective and provide generic
prioritisation principles combining various aspects. Although engagement targets are mentioned fairly
frequently (see 3.1.4.), it is therefore rare to be able to determine which purely climate-related criteria
are likely to trigger an engagement, whether in terms of sector, prioritisation metrics or the number of
companies involved: this explains why most ratings remain, out of caution, limited. The fact that a
company claims to belong to a net-zero alliance — which, in theory, guarantees compliance with minimum
engagement criteria — is not taken into account as such, as the translation of this engagement into
concrete actions is not always available.

In its report, Rothschild&Co AM focuses on the engagement of players in the fossil fuel sectors,
combining a presentation of the methods used with a focus on the main contributors to fossil fuel
exposure. This focus makes it possible to quickly and easily identify that efforts are concentrated on
relevant areas of focus, regardless of the quality of the proposed framework.

Furthermore, private equity firms, whose engagement process is intrinsic to the investment, mostly
achieve the maximum score for this criterion.

Explanations are generally more detailed among general asset managers than among insurers, hence
the higher score.

To better reflect their actual efforts, market participants are encouraged to clarify in their reports:
e The specific climate criteria that determine the prioritisation of engagement;
e The expression, ideally in the form of a target, of a coverage rate in terms of interest, for example
via financed emissions or carbon intensity, or even better via a system for categorising corporate
alignment, prioritising non-aligned companies in carbon-intensive sectors.

This approach can be applied to any relevant non-financial issue, such as biodiversity.
Gross engagement score

The ‘scope’ score has a significant impact on the final score (for example, if the out-of-scope score is
60%, a scope score of 50% will result in a final score of 30%). As seen above, this may be due more to
a lack of information than to an actual situation where there is no substantial coverage. It is therefore
relevant to also examine the ‘raw’ scores that do not take this scope effect into account (chart below).

As described above, the ‘crushing’ effect is particularly pronounced for insurers and generalist asset
management firms. The dominance of generalist asset management firms is maintained, but the mean
and median scores remain below 50%, which is usually used in methodological calibration as a
benchmark for a satisfactory situation. The average score, excluding the scope of the analysis, rises
from 16% to 27%, which remains low, for the reasons set out below, by major themes addressed by
the methodology:

e The engagement framework

e The objectives of the engagement

e The existence of an escalation process

e Climate voting policy
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Engagement framework

The purpose of this indicator is to determine whether the institution has established a formalised
engagement framework regarding climate issues. To achieve 100%, a formalised strategy is required,
with clear, time-bound targets in terms of coverage and explicit monitoring. Here again, the ‘public’
nature of the reports does not allow for a comprehensive understanding of all aspects specifically related
to climate: it is rare for targets and monitoring to be clearly set out.

As a best practice, AXA IM proposes in its report to cover 70% by 2025 and 90% by 2030 of “financed
emissions from companies operating in key sectors”, with associated monitoring.

Other players stick to phrases that remain vague insofar as they are not backed up by a clear process.
For example: “The theme of the energy transition is a central element of our approach, in line with [our]
purpose”.

Finally, conversely, other stakeholders claim not to set predefined criteria and limit the scope of their
engagement: “We firmly believe in a stakeholder-focused management philosophy and, in terms of
engagement, we engage in dialogue with company management teams, board members, sector experts
and other stakeholders regarding our equity and bond positions. As such, the engagement policy [...]
has not defined any pre-set criteria to identify a narrow scope of companies on which to focus our
strategy. Consequently, it applies to all companies in our portfolios. However, whilst engagement can be
the catalyst for real change in companies’ ESG ambitions and performance, we recognise that
engagement is not always successful. Without seeking to micromanage or steer companies by telling
them what to do, we consider our role to be that of a capital manager, helping companies define their
direction in order to support a positive trajectory.”

Without in any way questioning the actors making these choices, the logical consequence of such an
approach is a structural weakness in the potential impact that an engagement strategy developed under
these auspices can deliver.

These two factors—the lack of public information and the choice of a restrictive stance—explain the
overall low scores on this criterion.
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Engagement framework - ACT score
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Here again, in order to better reflect their actual efforts, market participants are encouraged to clarify in
their reports the climate targets set and how they are monitored.

Engagement objective

The nature of the engagement objectives is assessed: is the aim to improve the publication of company
data? To call for ambitious decarbonisation targets? Accompanied by a transition plan?

Whilst the answer will naturally depend on the maturity of the company in question, it is considered that
the most relevant objective for the largest companies in carbon-intensive sectors — which form part of
the investment universe of most of the players in the sample — is to urgently put in place a transition
plan. For companies in the fossil fuel sectors, halting the expansion of resources should also be a priority
objective. In relation to these factors, requesting a ‘simple’ decarbonisation target aligned with its peers,
without the associated transition plan, is weighted at 50% by the methodology. In practice, a ‘glass
ceiling’ is observed at this level, as shown in the graph below.

Objectives/ambition- ACT score

60%  56% 55%
50%
50%
44% 43%
38%
40% °34%
30%
30% 29% 28%
23% 22%
20%
15% 13% 1190
10%
0% 0% 0%920%  0%0%0% 0% I
0%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100% Mean
M Insurers (AO) Asset managers - generalist Private Equity Total

In a significant number of reports, specific climate engagement topics are not mentioned, or only as
isolated examples. Various reports present objectives that remain at a general level or are limited to the
disclosure of information, such as encouraging companies to:

- “implement ambitious decisions to combat climate change and adapt to it

- publish their GHG emissions

- communicate the risks associated with climate change, support for employees during the transition,
and biodiversity loss

- implement ambitious decisions regarding the protection and restoration of biodiversity, and to publish
their impacts on biodiversity and the risks associated with biodiversity loss to which they are exposed
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- implement ambitious measures to protect human rights, disclose their impact on human rights and the
risks associated with human rights abuses to which they are exposed
- improve corporate governance”

The absence of a minimum structural ambition therefore limits the score achieved. Some players outline
the need to adopt a transition plan, but none of the players studied appear to have established this as a
core objective, with specific expectations regarding the content of the plans.

Whilst the indicator is less well calibrated for private equity as it focuses on more realistic expectations
than for large companies, it is this sector that has the highest proportion of top scores (half of the sample
at 50%). This is due to several players structuring their approach around the SBTi initiative.

Thus, Antin Infrastructure Partners*!' “now requires all its portfolio companies to measure their Scope 1,
2 and 3 emissions annually within two years of acquisition, and to define a decarbonisation plan using,
where possible, SBTi methodologies as the standard. Since January 2024, Antin has also required that
all pre-investment due diligence processes assess the target company’s carbon footprint and the
decarbonisation initiatives it has put in place, as well as the feasibility of setting and achieving SBTs
during the holding period.”

Furthermore, Tikehau sets out transition objectives in its engagement and voting policy:

For all funds launched since 2022, the Private Equity team collaborates with the ESG team to implement
Tikehau Private Equity's Sustainability Must-Haves. These consist of five key objectives outlined below:

TOPIC TIMELINE FOR TARGET
IMPLEMENTATION COVERAGE
At least one external board -
@ membert
A Sustainability readmap In the 12 months following the
@C‘» acquisition, where we hold more

than 25% of the equity

Discussing sustainability Annual

CD topics at board level at least

282 annually

— Carbon footprint assessment  [n the 12 months following the
E acquisition

Carbon  reduction  plan, In the 24 months following the

aligned with Science-based acquisition starting with 2022

targets where possible investments, where we hold
mare than 25% of the equity

&

(1) To be considered External Board Member, the person shall not be empilayed by Tikehau Capital, nor the Company, and shail not
own more than 10% of the Company’s shares. The member may be voling or non-voting.

There is no guarantee that the Sustainability Must-Haves will be achieved, but Tikehau Capital deploys best
efforts to encourage portfolio companies to adopt these standards.

Escalation process

An engagement cannot be considered effective unless it is followed up with action, particularly when the
company for which a target has been set is not making satisfactory progress. This indicator therefore
assesses the quality of the ‘escalation process’ put in place, i.e. the measures envisaged and known in
advance by the company in the event of non-compliance. To achieve the maximum score, this process
must be systematic, extend to the possibility of divestment, and be implemented within a reasonable
timeframe. The systematic nature of the process, in particular, is essential to ensure the mechanism has

4 Which has the specific feature of seeking a majority stake or joint control of the companies invested in.
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a minimum level of credibility (50%). In practice, we therefore observe once again a ‘glass ceiling’, as
illustrated by the graph below.

Escalation strategy - ACT score

80% 75% 70%

70%

0 56%
60% 529

50% 43% 44%
40%
30% - 25% RS
20% 15%
10% 11%

10% 50 - 6%

0% 0% 0% 0%%0%  0%0%0% 0% I

2

0%

0% 5% 50% 75% 100% Mean

M Insurers (AO) Asset managers - generalist Private Equity Total

Nevertheless, most of the reports or engagement policies to which they refer do address the issue (see
the 25% proportion of stakeholders assessed), which shows that it is not being ignored.

Various interesting measures are cited by the stakeholders; see, for example, Crédit Mutuel Asset
Management’s framework in its engagement policy:

“Each formalised engagement will be reviewed annually to determine whether a level of escalation
needs to be triggered. The first two levels are available and actionable during the three-year
engagement period. At the end of the three years, the assessment phase may lead to various actions:
1. Enhanced dialogue — possibly with representatives at board level

2. Open letter/public article on the engagement

3. Questions and a vote at the Annual General Meeting

4. Filing or co-filing of a resolution

5. Halting investments/underweighting the issuer

6. Divestment with a restriction on reinvestment

Not all of these steps will necessarily be implemented in sequence for each of our engagements, but
they form part of the toolkit at our disposal. For most engagements, we will apply step 1, and for
engagements where failure is evident, we may proceed as far as step 6, divestment. In all cases, steps
2 to 6 must be discussed and approved by the members of the Stewardship Committee.”

Among the players implementing an explicitly monitored process, AXA IM describes a ‘3 strikes or you're
out’ policy, which ‘[is] a vigorous and proactive climate engagement policy. [...] It includes a selection
of companies that have no carbon neutrality commitment, or that have set quantified emissions reduction
targets which are not considered credible or sufficiently ambitious. Clear targets are defined for each of
these companies, which align with our climate risk and engagement policies, are tailored to their
activities, and are communicated to their management upon engagement. AXA IM regularly engages
with these companies to guide them towards progress on these targets, using escalation techniques
where necessary (for example, by voting against management). If our most significant requests are not
addressed satisfactorily after three years, we divest.

Like the previous one, this indicator is not entirely suitable for private equity, insofar as, on the one hand,
the pre-investment due diligence process already allows for the exclusion of potential targets that would
not meet expectations—particularly regarding climate issues—and, on the other hand, divestment from
a highly illiquid asset raises questions. On the other hand, the application of significant escalation
clauses to various aspects, including in particular the remuneration of the management team, seems
entirely possible in theory, but has not yet been observed.
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Voting policy

This indicator is triggered only if the financial institution invests in equities, which is the case in practice
for the entire sample excluding real estate asset management companies.

The aim of the indicator is to identify the extent to which the financial institution uses its voting strategy
and, more broadly, its strategy for engagement at general meetings to support the climate transition.
The different levels recognise the structuring of the framework and the integration of climate
requirements, typically the establishment of guidelines on what may constitute ‘red lines’ triggering
protest votes, ideally broken down by sector, or participation in the tabling or supporting of climate
resolutions.

The results reveal varying degrees of maturity: some reports discuss voting policy from a purely
quantitative perspective (number of votes, resolutions, possibly with an environmental focus) without
providing specific information on climate-related aspects, whilst others address the subject from a
principled standpoint*? . Still others refer to or link to dedicated sections of the voting policy, which often
simply include notions of favouring certain resolutions*® , but sometimes go as far as setting out specific
expectations. Finally, some mention that they are in the process of developing a dedicated policy.

Here again, general or non-binding descriptions (‘favours’, ‘supports’) may potentially cover
sophisticated practices and in-depth qualitative analysis, but may also reflect a simple adherence to a
service provider’s guidelines (typically ISS) without the financial institution taking ownership of them. In
the absence of any means to distinguish between these, a conservative rating is applied. This context
leads, as a precaution, to no cases being awarded the highest rating.

Climate voting strategy- ACT score
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Private Equity maintains a specific report on voting policy: given the smaller and more ‘active’
shareholder base, issues will not necessarily be raised at general meetings. Nevertheless, the issue of
climate change is noted in the voting policy for half of the sample, with no particular specifics identified
(potentially covering the larger-cap assets invested in by these players).

42 For example, stating that the financial institution “is committed to ensuring that environmental resolutions are
addressed in a way that reduces negative environmental impacts and provides a concrete response to a company’s
climate strategy in accordance with the highest standards (TCFD standards). Thus, [the financial institution] will
vote in favour of resolutions aimed at increasing corporate transparency on climate targets (transparency regarding
the scenarios used, alignment with the Paris Climate Agreement). Furthermore, to be supported, the resolution
must have ambitious and achievable targets; the final voting decision is also made in light of the company’s ESG
quality.”

4 For example, a stakeholder’s voting policy may state that it is “in favour of regular consultation with shareholders
via resolutions on the group’s climate and/or biodiversity strategy” or that it “will support shareholder resolutions
aimed at disclosing more information on the company’s environmental practices”.
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In terms of notable practices, the following points can be highlighted:

Introducing a protest vote on the approval of financial statements, the re-election of directors or
executive remuneration in the event of non-compliance with certain climate-related requirements. Even
if the resolutions are not passed, a significant level of opposition can send a signal to the market and to
management.

For example, Crédit Mutuel Asset Management’s voting policy provides for a sanction vote on the
financial statements.

CHANGEMENT CLIMATIQUE

Crédit Mutuel Asset Management accorde une importance particuliére a la lutte contre le changement
climatique. C'est un des thémes d'engagement auprés de certaines entreprises en direct ou au sein de
coalitions. Cet engagement est appuyé par une politique de vote exigeante qui fait de la lutte contre
le changement climatique |'affaire de tous, en distinguant cependant les potentiels d'action selon le

secteur et la taille des entreprises. Les critéres examinés sont de 3 ordres :

Ré T . Engagement sur des objectifs de Présentation en Assemblée Générale
eI :‘l‘“‘c‘::‘; el ) réduction des missions CO2 validés d'un ‘Say on Climate’ ou d'un
par le SBTi ‘Progress Report’ sur le climat

* Crédit Mutuel demande aux grandes entreprises (Large caps) des secteurs les plus carbo intensifs de
respecter 2 des 3 critéres.

* Crédit Mutuel Asset Management demande aux entreprises des autres secteurs
(moins émetteurs de COZ2) ou aux petites et moyennes entreprises (Small & Mid caps) de respecter 1

des 3 critéres énoncés.

Si ces critéres ne sont pas respectés Crédit Mutuel Asset Management votera contre |'approbation

des comptes financiers.

It should nevertheless be noted that the three alternative conditions are not of equal ‘weight’ (in
ascending order of importance: a ‘disclosure’ issue, a consultative governance issue, and a third-party-
validated decarbonisation commitment):

Arkea AM, for its part, votes against the person deemed to be in charge in the absence of a net-zero
target for CA100+ companies or those in climate-exposed sectors, cf. its voting policy:

“For companies included in Climate Action 100+ and those operating in the sectors most financially
exposed according to the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), the policy votes against
the chair of the board of directors if a company has not adopted a net-zero emissions target or ambition.
For other companies, the policy votes against the chair of the board of directors in cases where
companies have not set forward-looking targets for reducing GHG emissions. In both cases, if the chair
of the board of directors is also the company’s chief executive officer, the policy will vote against the
chair of the audit committee instead.”

More generally, the pre-published voting intention is one of the escalation techniques cited by certain
stakeholders, in this case AXA IM in its engagement policy: “Making our approach public, in particular
by disclosing our voting intentions prior to the company’s Annual General Meeting, by asking a question
at the meeting or by issuing an official statement to set out our concerns.”

BNP Paribas AM’s voting policy sets out in greater detail the guidelines for voting in favour, against or
abstaining on various criteria, including the integration of climate criteria into executive remuneration (p.
16) and the tabling of Say on Climate resolutions (p. 20).

Finally, several stakeholders provide detailed post-vote analyses of specific case studies and publicly
state whether they voted for or against certain resolutions, notably the ‘Say on Climate’ resolutions. This
is particularly true of Generali Vie, which explains in its report the reasons for voting against certain ‘Say
on Climate’ resolutions:
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When presenting examples, it is particularly helpful to know the final outcome of the vote. For example,
Swiss Life Assurance et Patrimoine, like others, presents the case of a resolution tabled by 27
institutional investors asking “the company to align its medium-term greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reduction targets, specifically Scope 3 emissions arising from the use of its products, with the objectives
of the Paris Agreement’. The reasons given by the shareholder are specified, as is the result (“The

proposal received the support of 18.6% of shareholders”).

3.1.9.3.2. Collective engagement

Global levers

Some stakeholders clearly distinguish in their reports between individual engagement and collective or

collaborative engagement.

Among the latter, Groupama GAN Vie provides a summary table detailing the initiative joined, the target

set and the result achieved:

L'engagement collaboratif

associéd & initiatives collaboratives, dont 5 nouvelles:

Coordinotion Phitrust Demander & consocrer les octions rochatéoes
= Résolution en AG - au finoncement des énengles renauvelables ou lieu
TotalEnergies de les annular.

Forticipar ou dépdt d'une résolution communa & [AG 2024 da Shall
wigant A, wha un vote consultatif, obtenir do ko sockité d'oligner sos

e | jectifs da niduction Jémissions & meyen tema coumt las

G shipit s ripolution @missions de gaz & offet de sema (GEL) likes & Mutilisation dea ses
produits émergitiques (Scope 5) owec Nobjectif de MMooord de Paris
surla Climat
Co-signaoture d'ung lettre odressée @ ENL, Shall st BP avec

- . CandriamReclaim Finonce sur leur strotégie daxpansicn das
cu;l‘l““s::lm“ aénangies foasiles ou ddtriment dos dnargies rencuvelablas, ossortia
v d'un vote d'opposition en cos de rencuvellemnant du président du C4
salon notre politique de vote.
Zignoture d'uns lettre commune cdressés aux sociétds du Footsie
L Fg"“ "‘_"flmi‘“"“ 400 rayant pas soumis de Say on climate.en AG depuls 2022 pour

Iz inciter & débottre en AG de leur plan climat.

FIR - Club SMID { Gouvernance  Adresser ID Logistics sur des sujats da Gouvernance.

Le quorum n'o pos été otteint.

Lo résalution o requ un toux de
vote fovoroble de prés de 209G,

ota contre e cos échéont contra
las rédloctions dos prasidonts
duCA

an cas da renouvallament en cos
dobsence de progris.

A obsarver durant période
AG 2025,

Sociétd reloncée plusiours fols.

Participer & des initintives collectives permat & la fois de mutualiser les ressources et de parler d'une seule voix aux
entreprises. En effet, lo clarté du message vis-d-vis des dirigeants peut étre renforcée et le diologue plus efficace
lorsqu'un groupe dinvestisseurs partage une méme analyse sur des sujets ESG. En 2024, Groupama AM était

“
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/swiss-life-assurance-et-patrimoine/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/ggvie_rapport_climat_esg_2024_250630_mb5.pdf

Unfortunately, this practice remains too uncommon. In particular, certain levers are regularly cited by
stakeholders:

e campaigns to encourage companies to respond to CDP questionnaires;

e campaigns to encourage companies to adopt SBTi-validated decarbonisation targets;

e actions carried out under the CA 100+ initiative, with investor relations duties shared among

members.

Systematically presenting or referring to the results of these efforts and their potential impact on investor
relations helps to make the efforts undertaken more tangible. Furthermore, in the event of mixed results,
it may be worthwhile to provide explanations regarding any reluctance on the part of certain companies,
and how acceptable this is from the financial institution’s perspective: the business model underlying
the CDP and SBTi initiatives and potential alternatives identified by the company, factual situations
where the analytical framework is not suited to the company, etc.

Net Zero Alliances

A large majority of insurance companies and general asset managers state in their reports that they are
members of ‘Net Zero’ alliances (NZAM, NZAOA). The overall trajectory of these alliances has been
significantly disrupted in 2025, with the NZBA having announced the cessation of its operations in
October 2025, whilst the NZAM is currently undergoing a restructuring. The NZAOA, however, does not
appear to have suffered any repercussions from this situation in terms of its institutional functioning.

The latter requires its members to engage with the 20 highest-emitting companies in the portfolio or
those accounting for 65% of the portfolio. In practice, however, this principle is not consistently reflected
in members’ 29 LEC reports. Furthermore, when the information is presented, it is often in general terms,
without providing details:

e The metric or overall process used to identify these 20 companies (financed emissions, absolute

emissions, carbon intensity, a combination of several qualitative or quantitative criteria?)

e The list of companies involved, or at least the sectors to which they belong

¢ What is specifically required of them in terms of targets

e The monitoring of this engagement.

The absence of these various elements — which are largely incorporated into the structure of the ACT
Finance assessment (see above) and which, in particular, explains the low scores —is highly detrimental
to the member insurers’ ability to demonstrate the effectiveness of their transition plans.

More generally, the 29 LEC reports from members of the Net Zero Alliance would benefit from
presenting, more explicitly in the relevant sections, these alliances, the targets set in this context and
the monitoring of these targets.
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https://www.netzeroassetmanagers.org/nzam-ready-for-its-next-chapter/
https://www.unepfi.org/net-zero-alliance/resources/target-setting-protocol-second-edition/

In this regard, the example of Predica’s report can be highlighted, with a dedicated section within the
climate section:

6.4 ADHESION A LA NET ZERO ASSET OWNER ALLIANCE

La Met Zero Asset Owner Alllance réunit des investisseurns institutionnels s'engageant pour la neutralité carbone de |ewr
portefeuille dirvestissermnents, aver pour objectif principal de limiter la hausse de la température moyenne globale &
1.5°C. Ladhésion & cette alliance impligue de s'engager dans une transition des portefedilles alignés e les objectifs de
laccord de Paris, de rendre compte régulig@rement des progrés accomplis et détablir des objectifs intermédiaines tous les
5 ans Ces engagements sont encadrés par le TSP [Target Setting Protocol) révise chague annde et dont la mse en aeuvre
par les membres de lallianoe est attendes dans &5 12 mois suivants la publication de chague rédsion.

Sur une matrice de guatre types d'objectifs, le signataire doit en définir trois
Fun lilLl_]EE[lf de réduction démis=ions de C0y au niveau des portefedsilles,
Fn al;ueunf de réduction damissions de COg au niveau des secieurs,

F Un abjectif d'engagement (abligatoire pour 1ous les memibres)

¥ Un objectif de financerment de la transition.

Dans le cadre de ses engagerments climatigues, le Créedit Agricole Assurances a integré la NZa0w en octobre 2021 e Sest
engaqe en actobre 2022 (selon la premiére version du TSP de 2001), & réduire les emissions de OO0 dans ses portefeuilles.
Cradit Agricole Assurances a défind cormme obgectif une redection de lempreints carbane de -16 % & -29 % o'ici 2025 |(par
rapport a 2018), notarmment en dialoguant avec les entreprises les plus émetirices et en investissant dans les &nergies
rencuvelables, Ces engagements ont €12 réhaussss & horizon 2030 et seront & minima revus tous|es 5 ans

ADHESION A LUALLIAMCE NET-ZERD ASSET OWHMER

Sengager . . -
vl:r:-unl:gtmam'tinn 1/ Baisser I'empreinte carbone de 'I.I'IEaua_er de 50% Mempreinte carbone (par million
des portsfevilles 25% [par million deuro invwesti) du d'eura investi, scopes 1 et 2| de son portefevills
i ! ant & portefeuille dimestissernent en d'ineestissement en actions et obligations .
Em.iu::us'ntmn HE'I:I ére actions et obligations corporates :EIPum'be:cnr.éaﬂ immaobilier détenu en direct
de CES & 2050 cotées of imrmobilier déteny en d'ici fin 2029 (2019 anmée de référence].
direct d'ici 2025 [2019 année de
référence). 2 Effectuer un reporting annuel des progrés
2/ as _— _— réalisés en matiére d'investissermnents favorables.
i i R au climat et participer activerment aux ravaux et
H.Elml::ﬂ CDﬂI‘::EI:E production des installations groupes de discussion du « Transition Financing
n:gu"‘-::rn 'Iﬁ' d'énergies rencuvelables, en Track= de la NZ&AOW refatifs aux investisterments
ragees accompls contribuant au financement de dans des solutions favorables au climat. Crédit
14GW d'ici 2025, Agricole Assurances s'engage en effet & ce gu'un
collaboratewr participe & ces travaux jusquien
Etablir I Engager le dialogue actionnarial WNEO. L bt
chent bjmctif avec au moins 20 entreprises
intermédiaires e [P CE MM FRSiTi [het il L % Poursuivre 'engagement des 20 entreprises
tous les 5 ans TR les phus émettrices du portefeuille.

6.4.1 ATTEINTE DES OBJECTIFS NZAOA

Crédit Agricole Assurances sest engage & réduire lempreinte carbone de son portefeuille dactions, d'obligations cotées
dentreprises et dactifs immobiliers en direct de 25% entre 2N19 et 2024. Ce portefeudille représente 1295 MdsE soit 43%
des encours tolaus (299 MdseE) A fin 2024, lempreinte carbomne du portefeuille d'actions cotées, dobligations cotées
dentreprises &t d'actifs immobiliers détenus en direct s'élése & 38 teqC0yME investis (vs 873 teqC0wME irestis en 201)
soit une baisse de 56,5%.

It is worth noting that the engagement objective is also mentioned as an area for improvement in the
‘engagement’ section, which suggests that it had not yet been fully achieved or implemented at the time
of writing the report:

4.3 PLAN D'AMELIORATION CONTINUE

Lanrida 2024 & atd e pramicr exarcos d'aplication du processies opdrationnel da la politiue de vote de Crédit Agricoks
Aspurances. Un macur disspériencs swec s diffésents inmerlccuteurs, notammant s gérans ot sdmenisratews
reprdsantanis et dgalarmant ks mambnas de [equiee RSE a pu Stra réaliss

Powur 2025, Orédit Ageicols Amsurances pouwrsut sas affarts pour désaloppes son angagemant o1 e pratigues da voia
auprés des dmatieurs ot des adminisrateurs eprdsantanis. Un vasall a5t notammant présd pour gelinge et rmattne
a dspostion des adménistaisdrs représeniants oes guides sdaptés, subant B secteur des Smetteurs, regrodpant
les mailcuwes pratigues. Lobjectif ast dannchir le savoir o1 ks pratiques dec adminEiratauws représonianis sur les
chimatiques axira-fira o, pour quils pulsssnt sccompaigner au micux ks particlpethors stratdghoguss

En paralléle, Crédit Agricole Assurances poursult son travall aves Srmundl, powr SSsunsr U Mmisud SOn Qe mwent
auprés des émetteurs falsnt partke des 20 plus gros émetteurs de COp, dans le cadre de son sdhdson & la MZa0E.
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/predica/

3.1.9.3.3. Stakeholder engagement
Engagement of AM by AO

See the ‘3.1.3.2 " section.
Engagement of proxies

In practice, to guide them in their decisions, particularly regarding voting at general meetings, financial
institutions rely on specialist service providers (known as ‘proxy advisors’ or ‘proxies’). Whilst Glass
Lewis and ISS share the bulk of the global market, ISS is the most frequently cited in 29 LEC reports.

The high concentration in the sector makes these players’ influence very significant. However, and when
they are cited, they appear to be perceived in the reports as mere service providers. Whilst some reports
highlight the need to not always follow the recommendations made, backed by statistics, no substantive
discussion has been noted regarding the quality of the advice they provide on climate issues, let alone
any evidence of a commitment on their part to improve their practices.

This report therefore highlights the significant value of questioning and engaging the various
stakeholders on their advisory practices regarding votes on sustainability issues, particularly climate-
related ones. As this lever for action is both powerful and indirect, it appears straightforward for financial
institutions to implement in terms of resources. In very concrete terms, the following engagement themes
can be envisaged:

- Taking climate considerations into account in executive remuneration, notably by requiring
genuine safeguards rather than the achievement of averaged ESG results that mix highly
disparate issues;

- Taking climate considerations into account in the election or re-election of members of the
company’s governance body;

- The opportunity to propose ‘Say on Climate’ resolutions and voting criteria to assess them,
particularly in a European context where CSRD information is available;

- Consistency or, conversely, fragmentation in the services offered by these players to cater to
different profiles (for example, the development of advisory profiles for players who wish
specifically to take climate considerations into account, or conversely to reject them, which
would result in overall inconsistency and the emergence of ‘misaligned’ business models among
these proxy advisors**).

Among the possible levers for escalation, diversifying advisory sources in the event of shortcomings on
the part of the major players could be considered, which would go hand in hand with a form of regaining
sovereignty over these sensitive issues, given that the two major players are American.

3.1.9.3.4. Proposals to stakeholders

Whilst the ‘29 LEC’ framework provides, in its section on environmental, social and governance issues,
for the provision of information without explicitly naming each of the underlying issues, it should be noted
that, to be effective, an engagement cannot remain at a general level of expressing a desire to contribute
to the SDGs or to encourage environmental practices without explicitly naming the issues in question
and the underlying objectives.

Thus, market participants who have not already done so are encouraged to expand the description
of their engagement and voting framework to include clear sections relating to each issue in question,
including in particular climate change. They are invited, as some already do, to explicitly comply with
the sub-sections of Section lll-4 of the Decree, including in particular the provision ‘e) Decisions taken
regarding investment strategy, particularly regarding sectoral divestment'.

In order to structure their climate engagement, and in particular to ensure relevant requests, the analysis
of transition plans, based on the various pillars (objectives, action plan, engagement, governance, etc.
—seed.1.8), is the most appropriate way forward for the most critical stakeholders, who must be at the
heart of the framework. If a financial institution feels it is too small to make any meaningful impact, it can
encourage the formation of a strong and coherent collective engagement based on these principles.

4 See, in particular, the strategic change announced by Glass Lewis.

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

| @ ZBSERVATORY %

Liberté

Lgalité
Fraternité



https://www.skadden.com/insights/publications/2025/10/glass-lewis-to-end-benchmark-proxy-voting-policy

Furthermore, the engagement of smaller stakeholders remains relevant, particularly if the financial
institution’s influence becomes more significant. It is therefore important to adapt the nature of the
requests to the size and criticality of the engaged company. To this end, the following target vision can

be proposed as a first step:

Engagement Negative climate impact

Low

objective High Medium

decarbonisation
targets

High

Set aligned

Set aligned
decarbonisation targets | assessment

Size Medium

Carry out a carbon

Small

targets decarbonisation targets | assessment

Set aligned decarbonisation | Set aligned | Carrying out a carbon

Beyond simply formulating the request, the financial institution can act as a partner to the business and

direct it towards the various resources that can assist it on its journey, such as:

® BPI's Diag Decarbon’Action to set an initial milestone

® the implementation of a step-by-step ACT to develop a transition plan, including aligned targets

(for which the SBTi initiative can also provide guidance)

® Conducting an ACT assessment to obtain a detailed analysis of the various strengths and

weaknesses of the existing transition plan.
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https://diag.bpifrance.fr/diag-decarbon-action?utm_campaign=2025_google_decarbonation&utm_source=google&utm_medium=sea&utm_content=googleads_decarbonation&gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=21074035433&gbraid=0AAAAA9TEWQN3QWE-Jw2NEjDHUO2SuTlCt&gclid=EAIaIQobChMIj--UmZLMkgMVkAUGAB2EPwvfEAAYASAAEgL7ZvD_BwE
https://actinitiative.org/fr/build-your-strategy/
https://actinitiative.org/fr/assess-your-strategy/

3.1.10. Phasing out fossil fuels
3.1.10.1. Summary

This section reviews the coal, oil and gas exclusion policies of the organisations in the sample, notably
using the ACT Finance methodology to assess their relevance. The findings are broadly in line with
those set out in the various reports monitoring the commitments of the French supervisory authorities
(see the fourth and final report published in April 2025): regular updates to policies, but a lack of
consistency in practices (thresholds, scope). The following points are particularly worth highlighting:

e Coal policies are generally in place and of good quality (the ACPR/AMF report highlighted a
decline in coal exposures, particularly among insurers);

e Qil and gas policies, which are the majority but less common, often confine themselves to so-
called ‘unconventional’ activities, which are only peripheral to the issue in terms of the effort
required for the Transition, since it must be remembered that they emit as much GHG upon
consumption as so-called ‘conventional’ oil and gas, but also pose additional challenges given
the specific nature of their extraction methods and the environmental risks associated with
extraction.

With regard to oil and gas policies, highly questionable justifications for limiting their ambition have
occasionally been noted: invoking the recommendations of regulators to justify late deadlines and a
narrow scope, or arguing that oil and gas are part of the aligned energy mix without contextualising the
need for a drastic reduction in consumption.

Furthermore, it is sometimes mentioned that exclusion remains one lever among others, and is
potentially counterproductive (it no longer allows for engagement, and prevents the operator from
proceeding with its transition). Whilst there is some truth to this reasoning, it is emphasised that, overall,
stakeholders are not implementing mechanisms that would enable them to ensure that the residual
allowances are allocated to entities actually undergoing transition, or to set minimum conditions. The
analysis carried out on engagement mechanisms (see 3.1.9 ) also highlights the limitations of this lever
in terms of potential impact. In the absence of a broadly coherent approach linking exclusion,
commitment and analysis of stakeholders’ climate alignment, such an argument therefore appears
untenable.

These recurring comments have, however, not led to any significant improvement in practices over
recent years. One potential point of tension could be highlighted: going further in terms of exclusion or
conditions would amount to affecting the investment universe of market participants too substantially,
given that coal has historically had a smaller presence than the Oil & Gas sector. In light of this situation,
the need to act with clarity (i.e. to be able to discern the degree of (non-)alignment of stakeholders),
pragmatism (striving to choose the least worst options) and, above all, consistency in communication —
particularly towards the general public — is reiterated. Thus, whilst it does not appear possible to raise
the ambition of oil and gas policies, it seems appropriate for stakeholders to clarify in their
forthcoming Art. 29 LEC reports the gap observed between the expectations of an aligned world and
their own room for manoeuvre regarding the oil and gas sector, in order to explain the limits of their
current policy. The section on improvements could help identify external dependencies, which would
enable them, where appropriate, to make progress in this area.

On a more positive note, the following practices are highlighted:
e The gradual harmonisation of the use of Urgewald;
e Interesting approaches to identifying non-aligned oil and gas actors, such as that developed by
Abeille Assurances based on the ‘brown’ CPAEXs identified by the CA100+;
e Linking engagement and exclusion levers more explicitly within comprehensive policies, based
on relevant analyses of stakeholders: transition plan, phase-out plan.
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https://acpr.banque-france.fr/fr/publications-et-statistiques/publications/quatrieme-rapport-commun-acpramf-suivi-et-evaluation-des-engagements-climatiques-des-acteurs-de-la

3.1.10.2. Context

The provisions of Article 29 of the LEC Article D. 533-16-1(111-6)(f) of the Monetary and Financial Code
requires information on “Changes made to the investment strategy in relation to the strategy for
alignment with the Paris Agreement, and in particular the policies put in place with a view to a phased
exit from coal and unconventional hydrocarbons, specifying the chosen exit timetable as well as the
proportion of total assets under management or held by the entity covered by these policies”.

The following analysis aims to present the main features of the policies implemented in the coal and
hydrocarbon sectors. To assess the quality and comprehensiveness of these policies, the dedicated
modules of the ACT Finance methodology were used. These are broadly consistent with the
methodologies and frameworks developed respectively by the NGOs Reclaim Finance*® and Urgewald“6
. As described in the appendix5.4.2 , the modules consist of maturity matrices based on the following
indicators:

Coal Oil and Gas

Indicators Weighting Indicators Weighting
- Project expansion exclusion 25% - Project expansion exclusion 25%
- Company expansion exclusion 25% - Company expansion exclusion 25%
- Relative threshold 10% - Phase-out 25%
- Absolute threshold 10% - Unconventional | Arctic 5%
- Phase-out strategy 25% - Unconventional | Fracking 5%
- MRV 5% - Unconventional | Tar Sands 5%
- Unconventional | Ultra-deep | 5%
water 5%
- MRV
Contextual factors Contextual factors
- Scope of application 50% - Scope of application 50%
- Existence and | 50% - Existence and | 50%
management of management of
exceptions exceptions

The expectations are broadly as follows:

- To set out a roadmap for phasing out these sectors that is consistent with the expectations of
the NZE 2050 scenario (2030 for OECD countries / 2040 for non-OECD countries) and to cease
supporting expansion activities deemed unnecessary according to the scientific consensus;

- Be able to capture all entities referenced in the Urgewald GOGEL and GCEL databases;

- With regard to oil and gas, particular attention is paid to unconventional activities.

- Inthis context, policies must apply to all assets (whether managed directly or indirectly, in open-
ended or dedicated funds, general assets or unit trusts). Furthermore, any exceptions must be
managed and justified (typically, assets should not be excluded but rather supported if a credible
and robust transition plan is presented).

Each indicator is assessed on a scale of 0 to 100%. The weighted total score is first expressed as a
gross figure, before being prorated by a composite of the two policy context indicators. The tables listing
individual investors at the end of this section show the gross and final scores.

The results of these analyses by investor are presented in the tables at the end of this section.
3.1.10.3. Presence of a sectoral policy

The table below shows the frequency of sector-specific policies relating to coal or oil and gas.

45 Coal Policy Tracker and Qil and Gas Policy Tracker
46 Global Coal Exit List (GCEL) and Global Oil and Gas Exit List (GOGEL)
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https://coalpolicytool.org/
https://oilgaspolicytracker.org/
https://www.coalexit.org/methodology
https://gogel.org/

Insurers  ANAN PE GEN RE Total
managers

Coal 76% 88% 95% 0% 84%

SkNe - 100% 59% 75% 70% 0% 72%

Reminder: | ¢ 34 8 20 6 50

sample size

Although in theory they may be affected (notably through the ownership of petrol stations or depot
infrastructure), no exclusion policy was identified among real estate asset management companies,
which were therefore excluded from the rest of the study.

The presence of a coal policy is almost universal, whilst an oil and gas policy is common. No cases of
an oil and gas policy without a coal policy were identified.

Among the reasons cited for the absence of a policy is the lack of inherent exposure to the investment
universe. For example, Ardian, a private equity asset management firm which does, however, have a
coal policy, states: “ARDIAN has not formalised a commitment regarding the phasing out of
unconventional hydrocarbons from its portfolio as ARDIAN’s exposure is considered insignificant.” The
wording could be improved to clarify how “significant” is assessed, particularly given the information on
the level of coal exposure: “Based on an analysis conducted in 2025 using 2024 data, ARDIAN generally
has no exposure to thermal coal for direct investments, and for indirect investments, exposure is
generally limited (generally <1% of assets under management for the funds tracked, based on available
data).” It may therefore be appropriate to clarify the content of the statement, for example by providing
a statistic on a given fund’s maximum exposure to the sector, accompanied by any relevant justifications.

The following sections detail the overall score of the policies analysed using the ACT methodology, first
as an overview, then by explanatory factors (contextual indicators, indicators contributing to the raw
score).

3.1.10.4. Overview of policy scores

The results of the analyses are summarised by type of actor in the tables below. Real estate asset
management companies are not included in this analysis, even if they have formulated a policy (only a
small minority have done so), as their inherent exposure to fossil fuels is virtually zero (with the exception
of infrastructure such as petrol stations). It should be noted that the scores presented are net scores,
i.e. they take into account the contextual factors detailed below.

ACT Finance final score — Sectoral exclusion policy: Coal

Asset
Coal Insurers PRl Management GEN Total
managers | Companies
(AMCs)
Average 38% 37% 43% 34% 37%
Median 30% 40% 42% 38% 33%
Min 12% 6% 9% 6% 6%
Max 99% 86% 86% 71% 99%
ACT Finance final score — Sector exclusion policy: Oil and gas
oil Asset Asset
Insurers management | Management | GEN Total
and gas . :
firms Companies
Average 13% 12% 27% 6% 13%
Median 9% 4% 33% 4% 7%
Min 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Max 36% 48% 48% 17% 48%
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/article-29-loi-energie-climat-reports-2024-ardian-france-30-06-2025_vf-clean.pdf

The following general conclusions emerge from these analyses:

e An insurer and an asset management company achieved final scores of 99% and 86%
respectively on coal, demonstrating that the expected level of ambition is realistic for this sector.
However, the average scores do not exceed 50% for any category of stakeholders, which is
linked in particular to the application of context indicators regarding the scope and the
management of exceptions (see below).

e Regarding oil and gas, the maximum score does not exceed 50%, which is explained by the
context indicators but also by a general scarcity of policies outside of unconventional aspects.

3.1.10.5. Contextual indicators

Prior to the detailed analysis of policies, the assessment of the ‘effectiveness’ of these policies,
measured respectively by portfolio coverage and exception management, must be discussed. Indeed,
the average scores for the coal and oil and gas modules are roughly halved when contextualised by
coverage and exception management. For these two indicators, the scores are therefore relatively low,
as illustrated by the following statistics:

Coal Oil and gas

Coverage | Exceptions [Coverage  [Exceptions

Average 55% 68% 47% 62%
Median 50% 50% 50% 50%
Min 25% 25% 25% 25%
Max 100% 100% 100% 100%

With regard to coverage, as discussed in part3.1.3 , the most common scenario leading to a low score
for an insurer is when it applies its policy solely to its general assets, without taking unit-linked products
into account. For an asset manager, the equivalent scenario is applying the policy only to open-ended
funds, in other words, excluding dedicated funds and discretionary mandates. In both cases, the
proportion of assets not covered by the policy is therefore significant and results in a maximum score of
50% on this criterion. The following cases, contrary to the majority, include requirements regarding the
listing of unit-linked products — these requirements vary, ranging from general principles to the outright
transposition of the insurer’s policy:

Suravenir: “In addition, to validate the listing of a management company, a questionnaire containing an
ESG section is completed by the management company and then analysed by the Multi-Asset
Management team at Arkéa Asset Management. The following elements, amongst others, are
examined: [...] the existence of sectoral exclusion policies compatible with Suravenir’s
commitments (notably coal, oil, gas and tobacco)”

Predica: “ Use of due diligence [...] on external management companies and funds,

» Systematic integration of ESG criteria and Crédit Agricole Group exclusions in fund selection,

» Use of Predica’s reference database to ensure the selection of funds meeting Predica’s requirements
on non-financial criteria,

¢ Internal verification of SFDR fund classifications,

» Use of the human and technical resources of the relevant departments to complete the analyses.”

o With regard to exceptions, the maturity matrix seeks to assess how well-defined and ambitious
they are, ranging from ‘significant potential exceptions and no exception process’ to ‘exceptions
conditional on assets being low-carbon or in transition, or no exceptions’’ . The most common
reason for a low rating is the existence of exceptions to the exclusion policy that are not subject
to a defined framework process, or are discretionary in nature. Furthermore, many asset

47 Seeb.4.2 for further details.
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/suravenir/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/predica/

managers explicitly state that the policy can be disabled entirely upon simple request from the
client.

In this regard, the most common practice is to authorise new investments in green bonds, subsidiaries
dedicated to renewable energy projects, or holdings in companies with transition plans, without the
precise conditions for considering these plans credible and robust always being set out. For example,
one of the most precisely described conditions among the policies analysed is as follows:

Ofi Invest AM: “Ofi Invest Asset Management may invest in issuers associated with coal but which are
in a transition phase. An exclusion policy exists and sets exclusion thresholds. In addition to the
exclusion criteria, a qualitative review of issuers’ transition plans could allow certain investments to be
reinstated where these are deemed satisfactory and credible. Nevertheless, under no circumstances
may companies be reinstated if they:

* Are pursuing expansion projects;

» Adopt phase-out plans extending beyond 2030;

* Sell sites instead of decommissioning them;

* Engage in questionable lobbying practices.”

It is noted that, in the absence of information, a conservative score of 25% may have been applied to
certain entities within the scope.

3.1.10.6. Assessment of exclusion policies — raw scores

The summary tables of raw scores, i.e. those not taking into account the context indicators mentioned
above, are as follows:

Raw score — Coal

AM PE GEN Total
Average | 77% 71% 71% 71% 74%
Median | 83% 73% 84% 73% 73%
Min 45% 8% 19% 8% 8%
Max 99% 100% 89% 100% 100%

Raw score — Oil and gas

grlll d gas Insurers AM PE GEN Total
Average 30% 24% 43% 16% 27%
Median 35% 16% 41% 14% 21%
Min 5% 3% 3% 3% 3%

Max 61% 96% 96% 34% 96%

The following conclusions can be drawn:

e The ambition of coal policies appears, on average, to be adequate (mean and median above
70%). However, there are some scores below 40%, where the policy consists mainly of either
excluding sector players with a particularly high activity threshold (e.g. 25%), or establishing the
principle of eventual sectoral divestment without specifying the conditions, or a combination of
both. In certain situations, it is possible that the financial institution has been assessed
conservatively on the criterion in question in the absence of an explicit mention of the exclusion
of companies and projects developing new capacity.

e The ambition of oil and gas policies, however, often remains limited to aspects of long-term
principled commitment and measures taken regarding unconventional resources (20% of the
score). Nevertheless, two insurers score above 50%, as do three private equity asset managers.
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e Asignificant number of players also achieve very low scores on their oil and gas policies (below
20% or even 10%) due to policies focused exclusively on unconventional aspects, with relatively
high thresholds (above 20%).

e Private equity asset managers have significantly more robust oil and gas policies than generalist
asset managers (average score 43% vs 16%), whilst their native exposure is lower than that of
generalist asset managers, a potential sign that a limit is being reached in terms of the impact
on the investment universe for generalist asset managers.

The remainder of this section focuses on a number of assessment criteria.
Coal exclusion thresholds

With regard to coal, exclusion thresholds, expressed in relative or absolute terms, are proposed by ACT
Finance. These are consistent with the methodology of the Global Coal Exit List (GCEL)*8 :

The company has a ...

Share of coal in turnover 2 10%
. “Coal share of revenue (csr)”
Relative
thresholds or . - .
Share of coal in electricity generation = 10%
“Coal share of power production (cspp)”
Annual thermal coal production = 10 million tonnes
Absolute or
thresholds Coal-fired electricity generation capacity = 5 GW

Compliance with these thresholds in the investor’s policy results in the maximum score for the criterion
in question (100%) on the two indicators relating to the thresholds. The percentage of entities scoring
100% on each of the indicators is shown below

Asset Asset Asset
Insurers management | management | management | Total
companies | firms firms (GEN)
Relative 56% 47% 38% 65% 50%
thresholds
Absolute 81% 32% 13% 50% 48%
thresholds

We observe that:
e The rates for insurers are better. In particular, most insurers achieve a score of 100% on the
absolute thresholds.
e Across the entire sample, however, the rate of compliance with Urgewald’s thresholds is broadly
the same, at around 50% of the organisations in the sample with a coal policy.

Beyond the table, it is observed that most players set a dual threshold, both absolute and relative. Some
players, whose policies are generally rated lower, make do with a relative threshold. No cases were
found of players setting only an absolute threshold without a relative one.

Coal phase-out timeline

The key requirement for this criterion is that the financial institution commits to a coal phase-out timeline
by 2030 for OECD countries and 2040 for non-OECD countries (aligned with the NZE 2050 scenario).
The minimum score is 50%, and may increase to 100% depending on the activities covered. It is noted
that this timeline may appear overly conservative since, as highlighted by the fourth supervisory
monitoring report and last year’'s CTH report, these deadlines relate to production, whereas we are

48 Global Coal Exit List, Methodology
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discussing here financing flows (which, for investments, will precede the production phase, and be more
concurrent with the current expenditure phase). The results for companies that scored at least 50% on
this criterion are as follows:

Asset ,I’\\/Isasne; ement GEN Asset
management C gen Management | Total
companies ompanies Companies
(AMCs)
Phase-out | 94% 79% 88% 75% 84%

Of the sample of 44 investors (excluding real estate asset management companies), 84% have
committed to a coal phase-out timetable in line with standard recommendations.

Exclusion of expansion projects and the companies behind them — coal and oil & gas

The following charts show the distribution of scores for the exclusion indicators relating to companies
contributing to the expansion of coal/oil and gas production capacity. The methodology initially
distinguishes between projects and companies. In practice, the granularity of information at project level
was not always available or clear. It was therefore considered that the score for this criterion was
equivalent to that for the company criterion. Consequently, only the distribution of scores for the
company criterion is presented. The main findings of these analyses are as follows:

o With regard to coal, approaches are relatively consistent across the various players (insurers,
private equity asset managers and generalist asset managers), with generally satisfactory
scores. However, some insurers and asset managers still do not have any exclusion principles
of this kind.

e Restrictions on oil and gas are significantly less ambitious, particularly for generalist asset
managers, who have an average score of 5% and of whom only two are not rated at 0% on the
company criterion (and four on the ‘project’ criterion).

On this aspect of excluding expansion, the entities of the Abeille Assurances group adopt an approach
not seen elsewhere, where an exclusion/engagement mechanism is implemented through the
identification of ‘brown’ Capex.

In order to comply with the IEA’s recommendations, the entities are implementing a strategy of gradually
excluding issuers developing new oil and gas exploration or production projects. Since July 2022, oil
and gas sector issuers have been ranked according to the proportion of their capital expenditure
(CAPEX) considered to exceed the IEA’s Net Zero scenario™, based on the ranking established in 2022
by Climate Actions 100+.

- Issuers in the top two tertiles of this ranking will be excluded from our investment universe as of 1 July
2022;

- Issuers in the bottom tertile of this ranking will be subject to an engagement process. Following this
engagement, and no later than 2025, issuers that have not demonstrated the tangibility of their energy
transition approach will be excluded from our investment universe.

The approach is interesting in that it combines exclusion with engagement and seeks to link action to a
situation where the company is not aligned with Net Zero scenarios. According to publicly available data
(see the downloadable Climate Action 100+ database, ‘Alignment Oil & Gas’ tab (CTI)), this would result
in the exclusion of 12 or 13 companies and the engagement of 6 or 7.

Policy on unconventional oil and gas

The weakness of oil and gas policies is mainly due to the fact that, in the majority of cases, particularly
among AM, they only address unconventional fossil fuels. Here again, the methodology is based in
particular on the Urgewald methodology, proposing activity thresholds of 2 mmboe (million barrels of oil
equivalent) for any type of unconventional activity, or 5% of turnover. However, as illustrated by the
average scores below, the way in which policies incorporate unconventional oil and gas remains
fragmented.
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Asset

Insurers Management | PE GEN Total

Companies
Arctic 36% 41% 34% 40%
Fracking 36% 44% 33% 36%
Tar Sands 38% 44% 36% 41%
Ultra Deep Water REE 23% 31% 20% 27%

Only one insurer and two asset management companies, both private equity firms, achieved a score of
100% across all four activities. It is also worth noting that ultra-deepwater drilling is the activity least
frequently mentioned in policies, with 21 (out of 36) policies failing to include it, compared with 13, 13
and 10 respectively for the Arctic, hydraulic fracturing and oil sands. Data collection does not appear to
be the sole explanation, since a provider such as MSCI, for example, does not seem to include either

deep-water or Arctic operations in its definition of unconventional activities, yet no drop-off is observed

for the latter.

As with coal exclusion thresholds, unconventional fossil fuels require both relative and absolute
exclusion thresholds. Most of the policies analysed include relative exclusion thresholds of 10% or 20%

of turnover, whilst absolute thresholds expressed in mmboe are less common.
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3.1.10.7. Detailed scores: ACT Finance — coal exclusion policy

ACT score

Type ACT score
(gross)
Abeille Assurances Holding Insurer 98% 49%
Allianz France Insurer 65% 33%
Axa France Life Insurer 68% 34%
BPCE Vie Insurer 66% 47%
Cardif Life Insurance Insurer 95% 24%
CNP Insurance Insurer 96% 24%
Generali Life Insurer 96% 24%
Groupama GAN Life Insurer 45% 16%
Crédit Mutuel Insurance Group Insurer 48% 12%
La Mondiale Insurer 91% 68%
MACSF Retirement Savings Insurer 95% 71%
Malakoff Humanis Personal Protection Insurer 99% 99%
Predica Insurer 55% 28%
Sogecap Insurer 74% 37%
Suravenir Insurer 96% 24%
SwissLife Insurance and Wealth Management Insurer 53% 13%
Amundi Private Equity Funds AM PE 63% 31%
Antin Infrastructure Partners AM PE NA NA
Ardian France AM PE 19% 9%
BPI France Investissement AM PE 71% 50%
Eurazeo Global Investors AM PE 89% 63%
Mirova AM PE 86% 86%
Oddo BHF AM AM PE 89% 22%
Tikehau Investment Manager AM PE 84% 42%
AG2R La Mondiale Asset Management AM GEN 91% 46%
Amundi AM AM GEN 63% 31%
Arkea AM AM GEN 88% 44%
Axa IM Paris AM GEN 68% 17%
BlackRock France S.A.S. AM GEN NA NA
BNP Paribas AM AM GEN 68% 17%
Carmignac Gestion AM GEN 54% 13%
Comgest SA AM GEN 73% 51%
Crédit Mutuel AM (La Francaise Group) AM GEN 100% 50%
DNCA Finance AM GEN 36% 9%
Edmond de Rothschild AM (France) AM GEN 75% 38%
Groupama AM AM GEN 95% 71%
HSBC Global AM (France) AM GEN 50% 25%
Lazard Freres Gestion AM GEN 71% 50%
LBP AM AM GEN 96% 48%
Natixis Investment Managers International AM GEN 8% 6%
Ofi Invest AM AM GEN 55% 14%
Ostrum AM AM GEN 96% 24%
Rothschild & Co AM AM GEN 73% 51%
SwissLife AM France AM GEN 99% 49%
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3.1.10.8. Detailed scores: ACT Finance — oil and gas exclusion policy

ACT score

Entity Type (gross) ACT score
Abeille Assurances Holding Insurer 46% 23%
Allianz France Insurer 48% 24%
Axa France Life Insurer 9% 4%
BPCE Vie Insurer 36% 36%
Cardif Life Insurance Insurer 10% 5%
CNP Insurance Insurer 36% 9%
Generali Life Insurer 11% 3%
Groupama GAN Life Insurer 55% 14%
Crédit Mutuel Insurance Group Insurer 35% 9%
La Mondiale Insurer 6% 2%
MACSF Retirement Savings Insurer 43% 32%
Malakoff Humanis Personal Protection Insurer 5% 3%
Predica Insurer 23% 8%
Sogecap Insurer 35% 18%
Suravenir Insurer 61% 15%
SwissLife Insurance and Wealth Management Insurer 18% 4%
Amundi Private Equity Funds AM PE 3% 1%
Antin Infrastructure Partners AM PE NA NA
Ardian France AM PE NA NA
BPI France Investissement AM PE 51% 44%
Eurazeo Global Investors AM PE 96% 48%
Mirova AM PE 30% 30%
Oddo BHF AM AM PE 8% 2%
Tikehau Investment Manager AM PE 71% 36%
AG2R La Mondiale Asset Management AM GEN 19% 5%
Amundi AM AM GEN 3% 1%
Arkea AM AM GEN 34% 17%
Axa IM Paris AM GEN 9% 2%
BlackRock France S.A.S. AM GEN NA NA
BNP Paribas AM AM GEN 10% 3%
Carmignac Gestion AM GEN NA NA
Comgest SA AM GEN NA NA
Crédit Mutuel AM (La Francaise Group) AM GEN 31% 16%
DNCA Finance AM GEN 16% 4%
Edmond de Rothschild AM (France) AM GEN 8% 2%
Groupama AM AM GEN 13% 9%
HSBC Global AM (France) AM GEN 5% 3%
Lazard Freres Gestion AM GEN NA NA
LBP AM AM GEN 30% 15%
Natixis Investment Managers International AM GEN NA NA
Ofi Invest AM AM GEN 28% 7%
Ostrum AM AM GEN 16% 4%
Rothschild & Co AM AM GEN NA NA
SwissLife AM France AM GEN 6% 2%
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3.1.10.9. Justifications regarding oil and gas

The relative weakness of policies regarding the oil and gas sector has been the subject of various
explanations or justifications. For instance, a generalist AM cite the recommendations of the regulators
in its exclusion policy in the following terms to justify a phase-out date for unconventional hydrocarbons:

“Furthermore, in accordance with the recommendations of the AMF and the ACPR(18), [the AM]
undertakes to phase out unconventional hydrocarbons completely by 2040”

(18) Second ACPR/AMF report on the monitoring and assessment of climate commitments by market
participants: sectoral policies and participants’ exposure to fossil fuels

This refers to the second joint report by the AMF and the ACPR on the monitoring of French financial
sector players’ climate commitments, dating from 2021 and updated twice in 2022 and 2024. However,
no such recommendation was found in the 2021 report, nor in the subsequent reports. More generally,
the AMF made the following statement upon the release of the 2021 report:

“With regard to policies relating to other fossil fuels [other than coal], asset management
companies must take decisive action. Where such policies exist, they are limited to oil
sands and, where applicable, shale gas and oil, and often remain vague.”

Another AM justifies the scope of its Oil & Gas policy to unconventional activities by stating in its
responsible investment policy:

“natural gas or oil [...] are expected to continue contributing to the global energy mix in the coming years
under both the IEA ‘Sustainable Development Scenario’ and the IEA ‘NZE 2050 Scenario’.”

It should be noted that the NZE 2050 scenario forecasts, as with coal (albeit at a slower pace), a sharp
and immediate reduction in oil and gas supply; see Figure 2.12 of the NZE 2023 update:

Figure 2.12 = OQil, natural gas and coal supply by region in the NZE Scenario,
2010-2050
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It should therefore be noted that scenarios aligned with limiting global warming to 1.5°C foresee a very
sharp decline in the consumption of oil, gas and coal. By comparing the available reserves of these
resources in 2022 (see Table 6.1 of the NZE 2050 documentation) with the NZE 2050 scenario (see
above), we can estimate the order of magnitude of the ‘unburnable’ reserves. The results are as follows:
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https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/ff3a195d-762d-4284-8bb5-bd062d260cc5/GlobalEnergyandClimateModelDocumentation2023.pdf

Resource % ‘unburnable’ —
based on 2022 data

Coal 95%

Qil 80%

Gas 70%

To argue that a resource forms part of the energy mix within the framework of an aligned scenario, in
order to justify, in particular, the failure to implement measures regarding the exploration of new
resources, thus seems profoundly inappropriate.

3.1.10.10. Conditions for continued funding of stakeholders

Analysis of coal and oil exclusion policies has identified a number of weaknesses and biases, particularly
regarding oil and gas. One aspect frequently highlighted by stakeholders is that exclusion is not
necessarily the only solution. On the one hand, maintaining exposure allows for continued engagement.
On the other hand, there is a case for supporting stakeholders who are actively driving the transition.

This argument, which is fundamentally sound, was put to the test through a fairly straightforward
analysis. The sample of reports was analysed to identify which actors made continued funding
conditional on tangible climate-related requirements: phasing out activities, setting targets, having a
credible and robust transition plan, the assessment of which requires a relevant analysis — this being
the key to legitimising continued funding, or at the very least establishing a concrete engagement
strategy.

The results are provided in the table below. ‘Probably’ corresponds to a situation where attention to the
subject is noted, without it being clear that there is any conditioning*® . It was nevertheless important to
distinguish potential measures taken, even if incomplete.

Financing conditioning - Coal Financing conditioning - Oil & Gas

20 20

15 15
10 10
I
5 5 O
o N — . o

Insurers (AO) Private Equity Asset Insurers (AO) Private Equity Asset
Managers Managers

B Yes [ Probably mNo HYes [ Probably ENo

Thus, and beyond the intrinsic quality of the mechanisms, which may vary (see3.1.8.2 ), few investors
clearly state this type of condition. Whilst the statistics on coal may be linked in particular to a near-total
exclusion that justifies not having to ask the question, the statistics on oil and gas are more telling: in
reality, the absence of an exclusion policy is not offset by a mechanism imposing conditions on the
sector. The majority of the financial market therefore continues to invest in and finance an economy that
is not aligned, without any real transformative action.

As examples of existing good practices, the following reports are highlighted:

4 For example: “The Group calls on companies with significant operations in the thermal coal sector to draw up a
plan to exit this sector, in line with the 2030/2040 exit timeline. The Group’s assessment varies depending on
whether the exit plan is public or not. As part of its analysis of this exit plan, the Group favours the closure of coal
assets over their sale. This analytical parameter, combined with the threshold for revenue derived from coal,
determines whether or not Group entities may include a company active in thermal coal within their portfolios and
offer these companies the Services described above.”
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Abeille Assurances Holding (on coal): “In the absence of a clear commitment from the company,
validated by the ‘Science Based Targets’ initiative as meeting the objective of alignment with a ‘well
below 2°C’ pathway, as well as the publication of a credible plan for an effective exit from coal by 2030
at the latest, the company is excluded from the entities’ investment portfolios. For energy companies,
we require the closure of sites to be included in phase-out plans. Where the company proposes other
strategies such as divestment or conversion to other fossil fuels, a commitment will be agreed with the
energy company.”

CNP Assurances (on coal): “In 2020 and 2021, CNP Assurances and its French subsidiaries asked all
directly held companies to publish, by the end of 2021, a plan to phase out thermal coal by 2030 in
European Union and OECD countries, and by 2040 in the rest of the world. In 2021, ten companies did
not have a compliant phase-out plan. By the end of 2024, of these ten companies, six had a compliant
phase-out plan, one had an insufficient phase-out plan and three had been divested from the portfolio.”

Rothschild&Co AM (on coal): “These companies, in which we are invested, have a credible coal exit
plan according to our analysis and the criteria defined above. Annual monitoring is carried out to ensure
the plan is being properly implemented.”

Abeille Assurances Holding (on oil and gas): see3.1.10.6 for the exclusion/engagement framework
based on the identification of ‘brown’ capex.

Certain practices show promising potential, but the wording used is too generic to provide any tangible
assurance of effective action.

HSBC AM (p. 54, on coal, oil and gas): “Where issuers’ transition plans fall short of our expectations
following the dialogue we have engaged in, and where progress is insufficient to meet the targets set,
we may need to step up our initiatives as outlined in our Shareholder Engagement Plan. We are likely
to reduce the exposure of our actively managed funds to issuers whose transition plans are not
compatible with the net-zero emissions target.”
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3.2. Biodiversity strategies

3.2.1. Summary

A review of the analytical work carried out last year reveals a broadly similar situation, with signs of
progress in the maturity of certain stakeholders’ frameworks.

Thus, given methodological difficulties that are more frequently acknowledged and described
transparently, stakeholders still struggle to translate the efforts made (impact and dependency
measures, initiatives) into objectives supported by tangible actions.

In response to this situation, various resources are highlighted, including the CGDD-ADEME biodiversity
guide. This guide emphasises the need to move forward through continuous improvement, and
therefore not to wait until reliable aggregate indicators are available—which may never emerge in time
to address the ecological crisis—before taking action. In this regard, it is recommended to implement
granular approaches focused on critical sectors and practices (engagement, exclusion, and support for
solution providers). BNPP AM, for example, provides a very specific example of action in its report.

The points of caution regarding aggregated footprint metrics derived from MSA (Mean Species
Abundance), which are still widely used, are reiterated, particularly given their frequent inclusion in the
construction of certain financial products labelled ‘Biodiversity’. These metrics have the advantage of
producing a single aggregated indicator of biodiversity pressure, but at the cost of a large number of
conceptual simplifications and approximations in the absence of data, which makes it impossible to
interpret them physically or even to understand their year-on-year variations.

Exclusion policies remain unsystematic and limited to a few issues (deforestation, pesticides). However,
Mirova has enhanced its minimum standards with a requirement concerning the downstream value
chain, a key point marking an important step towards a more realistic assessment of our economy
(where primary actors do not fall within the traditional investment universe but mostly in the upstream
value chain).

The market-wide ‘Biodiversity Objective’ initiative is progressing and, in 2025, led to the selection of a
manager for the unlisted fund created as part of the initiative, following last year’s launch of the listed
fund (each with a target size of around €100m). As no public information has been identified regarding
the detailed operation of these funds, which are confidential in nature (unauthorised FPS format), this
report is unable to assess the intrinsic quality of the approach. Furthermore, whilst stakeholders
generally appear cautious in their 29 LEC reports when highlighting investments that ‘contribute’ to
biodiversity, an updated review of a number of funds aimed at the general public (open funds) shows
the existence of so-called ‘best-in-class’ approaches, where it is more or less difficult, depending on the
case, to discern the actual contributory aspect. It seems unrealistic to assume that the adviser
distributing the product, let alone the retail investor, will be able to appreciate the nuance of a
product making a genuine contribution, raising concerns about greenwashing.

Signs of progress have been identified in practices relating to engagement. However, there remains
significant scope for ensuring that this lever is effectively activated in terms of actual contribution,
particularly given the lack of a defined strategic scope and clear associated objectives. The report
highlights the value of the Finance for Biodiversity Pledge initiative and the fact that not all the
information to be published is available on its public repository. ADEME calls for vigilance and stresses
the need to ensure that such initiatives operate in an exemplary manner, in a context where Net Zero
climate alliances have significantly scaled back their activities and/or ambitions, raising questions about
the credibility of the financial sector’'s commitment.
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3.2.2. Context

Article D. 533-16-1(llI-7) of the Monetary and Financial Code requires detailed information on the actor’s
alignment strategy, with targets for 2030 and every five years thereafter regarding (i) a measure of
compliance with the objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity; (ii) an analysis of the
contribution to reducing the main pressures and impacts as defined by IPBES; and (iii) a reference to
the use of a biodiversity footprint indicator.

Given that this is a relatively new field, a range of resources is available to help financial sector
stakeholders make progress, including:
e a quide for financial institutions was published in February 2024 by the CGDD and ADEME, to
provide stakeholders with guidance on how to better understand the issue.
e The IFD has published an overview of the Paris financial centre’s strategies for combating
deforestation.
e Various professional associations have published biodiversity guides:
o AFG (Biodiversity and Investment: A Practical Guide for Asset Management
Companies, January 2025),
o France Invest (Integrating Biodiversity into Private Equity, February 2024),
o OID (Developing a biodiversity strategy in real estate, January 2024)
o France Assureurs (Insurance and Biodiversity: Challenges and Prospects 2025,
November 2025)
e Finally, the international foundation Finance for Biodiversity publishes various resources,
including a guide to setting ‘nature’ targets.

The analyses carried out focused primarily, using a sample of 50 insurers and asset management firms,
on reviewing the main practices relating to the various elements of the biodiversity approach: the
operational nature of the strategies described, consideration of the Kunming-Montreal Targets,
indicators used, exclusions, engagement and positive investments. Particular attention is paid to the
commitment of certain stakeholders to the Finance for Biodiversity Pledge.

The issue of deforestation is addressed specifically in the dedicated section3.3 .

3.2.3. Lessons from the analysis
3.2.3.1. Regarding the strategy

Nearly 40% of the stakeholders in the sample explicitly refer to the Kunming-Montreal targets.
Stakeholders cite up to 8 targets® , with an average of 4.6 targets. Four targets are cited by more than
half of the stakeholders who mention them. These targets were already highlighted in last year’s report:

e Target 15 (83%): Business impact and dependencies, particularly regarding a commitment to
transparency

e Target 8 (72%): Minimising the impacts of climate change, which constitute one of the pressures
on biodiversity;

e Target 19 (67%): Mobilisation of financial resources (including private resources, 19c:
‘encourage the private sector to invest in biodiversity, in particular through impact funds and
other instruments’)

e Target 7 (50%): Reducing pollution, in particular reducing risks associated with pesticides and
chemicals by at least half, reducing nutrient losses by at least half, and preventing plastic
pollution.

Of these targets, two are ‘supporting’ targets (requests for information from businesses and the
establishment of financing solutions), whilst a third (climate) is linked to the climate strategy that must
also be implemented. The last target may relate, in particular, sometimes but not always, to a policy of
phasing out pesticides.

% One stakeholder states that “the measures taken under the biodiversity policy [...] contribute to 19 of the 23 target
actions defined in the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework,” without elaborating on this point for each
specific target.
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https://www.ipbes.net/
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https://www.franceinvest.eu/integrer-la-biodiversite-dans-le-capital-investissement/
https://www.taloen.fr/ressources/a6fcd18c-e287-4c05-bda1-a9a2540a9255
https://www.franceassureurs.fr/actualites/assurance-et-biodiversite-enjeux-et-perspectives-2025/
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/tools-and-frameworks/
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/frameworks_tools/ffb-nature-target-setting-framework-for-asset-managers-and-asset-owners/
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/about-us/signatories-and-repository/
https://www.unep.org/fr/resources/cadre-mondial-de-la-biodiversite-de-kunming-montreal

Five targets are not mentioned by any stakeholder in the sample: targets 9 and 13 (concepts of benefit-
sharing in sustainable management), 17 (biotechnology), 22 (inclusion) and 23 (gender). As only 50
reports were reviewed, this does not necessarily mean that other reports do not mention them.

Several financial institutions have drawn up, as recommended by the guide, a table comparing the
Kunming-Montreal targets with planned actions for which a ‘contribution’ to the target can be highlighted
(exclusion policies, thematic funds, engagement, ...), or resource-based objectives (measuring
dependence and impact, conducting targeted biodiversity engagement with x companies®' ) or policy-
based objectives (“investing in biodiversity-related thematic funds”).

See, for example, the BPCE Vie report for a table:

Cibles issues

7 axes de travail de la COP 15
_— > Adopler une stratégie Nature & Biodiversité
1 Intégrer e sujet dans |a stratégie —
etla gouvernance de lentreprise T
——* > Formaliser la gouvernance associée
| = Poursuivre ke développement des travaux d”analyse et enrichir

g e dispositif de gestion des risques Cibl =
| Clbles 15

—# > Iniggrer la thématigue Biodiversité dans lanalyse des investissements
T . Aoz am. .
“~_, = Prise en compie des enjeux dans la stratégie d'investissements Cibles T 187110
et renforcement du cadre ESG associé (poliiques secionelles, etc.) — :
4 Financer les solutions
& impact positif "~ > Mobiliser une quote-part des investissements an faveur la biodiversité Cibles 19
5 Participer su: travaux de place et » = Pariciper aux travaux de place (France Assureurs, Finance for
intégrer les initiatives pertinentes o Zo il Cibl .
Clbles 2
——# > FEtudier l'opportunité dintégrer des initiatives, notamment sur l'engagement
S ~
" > Poursuivre et envichir les intiatives d'acculturation et de formation Cibles 21
— = Développer la communication interne et externe autour des sujets de
—— biodiversité et des avancées de BPCE Assurances, en lien avec le Groupe

BPCE

However, as was the case last year, no concrete biodiversity target linked to the contribution
strategy has yet been identified that meets the standards observed for climate (indicator, performance
target, baseline year, target year).

3.2.3.2. Regarding the measurement of impacts, dependencies and pressures

Of the 50 organisations in the sample, 8 do not appear to include any concrete measures of impact,
dependency or pressure in their reports, particularly in the case of real estate asset management
companies. Among these, some indicate that they carry out internal monitoring of metrics (for example,
the surface biotope coefficient for one real estate management company, or a ‘biodiversity’ score per
building for another in the context of the SRI label). This does not necessarily mean that there is no
monitoring by indicator, but rather that it is not published.

The main resources cited are:

¢ The ENCORE database, used in its raw form or to derive scores.

e The MSA aggregate footprint indicator, in various derivatives, forms and levels of detall
depending on the service provider used and the financial institution’s choice. This indicator is
particularly used by insurers, as shown by the statistical analysis carried out in the ‘4.6 ’ section;

e On a more ad hoc basis, scores and data from various ESG providers, the NEC score, SFDR
PAIl 7 (biodiversity-sensitive areas) and 8 (water stress), or even ‘in-house’ biodiversity scores
are mentioned;

51 See, for example, Arkéa Asset Management: “We plan to engage in dialogue each year with at least 15
companies representing at least 50% of assets under management in priority sectors, in line with the
work of the TNFD and FFB.”
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https://www.nec-initiative.com/fr/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/arkea-asset-management/

e The ‘nature’ framework developed by the Science-Based Targets Network (which recently
launched the ‘Step Up for Nature’ initiative) is cited by at least one asset management firm to
identify processes with a high impact on nature, in order to establish a link with the companies
involved in these processes in terms of risk exposure.

e In the real estate portfolio, the surface biotope coefficient is cited on several occasions;

e Finally, some players cite underlying pressure indicators such as water consumption and land
use for agricultural or forestry production.

There were more frequent instances than last year (in around ten cases) of presentations showing
year-on-year variations in the metric(s) used, and, above all, the inclusion of explanations commenting
on these variations or justifying the non-publication of results. Furthermore, the limitations of the metrics
used are frequently mentioned. Where explanations are provided, they may highlight various factors,
which often relate to methodological adjustments or the coverage of issuers, based on data that is still
in its infancy, but sometimes also to variations within the portfolio itself.

For example, DNCA Finance, here in its analysis of changes in the water consumption footprint:

‘The environmental footprint relating to water consumption increased between 2023 and 2024. This is
mainly due to the increased weighting of Bureau Veritas in DNCA'’s assets, as this issuer accounts for
the largest share of water consumption (around 60%). Two other companies, Mersen and Clariane, also
saw their water consumption rise over the period and now account for 20% of the total. Coverage has
increased, both in terms of the amount covered and the number of issuers publishing data, rising from
144 in 2023 to nearly 220 in 2024. “We note that the CDP’s environmental data collection process
requires consistency checks. We have implemented such checks, and the figures presented incorporate
adjustments to the CDP data. Our checks are, however, partial, and we are continuing our efforts to
improve data quality.”

Groupama GAN Vie, which was already mentioned last year, has, for its part, strengthened its analysis
of variations in the MSA metric, including an analysis of the extent of variations at portfolio level and
broken down by sector, and a comparison with the indicator’s limitations, justifying the decision not to
publish the data itself.

These different approaches enable stakeholders to fully understand the difficulties faced by market
participants and thus contribute to a better collective understanding of the subject.

In most cases, no link has yet been identified between this measurement exercise and concrete
elements of the action plan, investment policy or strategy. Most reports remain silent on the subject,
whilst some highlight work in progress. However, a gradual improvement in the maturity of certain
players’ practices can be observed.

Groupama GAN Vie presents a biodiversity scorecard system developed in 2024 (see section D 1)
which uses a dependency/pressure analysis to identify companies’ exposure to priority issues (water,
deforestation, pollution) and links the system’s vision to engagement and financing actions.

BPCE Vie, for its part, has updated its focus compared to last year on the priority themes identified
through the analysis of dependencies and pressures, specifying the actions taken and to be taken on
each: pesticides, plastic use, deforestation, water.

As things stand, this identification phase remains largely non-operational overall, but areas for
improvement have been identified. Identifying impacts, dependencies and pressures contributes to a
phase of learning and continuous progress for stakeholders. ADEME reiterates, as the guide
emphasises, that given the urgency of the issues, we must not wait until fully reliable metrics are
available — which may never be available given the complexity of the subject — in order to take concrete
and progressive action on investment and engagement policy, addressing the issues as they arise, as
some stakeholders are already doing.
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https://sciencebasedtargetsnetwork.org/step-up-for-nature/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/dnca-finance/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupama-gan-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupama-gan-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bpce-vie/

3.2.3.3. Regarding investment policy

As highlighted in the CGDD-ADEME guide, a full range of management tools is available to investors:
exclusion, selection or support approaches, positive financing, analysis of transition plans, and
engagement.

Exclusion

The exclusion lever was explicitly mentioned by 16 stakeholders, representing 36% of stakeholders
excluding real estate asset management companies. In practice, these policies address the following
themes in particular, which remain stable compared to last year:

o Deforestation in general (see the relevant section), with varying degrees of focus on specific
sectors: palm oil, soya, livestock farming, timber production, and paper or cardboard;

e Pesticides, generally specified for certain products;

e Biodiversity controversies, identified in particular via specialist service providers;

The inclusion of climate or ESG exclusions from a ‘biodiversity’ perspective: coal (climate impact) and
tobacco (deforestation) were noted less frequently than last year. It is reiterated, as required by the
CGDD-ADEME guide, that in such cases it is necessary to state transparently that this type of exclusion
considers biodiversity only as a secondary consideration.

The report reiterates the example cited last year of AM Mirova, which has a minimum standards policy,
the ‘criteria of which immediately exclude from our investment universes issuers whose practices are
deemed incompatible with nature conservation objectives, without a credible intention to transition’. The
following activities are notably subject to exclusion:

- Agricultural commodities posing a risk of deforestation: soya and beef producers without zero-
deforestation targets, and palm oil producers who are not members of the RSPO (Roundtable on
Sustainable Palm Oil) and do not have their entire production certified. See the section3.3 for a more
detailed analysis of the RSPO framework.

- Pollutants: manufacturers of PFAS (per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances, synthetic compounds also
known as ‘forever chemicals’, initially used in particular for their non-stick or water-repellent properties
in various processes, but which can be highly toxic);

- Plastic: a case-by-case analysis of single-use plastic companies is carried out, with a focus on recycled
content targets;

However, the AM does not specify whether these various exclusions are ‘stringent’ or not (i.e. the
indicative number of companies in the initial investment universe filtered out as a result of this minimum
standard policy).

Positive financing

With regard to positive financing (investments in companies and activities that contribute to the
restoration/preservation of biodiversity, or to the reduction of negative pressures), 40% of the players in
the sample mention at least one investment (nearly two-thirds of insurers, one-third of general asset
managers, two private equity asset managers and none in the real estate sector).

The various investment levers used by insurers are as follows:

e The implementation of direct investments. Some insurers were able to highlight a specific
investment, not necessarily representative in terms of size but relevant in terms of impact. This
year, no particular focus was identified within the selected sample.

e The establishment of dedicated funds. This concept potentially covers a variety of operational
realities in the absence of a regulatory framework. In practice, the reports do not detail the
operating procedures or selection processes for the underlying assets invested in by these
funds.

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

| @ ZBSERVATORY 1o

Liberté

Lgalité
Fraternité



https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/mirova/
https://www.mirova.com/fr/standards-minimums

¢ Investment in ‘biodiversity’ thematic funds managed by asset managers. In the latter case, and
without questioning the potential relevance of the target fund, the guide highlights a risk of
dilution of responsibility where the insurer would invest based on the fund’s stated claims,
without verifying the robustness of the underlying approach adopted by the fund in terms of its
contribution to the preservation or restoration of biodiversity.

Regarding this last point, it was noted that one insurer removed the names of the “biodiversity” funds in
which it invests from its report this year (some of these funds having also been criticised for their actual
contribution to biodiversity in our report last year). However, it retained a statement on investment in
thematic funds within the ‘biodiversity’ section of the report, without highlighting any potential limitations.
This report reiterates the importance of conducting a clear analysis of the funds’ actual contribution
to objectives beyond the thematic focus, in order to ensure transparent and high-quality information.

Furthermore, some stakeholders report broadly on a portfolio or investments with a positive biodiversity
impact, combining these three approaches. The nature of the positions and the operational method used
to characterise the positive contribution are not necessarily specified, which makes it impossible to
assess the quality of the system in place.

For example, one actor states that: “In 2024, [the actor] continued its work in support of biodiversity by
investing over €140 million directly or via funds in companies offering solutions for the protection of
resources against depletion (sustainable agriculture, industrial process efficiency, product lifespan,
recovery of waste energy), in protection against digital pollution (cybersecurity and asset protection,
material traceability) and in waste management (recycling, construction and operation of organic waste
treatment plants).”

Finally, the main development since the previous report is the launch of the ‘Biodiversity Objective’
initiative, now supported by some fifteen institutional investors52 , which has taken the form of two market
funds:
e an equity fund focusing on listed assets, initially capitalised at over €100m, managed by
Mirova53
e a fund for unlisted assets, with a target size of €150m and an initial investment horizon of 10
years, managed by Starquest-Montefiore®* .
The nature of the funds means that their documentation is not publicly available. The Mirova report
states, regarding the listed fund: “With over €100 million in assets, this European thematic fund aims to
support sustainable and innovative SMEs that contribute to nature conservation. The portfolio is
structured according to the solution/transition typology, and is accompanied by enhanced impact
monitoring via CDP data, biodiversity performance indicators and an independent scientific committee
comprising researchers, public sector experts and NGOs. Support for innovation is validated by the
fund’s TIBI certification®® .”

As regards asset management firms, the lower number of entities mentioning this type of lever can be
explained in particular by the fact that, as the asset manager manages its investors’ money, it is more
difficult for them to specifically allocate a portion of the assets under management to a single theme,
unlike a leading insurer which can devote tens of millions of euros from its general assets to the issue
whilst accepting a lower return on that portion.

In practice, asset management companies highlight:

%2 An initiative supported by the AFG, the Institute for Sustainable Finance, France Invest and France Assureurs,
and launched with the backing of Af2i, which currently comprises some fifteen institutional investors: Abeille
Assurances, AESIO mutuelle and MACIF (Aéma Groupe), Allianz France, AXA, BNP Paribas Cardif, BPCE
Assurances, Caisse des Dépots, CARAC, Caisse Générale de Prévoyance des Caisses d’Epargne (CGP), CNP
Assurances, Crédit Agricole Assurances, EDF Gestion, MAIF, Malakoff Humanis, Pro BTP, Société Générale
Assurances.

% Selected in October 2024.

5 Selected in September 2025.

% “Launched in 2019, the Tibi initiative (hamed after the economist behind the project) aims to increase the financing
capacity of technology companies by mobilising the savings of institutional investors, particularly those of insurers.”
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e Onthe one hand, the launch of funds or ranges of funds focused on biodiversity (see examples
below);

e Onthe other hand, on a more ad hoc basis, by reporting investments that have a positive impact
in relation to the biodiversity objective. Thus, Mirova has developed an internal taxonomy of
biodiversity solutions and best practices and reports on (i) the ‘Amount of investments deployed
for nature-related opportunities’ and (ii) amounts that ‘have been invested (or committed) in
projects generating positive impacts on biodiversity, such as sustainable land management or
restoration activities’. The operational details of the taxonomy, including the consideration of
potential DNSH effects or the absence of offsetting when measuring impacts, are not specified.

With regard to “biodiversity” funds, the analyses carried out last year on some of them are repeated here
in order to highlight the importance of looking beyond the mere label to assess whether or not the fund
has a genuine capacity to contribute.

The Euronext ESG Eurozone Biodiversity Leaders PAB Index

This index, which can be passively tracked, for example via the BNP Paribas Easy ESG Eurozone
Biodiversity Leaders PAB ETF (€17m in assets under management), combines a ‘PAB’ strategy of
constrained decoupling of financed emissions within the portfolio described by the index with a sector-
specific ‘best-in-class’ approach (top 30% by biodiversity macro-sector) based on an indicator derived
from the MSA. In practice, as at 30/09/2025, the top holdings (>5%) in this index include companies
such as:

e ASML (12.75% as at 30/09/2025). The company states that biodiversity is not a material issue

for it in its 2024 CSRD report;

e Schneider Electric (8.08%), LVMH (8.02%) and L'Oréal (5.87%).
As was the case last year, as of September 2025 the index shows low taxonomic eligibility for
biodiversity-related issues, and lower than its benchmark (28% vs. 37%). Once again, it is reiterated
that it appears very difficult to discern the contribution of this type of hybrid quantitative approach to
the achievement of biodiversity objectives.

The CPR Invest - Biodiversity Fund

The fund has approximately €160m in assets under management. It is an Art. 8 SFDR-classified
diversified international equity fund (between 80 and 150 holdings) whose objective is to outperform the
MSCI World, selecting “shares of companies across all sectors (with the exception of fossil fuels) and
all countries which, according to the management company’s analysis, offer the best prospects for
financial appreciation amongst those best placed to reduce pressure on biodiversity within their sector.”
In practical terms, the sub-fund operates on its non-financial aspects with:

e an initial environmental/ESG exclusion,

e a specific biodiversity exclusion: controversies surrounding biodiversity issues, “activities
harmful to biodiversity (underwater mining, palm oil, pesticides, intensive deforestation, etc.”),
“the most significant bad practices concerning forests, water and climate are analysed and
excluded on the basis of data provided by external suppliers”

e a best-in-class analysis based on three pillars, enabling — in a manner not explicitly detailed —
the derivation of scores for the following indicators: (i) MSA.km?2 footprint, (ii) the company’s past
performance on various criteria: energy consumption, water usage, waste generated, etc., and
(iii) companies’ biodiversity policies and initiatives based on 25 questions.

The overall selection rate is at least 30% on a capitalised basis, and it is guaranteed that ‘af least 75%
of assets are invested in issuers belonging to sectors with high biodiversity challenges’® . It is also
possible to select securities from ‘solution’ companies outside the investment universe, which must
comply with the filters described above.

The product is designed to be conceptually robust. However, several factors may raise questions about
its actual ability to deliver:

% The list is not specified, but the prospectus describes a sector selection process: “Pending an official definition of
issuers with significant biodiversity-related challenges, the Management Company takes into account both the
sectors targeted by the Finance for Biodiversity Foundation (‘FBF’) and, amongst the sectors that the European
Commission considers to have a significant climate impact, those with a high biodiversity footprint.” In practice,
according to the impact report, 22 GICS-3 sectors from the FBF's priority and secondary lists have been selected,
representing 40% of the MSCI World Index, to which are added 34 sectors with high climate risks and a “high” MSA.

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

| @ ZBSERVATORY 109

Liberté

Lgalité
Fraternité



https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/mirova-rapport-durabilite-lec-tcfd-tnfd-2024.pdf
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https://www.bnpparibas-am.lu/intermediaire-selectionneur-de-fonds/fundsheet/equity/bnp-paribas-easy-esg-eurozone-biodiversity-leaders-pab-ucits-etf-c-lu2446381555?tab=overview
file:///C:/Users/rays/Downloads/Euronext_ESG_Eurozone_Biodiversity_Leaders_PAB_Index_Composition.pdf
https://ourbrand.asml.com/m/79d325b168e0fd7e/original/2024-Annual-Report-based-on-US-GAAP.pdf#page=1
https://cpram.com/fra/fr/institutionnels/products/LU3110816082
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-content/uploads/Top10_biodiversity-impact_ranking.pdf

o the fund’s DICI makes no mention of specific limits. Given the criticisms highlighted elsewhere
in the various 29 LEC reports regarding the stability of the MSA indicator, and the general
criticisms regarding the availability and quality of biodiversity data from companies, it may seem
surprising that the issue of the quality of the underlying data, its processing and the possible
use of estimates is not mentioned®” .

e Beyond data quality considerations, the relative selection nature inherent to ‘best-in-class’
approaches does not guarantee a minimum intrinsic improvement, whether in terms of the
aggregate footprint (MSA.km?) or any of the company’s ‘biodiversity’ data: waste production,
water consumption, etc.

e Finally, in terms of composition, as of November 2025, the fund appears to be primarily exposed
to the information technology sector (nearly 30%), ahead of industry (16%) and finance (15%).
High-stakes sectors such as agriculture, chemicals, construction or mining do not therefore
appear to be priorities. The issue is clearly the limited financial weight of these sectors within
the chosen investment universe, but this illustrates the difficulty of implementing a truly impactful
approach under these conditions.

The SLF (LUX) Equity Environment and Biodiversity Impact Fund

The fund has approximately €200m in assets under management. It is an Article 9 SFD equity fund that
“aims for long-term capital growth”. The fund invests or allocates at least 80% of its assets to equities
“‘whose economic activity contributes to preventing and controlling pollution, protecting marine and
terrestrial ecosystems or preserving biodiversity, and does not cause significant harm to environmental
or social objectives, whilst ensuring that the companies in the portfolio adhere to good governance
practices”. The methodology used to determine which companies meet this definition is not set out in
full detail but combines various criteria, including:
e contribution to Sustainable Development Goals 12 (responsible consumption and production),
14 (life below water) and 15 (life on land), via revenue deemed to contribute positively to these
goals by more than 5% or the existence of a credible plan to reduce negative environmental
impacts
e various indicators, including the portfolio’s carbon footprint, the percentage of turnover derived
from recycling services, and the MSA indicator.

In terms of current composition (November 2025), the fund is mainly exposed to industry (52%),
information technology (16%) and community services (7%). These main holdings, above 5%, are NGK
Insulators Ltd (6.82%, a Japanese company primarily involved in industrial ceramics, batteries and
semiconductors) and Xylem Inc (5.48%, an American water management company).

Thus, regarding the thematic funds established, and without calling into question the genuine
‘biodiversity’ identity of the funds mentioned above by way of illustration, it is worth noting, as stated in
the guide, that there is a distinction between a ‘thematic’ fund that might operate, for example, via
a ‘best-in-class’’ or ‘best in universe’ mechanism without any guarantee of a minimum standard, and a
fund that would ‘contribute’ to biodiversity objectives, for example by being underpinned by an
analysis of the positive contribution of the company or project in which the investment is made, or
conversely by a significant reduction in the negative pressures exerted.

Regarding funds operating on a ‘best-in-class’ basis, the following elements are suggested, which could
help to reinforce the ‘biodiversity’ aspect where appropriate:

e Communicate and put into perspective the biodiversity performance of actors ‘on the cusp’ of
selection (e.g. the waste output of the last actor selected according to this criterion, i.e. the 70th
percentile if the selection rate is 70%)

e Communicate the percentage that sectors with a high biodiversity impact ultimately represent
in the portfolio.

5 The prospectus states that “companies without analysis” on MSA/trajectory aspects “are not eligible for the
portfolio”. However, it is not specified whether companies that do not report or are subject to partial reporting are
not analysed or are subject to approximations. Furthermore, the case where the metrics taken into account are not
deemed material/relevant by the company (typically pollutants discharged into water) is not clarified.
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Engagement

Most stakeholders’ engagement strategies address various climate issues, including the biodiversity
aspect.

In terms of collective engagement, the Finance for Biodiversity Pledge, Nature Action 100 and Act 4
Nature initiatives are regularly cited. In particular, the “Finance for Biodiversity Pledge” (FBF) initiative,
launched in 2020 and now boasting 200 signatories, sets out five commitments: collaboration and
knowledge sharing, engagement with companies, impact assessment, setting targets and public
reporting. A public database (repository) enables stakeholders to report centrally on these commitments.
Of the 50 organisations in the sample, 23 are signatories, either in their own name or on behalf of their
group (nearly half of the insurers and more than half of the general asset management companies, four
private equity firms and one real estate company). Of the signatories, only 10 have provided information
to the FBF’s public database (notably via references, where applicable, to their Art. 29 LEC report). Of
the remaining 13, 4 joined the initiative less than two years ago® . A longer-standing member indicated
that online publication was not “explicitly” mandatory and that the system had only recently been put in
place. The member intended to provide the information next year.

The need to honour commitments made in order to lend credibility to the process is emphasised.

In terms of individual engagement, the reporting structure is broadly similar to last year: several asset
managers detail their strategies, resources and actions in a dedicated engagement/voting report, often
providing examples of engagement, usually anonymised. The identification and prioritisation of
companies to engage with is still presented in general terms, as is the nature of the discussions.
Impact/dependency analysis work (ENCORE database, MSA) is sometimes cited as a source for
prioritisation.

It is therefore a pity that one rarely finds:

¢ specific objectives to engage a minimum number of companies according to a defined strategy,
for example all companies relevant to a particular harmful issue or practice, or the top X
companies selected through a given process). One notable exception is Abeille Assurances,
which launched last year and is continuing an assessment campaign on ‘companies that are
currently significant suppliers of biocides (>10% of turnover) and issuers subject to high-severity
controversies due to the environmental and health impacts caused by the manufacture, use or
release of hazardous or toxic chemical products or substances ”. Four companies were thus
interviewed, with the report providing a concrete example of discussions with Arkema;

o standardised wording for requests (“I have such-and-such a minimum expectation of all
companies in this sector/regarding this practice”). In the latter case, the fragmented nature of
biodiversity compared to climate (where the demand for decarbonisation targets/action plans is
an easy common denominator) is not helpful, and the diversity of situations likely leads to a
simplification of the report’s content that does not fully reflect the quality of the granular
monitoring carried out by the engagement teams. However, as the CGDD-ADEME guide
emphasises, stakeholders are encouraged to focus on a few practices or sectors in order to
explore them effectively rather than spreading their efforts too thinly.

Finally, some stakeholders present initiatives targeted at specific themes, such as BNPP AM, which
details the history of a commitment measure against global pharmaceutical dependence on horseshoe
crabs® , comprising, from 2021 to 2024:

e aninitial appeal to pharmaceutical companies;

e aworking group for a global pharmaceutical industry initiative (PSCI) was formed and led to the
publication of a position paper setting out best practices to limit the use of horseshoe crabs
(phasing out use for a particularly endangered species, using alternatives, and closely
managing the impacts of residual consumption);

% The initiative’s website states: “We have created a central repository of the reported data to enhance the visibility
and transparency of biodiversity-related reporting across the industry. Pledge signatories have committed to
reporting in 2025 (with 2024 data), or within two years of signing.”

% A species of arthropod whose blood can be used in the healthcare sector to detect the presence of bacteria.
Although collection is potentially non-lethal, high demand poses a threat to its survival and that of the ecosystem
that depends on it.
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bnp-paribas-asset-management-europe/
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Limulus_polyphemus
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Limulus_polyphemus
https://pscinitiative.org/bulletin?bulletin=629

e this work enabled the launch of a second campaign targeting companies, underpinned by the
practices described in the paper. A specific initiative involving one company (Amgen) is
described in detail.

This example illustrates in particular how, when the technological and market conditions are right, a
financial institution’s engagement with a specific issue enables it to help accelerate the emergence of
best practices, through a more precise and relevant commitment, drawing on peer emulation.

With regard to insurers, information on their engagement with asset managers to whom they delegate
all or part of their assets remains rather limited. As a sign of improvement, however, one player states
that it is in the process of defining a biodiversity engagement roadmap for asset managers.

It should be noted that this element is essential to inform the insurer’s strategy, particularly in a context
where certain asset managers emphasise that the ambition of their policy depends on the wishes of the
institutional investor entrusting them with its assets.

Analysis of economic actors

As was the case last year, no analytical framework has yet been identified that aims to categorise
investee companies according to biodiversity challenges, based in particular on companies’ biodiversity
transition plans. The messages conveyed in particular by the CGDD-ADEME guide are reiterated here:

e The requirements for biodiversity targets rely primarily on ceasing to fund harmful practices
rather than on funding positive activities. The information available at company level is still
patchy (notably, there is no mandatory ‘biodiversity’ transition plan under the CSRD), but this
presents opportunities for engagement. To help achieve international biodiversity targets,
financial institutions must urge companies with problematic practices to propose a
transition plan, or at the very least set targets in this area;

e To avoid the implementation of hollow mechanisms, where, for example, a company with
established harmful practices would simply be asked to communicate better about its impacts,
it is important that financial institutions establish a framework enabling them to set relevant
targets based on the maturity of the company in question and the criticality of the biodiversity
issue for it. The outcome of such a framework would then be to ask key companies to define
targets for reducing the negative pressures their activities exert on biodiversity, aligned with
international targets, accompanied by a transition plan. For the companies concerned, this may
involve an analysis and substantiated expectations regarding the reporting framework set out
in CSRD ESRS E4
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3.3. Deforestation

3.3.1. Summary

An analysis was carried out of the potential deforestation policies of the stakeholders, notably using a
dedicated indicator from the ACT Finance methodology. The results show that most schemes remain
limited in scope (areas covered and value chain). Whilst the issue of the value chain is beginning to be
addressed on an ad hoc basis, the core of the matter remains largely unaddressed or unchallenged
(particularly in the food sector), even though it is likely to have the most tangible impact on investment
universes. Thus:

e A minority but significant proportion of investors have formalised a policy to combat
deforestation (15 out of 44, excluding real estate asset managers). However, these remain
piecemeal, with an average of 2.6 activities responsible for deforestation taken into account out
of the 7 usually recommended. The majority of policies (9 out of 16) target only palm oil, or
indeed no specific activity at all, referring merely to ‘increased vigilance’ regarding controversies
linked to deforestation.

e The challenge of deforestation lies less in the companies invested in by French investors than
in those companies’ value chains: 4 policies explicitly mention value chains, without, however,
providing specific criteria for assessing their quality.

e Finally, for most activities posing a risk of deforestation, the most accessible tool for investors
to ‘screen’ assets is often certification. For palm oil, the majority of stakeholders rely on the
RSPO. However, this certification scheme, which also comprises several certification levels, has
been the subject of significant criticism, illustrating the difficulties of relying on a certification
framework without ensuring its accuracy, reliability or relevance.

3.3.2. Context

The implementing decree for Article 29 of the LEC does not explicitly mention the issue of deforestation.
Nevertheless, forests play a crucial role at the intersection of numerous interconnected environmental
and social issues: carbon sinks, biodiversity, the water cycle, climate risk prevention, soil erosion, the
spread of disease, etc.60 Deforestation (land-use change) accounts for 12% of global GHG emissions
according to the IPCC®' | nearly 10 million hectares of forest are lost each year®? , and the destruction
and urbanisation of natural habitats, primarily forests, are the leading cause of biodiversity loss®3 .

Thus, whether through the lens of climate change or biodiversity, financial actors are compelled to
address the issue. In order to document more comprehensively the strategies and practices of French
investors subject to Article 29 of the LEC regarding their climate and biodiversity strategies, it is therefore
necessary to examine the initiatives taken in this area.

As with fossil fuel policies, the deforestation policies of insurers and asset management companies have
been analysed using a dedicated ACT Finance indicator (see5.4.2 ). In addition to indicators relating to
the policy’s scope of application and the exceptions allowing for a ‘net’ score, this indicator is based on
the following indicators. It should be noted that, as this area is less developed than that of fossil fuels,
the ACT Finance methodology is less detailed at this stage.

80 Destruction of ecosystems, loss of biodiversity, carbon release, disruption of the water cycle, spread of disease, social
repercussions... Deforestation leads to a cascade of consequences: an overview.

61 |PCC Sixth Assessment Report - Working Group Ill: Mitigation of Climate Change

62 Global Forest Resources Assessment 2020, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

83 The 5 pressures responsible for the collapse of biodiversity
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https://www.canopee.ong/faq/la-deforestation/quelles-sont-les-consequences-de-la-deforestation/
https://www.canopee.ong/faq/la-deforestation/quelles-sont-les-consequences-de-la-deforestation/
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/chapter/chapter-2/
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/9f24d451-2e56-4ae2-8a4a-1bc511f5e60e/content
https://biodiversite.gouv.fr/les-5-pressions-responsables-de-leffondrement-de-la-biodiversite

Deforestation

Indicators Weighting
- Deforestation and degradation of natural

systems activity list 15%

- Requirements from portfolio companies 15%

- Portfolio companies included 15%

- Phase-out strategy 40%

- Commitment date 10%

- MRV®4 5%

Finally, it should be noted that the European regulation® has drawn up a list of the main activities
responsible for deforestation: palm oil, soya, cattle farming, cocoa, coffee, timber, and rubber. The ACT
methodology relies in particular on this list to assess the scope of practices. Ideally, the following is
required:

e comprehensive coverage of activities likely to cause deforestation;

e requests for zero-deforestation commitments from companies, supported where appropriate by

action plans;
e broad coverage in terms of geographical, legal and value chain scope;
e a monitoring mechanism that includes an escalation process.

3.3.3. Key findings of the analysis
Of the 50 entities in the analysis sample, 15 have a formalised policy on deforestation. Among the asset

managers, there are six generalist firms and two classified as private equity firms. The table below
outlines the topics covered by the various policies.

Asset
Deforestation Insurers management | Total
firms
Have a policy 7 8 15
mcludmg: 5 5 11
- palm oil
- wood and/or paper 2 5 7
- rubber tree 1 1 2
- soya 1 4 5
- cattle farming 1 4 5
- cocoa 1 2 3
- coffee 1 2 3

Only 3 entities cover a large proportion of the list of activities identified as responsible for deforestation
under European regulations (at least five out of seven activities), 3 cover at least two activities, 5 cover
only one activity, palm oil, and 4 do not mention any of the 7 activities. In such cases, financial institutions
mostly resort to ‘enhanced due diligence’ on controversies linked to deforestation, such as land-related
disputes (expropriation, etc.). On average, existing policies cover only 2.6 out of 7 activities. It should
be noted that some institutions appear to have an internal policy but have not published it.

The scores from the analyses carried out using ACT Finance’s INV 1.4 Engagement Targets —
Deforestation and degradation of natural ecosystems® module are summarised in the following table:

% Monitoring, Reporting and Verification process.
85 Regulation (EU) 2023/1115 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 May 2023
8 ACT Finance Investing Methodology, p. 60
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2023/1115/oj/eng
https://actinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/pdf/act_finance_investing_methodology_20240222.pdf

ACT score (raw) ACT score

Average 29% 16%
Median 29% 1%
Min 0% 0%

Max 64% 49%

Accounting for value chains

The main limitation of these policies lies in the fact that the activities likely to cause deforestation do not
take place within the companies — mostly listed and largely European — in which French institutions
invest, but in local subsidiaries and subcontractors located in the regions of the world most affected,
primarily South America. Addressing the full value chain of companies through deforestation policy is
therefore an essential prerequisite for its effectiveness.

Thus, of the 15 anti-deforestation policies identified and analysed, only four explicitly mention the value
chains of portfolio companies. Whilst some policies do incorporate the concept of the value chain,
thereby demonstrating the importance of understanding deforestation from this perspective, their
wording does not always make it possible to ascertain precisely what requirements the investor imposes
on its portfolio companies regarding their value chains.

GACM (Crédit Mutuel Alliance Fédérale Deforestation Policy): “The actors covered by this policy present
a high risk of deforestation within the value chain: producers of one or more relevant raw materials,
traders and manufacturers directly using one or more relevant raw materials.”

Some stakeholders only mention the value chain to define the scope of their policy, often in a restrictive
manner, effectively sidelining those most directly involved in the natural investment universe of French
investors.

BNP Paribas AM (Responsible Business Conduct Policy): “This policy applies to companies directly
involved in the upstream and downstream palm oil value chain and companies for which it represents a
significant part of their activities: ‘Upstream’ refers to crude palm oil production (plantations and/or mills).
“Downstream” refers to crude palm oil refining and/or trading. Other companies further down the value
chain (producers or traders of palm oil derivatives, or manufacturers and retailers of ingredients and
products containing palm oil) are not within the scope of this policy.”

Other stakeholders set out more clearly how the value chains of the companies in which they invest are
addressed by the anti-deforestation policy and what is expected of companies with regard to their value
chains. This approach, although often lacking in precision, appears best placed to have an impact on
the companies responsible for deforestation.

Predica (Credit Agricole Group Deforestation Policy): “Clients covered by this Policy are expected to
have a monitoring plan covering all operations and the value chain, as well as compliance with their
anti-deforestation commitments. The scope in question will be determined by the various entities of
Crédit Agricole S.A. Each entity will be able to assess the credibility and robustness of the monitoring
plan of the various clients.”

Eurazeo (Exclusion policy): “Consequently, Eurazeo may invest in such companies provided that the
company has a formalised plan to diversify away from high-impact agricultural commodity value chains.”

Mirova (Minimum standards): “For companies operating in the downstream value chain of the
aforementioned main commodities, we expect companies to implement credible supply chain
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https://cdnwmsi.e-i.com/SITW/wm/global/1.0.0/WEBA/BFCM/assets/articles/telechargements/nos-politiques-sectorielles/2.0/20241220-Politique-Thematique-Deforestation.pdf
https://docfinder.bnpparibas-am.com/api/files/D8E2B165-C94F-413E-BE2E-154B83BD4E9B
https://www.credit-agricole.com/pdfPreview/205230
https://www.eurazeo.com/sites/default/files/2025-12/2025_11_Eurazeo_Exclusion%20Policy_November%202025_VF_1.pdf
https://www.mirova.com/sites/default/files/2025-07/Minimum-Standards-June2025.pdf

traceability systems right back to the farm or point of production. We also expect transparency regarding
controls, audits and grievance mechanisms.”

One stakeholder refers to the French National Strategy against Imported Deforestation®” as a
complement to the aforementioned European regulations. This document notably acknowledges the
difficulty of tracing complex processing chains and provides insights likely to guide financial stakeholders
in their methodological approach to this challenge.

Some examples of measures

With a view to encouraging an overall improvement in practices, this section details the expectations set
out by Mirova and La Banque Postale Asset Management respectively in relation to deforestation.

In its Minimum_ Standards, Mirova sets out specific criteria for each type of activity. For palm oil,
continued investment is conditional upon RSPO (Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil) certification. For
food and farming’ activities, including soya, cattle farming and timber, four generic criteria are
established and supplemented by specific criteria:

“We apply a case-by-case analysis for beef, soya, timber, cocoa, coffee, or rubber producers. We expect
companies and projects to meet the following criteria:

= Existing robust policies on zero deforestation, zero peatland conversion, zero conversion of
biodiversity-sensitive areas and zero conversion of high biodiversity value land;

= Existing audit processes and effective grievance mechanisms to identify and remedy adverse social
and environmental practices;

= Transparent reporting on the governance of the deforestation policy, its implementation, verification
tools and impact KPIs.

For companies operating in the downstream value chain of the main commodities mentioned, we expect
companies to implement credible supply chain traceability systems right back to the farm or point of
production. We also expect transparency regarding controls, audits and grievance mechanisms.

[...] In addition to the criteria mentioned for main commodities, we apply a case-by-case analysis and
expect soy producers to commit to ending sourcing from the Brazilian Amazon.

[...] and expect companies involved in expanding beef production capacity to implement a convincing
strategy focused on ecosystem protection and to demonstrate a strong rationale for the environmental
benefits of this strategy.

[...] and expect companies to commit to banning the operation of plantations in tropical High
Conservation Value areas and/or the logging of tropical timber from natural forests. For companies
operating in the downstream value chain, we expect them to implement credible supply chain traceability
systems right back to the farm or point of production. We expect transparency regarding controls, audits
and grievance mechanisms.”

In its exclusion policy, LPB AM also adopts an exclusion approach based on external standards:

“Companies producing or trading high-risk agricultural commodities are excluded unless they have
implemented a deforestation prevention policy aligned with the principles of the Accountability
Framework and supported by external certifications (RSPO, RTRS, FSC, etc.). Mining companies
exposed to significant controversy are excluded unless they have implemented remediation and
compensation measures, as well as measures to prevent deforestation in their operations.”

“Exclusion of producers and traders of agricultural commodities deemed to pose a high risk of
deforestation under the European ‘EU Deforestation-Free Regulation ”, having been the subject of
controversy regarding a significant impact on deforestation and having failed to commit to corrective
measures, or having failed to implement risk identification principles with corresponding formalised

objectives.”

67 National Strateqy to Combat Imported Deforestation (SNDI), March 2025

EX ADEME Sustainable finance

s | @ &BSERVATORY 1o

Liberté

Lgalité
Fraternité



https://www.mirova.com/fr/standards-minimums
https://www.lbpam.com/publication/ComplianceDoc/LBP_AM_Politique_d%27exclusion_022025.pdf
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In addition to these exclusion criteria, LPB AM states that it is undertaking targeted engagement
initiatives on the issue of deforestation:

“An engagement initiative was conducted with Inditex, a company specialising in the production and
distribution of textiles for the fast fashion market, as part of the Valuing Water Initiative campaign. As the
company’s responses to the bilateral questions posed by the LPB AM group regarding water
management were evasive, the LPB AM group wished to escalate the engagement by participating in
and organising this collaborative engagement, focusing on the following expectations by 2030”

“Rainforest Investor Coalition: A collaborative initiative between investors, coordinated by Storebrand
AM in partnership with the NGO Rainforest Foundation Norway, which aims to tackle deforestation in
the automotive supply chain. The LBP AM group acted as lead investor in the engagement with Forvia.
By 2024, the company had demonstrated progress in transparency and communication regarding its
leather suppliers.”

The use of certifications — Focus on palm oil

In its 2024 report on combating deforestation®® , the Institute for Sustainable Finance noted that 90% of
the financial actors studied relied on certifications to identify activities driving deforestation. This finding
of widespread, even systematic, reliance on certifications also holds true for the present study sample.

With regard to palm oil — the activity most frequently cited in deforestation policies — RSPO certification
is the most commonly used by investors to condition continued investment in oil palm cultivation
activities. However, this certification has been criticised by various environmental and social NGOs:
Greenpeace, Rainforest Action Network, ECCHR, etc. According to the NGO Greenpeace in 2019: “/t
took 14 years for the RSPO to ban its members from destroying forests — which it finally did in November
2018. It still hasn’t enforced this new rule — and RSPO members are still destroying forests and getting
away with it. "9 . The RSPO responded by highlighting the positive contributions of the label, particularly
in its 2018 revision, without formally refuting all the accusations (“The allegations of misconduct by our
members identified in the report are in no way representative of our standards”). Furthermore, research
into the impacts of this certification seems to focus primarily on social and local aspects? , following
revelations of human rights violations on certified plantations in 20137" . Finally, a study cited in 2017
showed that whilst certification is indeed associated with lower deforestation, certified plantations are
generally the oldest, in other words those where deforestation took place largely prior to the certification
process. According to the study’s authors, “wider adoption by palm oil producers will likely be necessary
for certification to have a significant impact on the total area of forest lost to the expansion of oil palm
cultivation.”? .

It is also emphasised, on the one hand, that certification comprises several levels, only one of which
guarantees traceability (/dentity Preserved), and, on the other hand, that a producer may not have 100%
of their production certified. Selection and engagement efforts therefore amount to requiring that only a
portion of production (for example, at least 50%) be certified.

The ability of this certification to combat deforestation in a fully satisfactory manner therefore does not
appear to be guaranteed. Financial actors must therefore be aware of these limitations and, if they are
unable to set requirements that are fully in line with expectations regarding the fight against
deforestation, communicate adequately on the limitations of the approaches they adopt.

68 Combating deforestation — Overview of strategies in the Paris financial centre, IFD, March 2024

89 5 problems with ‘sustainable’ palm oil

7 Santika, T., Wilson, K.A., Law, E.A. et al. Impact of palm oil sustainability certification on village well-
being and poverty in Indonesia. Nat Sustain 4, 109—119 (2021). htips:/doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00630-1

" Empty Assurances: The human cost of palm oil (Report). International Labor Rights Forum and Sawit Watch. 14
November 2013. Retrieved 15 November 2013.

2 K.M. Carlson, R. Heilmayr, H.K. Gibbs, P. Noojipady, D.N. Burns, D.C. Morton, N.F. Walker, G.D. Paoli, & C.
Kremen, ‘Effect of oil palm sustainability certification on deforestation and fire in Indonesia’, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 115 (1) 121-126, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas. 1704728114 (2018).
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https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1704728114

3.4. Reporting aspects

This section focuses on an analysis, within the scope of the sample of 50 entities, of the ‘reporting’
aspects of Article 29 of the Energy Act: taxonomy and fossil fuel shares.

3.4.1. Taxonomy
3.4.1.1. Summary

Analysis of the taxonomy reporting by the 50 entities shows that, given the vagueness of the text, most
of them provide at least one taxonomy alignment rate, with some simply copying and pasting the
regulatory tables required by the legislation. Most of them endeavour to provide educational
explanations on the role and functioning of the taxonomy. Some entities still fail to provide the required
data.

The fundamental biases in the data (partial coverage of activities, partial coverage of the portfolio where
data is available only for European positions), transitional aspects (extension of reporting to all six
environmental objectives) and difficulties in capturing data (fund transparency, units of account) result
in rates which, taken out of context, are not necessarily representative of the economy’s state of
transition, either in terms of level (less than 5% alignment, 20% eligibility on a weighted basis) or trend
(slight growth in alignment, stability in eligibility).

Reporting is thus viewed primarily as a compliance exercise regarding the information to be provided,
and the taxonomic rate does not appear to be used for management purposes. Only one player
(Rothschild & Co, which is also conducting a comprehensive review of the level of alignment theoretically
possible given the structure of its portfolio) indicates in its report that the stabilisation suggests the
possibility of using it for target-setting purposes (minimum level of alignment) on certain portfolios.

This situation, which has persisted for several years, may prompt a broader reflection on the nature of
this type of reporting regulation. The complexity and gradual nature of the regulation’s roll-out are
compounded by a market discipline that takes time to establish itself without targeted, binding
supervisory measures, such as the imposition of penalties. These factors appear incompatible with the
pace of change brought about by the current geopolitical context. Whilst the text has conceptual flaws
(taxonomic reporting at portfolio level shares some of the weaknesses of funded emissions by abstractly
aggregating metrics that only make sense at the level of economic agents), the manner of its
implementation renders it useless from the outset. There is therefore potentially a lesson to be learnt for
the roll-out of future regulations of this type, which should:
e Berolled out more immediately (no or less of a phase-in, even if this requires more preparation
in advance and ‘test runs’);
e Be accompanied by expectations that are clearly monitored by the supervisory authority, with
more systematic enforcement mechanisms, in order to ensure market discipline from the outset.

3.41.2. Background

Article D. 533-16-1(llI-5) of the Monetary and Financial Code requires the “Proportion of outstanding
amounts relating to activities in compliance with the technical assessment criteria [of the taxonomy]"73 .
This provision is mandatory for entities with outstanding amounts exceeding €500m (asset management
companies) or balance sheet totals exceeding €500m (insurers).

Thus, the information provided at the decree level does not go into detail regarding taxonomic concepts
such as eligibility and alignment, the underlying indicator (turnover, CAPEX or OPEX) or the extension
of the taxonomy to climate objectives other than climate change mitigation and adaptation. In practice,
it has been observed that reporting entities include in their reports:

2 ‘Proportion of outstanding amounts relating to activities in compliance with the technical assessment
criteria set out in the delegated acts relating to Articles 10 to 15 of Regulation (EU) 2020/852 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 18 June 2020 on the establishment of a framework to
facilitate sustainable investment and amending Regulation (EU) 2019/2088, in accordance with the
delegated act adopted pursuant to Article 8 of that Regulation;”
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o Either the tables required under taxonomy regulations, with varying degrees of detail;

e Or simplified, educational information, with variations. Thus, entities may sometimes report
solely on the alignment ratio in terms of turnover, which can be considered to correspond in
substance to the provisions of the decree, or they may sometimes provide more detailed
information: breakdown by turnover, CAPEX, OPEX, by objective, with additional information on
eligibility or otherwise.

3.4.1.3. Findings of the analysis

The analyses carried out on the sample consisted of taking stock of the taxonomic reporting levels
identified, both in absolute terms and comparatively between alignment and eligibility, and attempting to
identify trends. A focus was also placed on real estate portfolio management companies, which are
unique in their reporting levels compared to others.

Submission rates

% Real estate

Publication investment | GEN RE Total
managers

Eligibility 88% 62% 85% 50% 80% 70%

Alignment | 100% 85% 94% 75% 95% 90%

Reminder: | o 34 8 20 6 50

sample size

Overall, in their 29 LEC reports, most of the entities in the sample disclose at least their eligibility and
alignment rates, expressed as a percentage of turnover. Some disclose only alignment. Finally, no
information could be found for 5 entities (10% of the sample), for various reasons:

¢ No portfolio entity subject to taxonomy reporting
o Eurazeo Global Investors™ .
e Context of a merger between two entities
o Arkea AM, which does, however, provide alignment figures for its two merged sub-
portfolios, Federal Finance Gestion and Schelcher Prince Gestion. No aggregate
calculation was performed as a precaution, given the low coverage rates and the
methodological difficulties transparently reported regarding the data collection process;
e Entities within a group, with no specific explanation provided
o Amundi Private Equity (within the Amundi group’s overall submission)
o AXAREIM (within the AXA IM aggregate submission)
e Information provided only at the level of a fund with a taxonomic objective, which is not, a priori,
the scope required by the 29 LEC framework.
o BlackRock France

The difficulty in collecting information is sometimes highlighted in the reports. The high rates of
disclosure across the market show that such an approach is by no means insurmountable, although it
remains relevant to specify, where applicable, the difficulties encountered. It is particularly emphasised
that, as such information is a regulatory requirement for companies, the issue relates more to the method
of collection (and the resources the financial institution deigns to deploy to achieve this) than to the
actual availability of the data. It seems surprising that there is no data provider offering a service of

4 “As the portfolio companies of the alternative investment funds under management are not themselves subject to
Article 8 of the Taxonomy Regulation, Eurazeo has not been able to provide the percentage of investments
(turnover, Opex, Capex) that are eligible and aligned with the European Taxonomy. Eurazeo has adopted a
conservative approach, excluding the use of estimated data that proved to be either non-existent, incomplete or
unreliable (see section 3.1.1.1 in the 2024 URD).”.

s “The BFS Global Renewable Power Infrastructure Fund Il includes investments that align with the European
Taxonomy and, specifically, Article 10 of the European Taxonomy in relation to climate change mitigation. As at 31
December 2024, the value of all assets held in the Global Renewable Power Infrastructure Fund Il was €2.3 billion,
of which 27.22% was aligned with Article 10 of the European Taxonomy. Whilst other BFS products may include
investments that are aligned with the European taxonomy, BFS does not currently have the requisite data to report
the percentage alignment; this reflects the challenge associated with obtaining such data in respect of private
market investments.
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satisfactory quality on this subject. At worst, given the overall overlap in the investment universes of the
various players, pooling collection efforts at industry level seems feasible at a moderate cost (a few FTE
research staff shared across the entire market).

Level of submissions

The overall statistics are presented in the following tables. Average rates of around 20% eligibility and
5% alignment are recorded, broadly consistent with the analysis carried out on insurers at0 . Real estate
asset management companies stand out with an eligibility rate close to 100% due to the nature of their

business (see below)

Eliqibility ratios — Statistics:

Asset Real estate asset|GEN asset
IM management management management RE | Total

companies companies companies
Average 15% 29% 15% 23% 94% | 23%
Median 12% 17% 17% 14% 94% | 14%
Min 4% 3% 3% 5% 94% | 3%
Max 41% 95% 25% 65% 95% | 95%
Staf‘d?rd 1%  |27% 9% 18% 0% |23%
eviation
Reminder: | 4¢ 34 8 20 6 |50
sample size

It is noted that the average is logically consistent with that observed on a weighted basis across the
entire sample of insurers, see4.3.1 ). The weighted rate is, however, higher (nearly 20%), which may
suggest that a large number of small insurance firms have higher eligibility rates.

Alignment ratios — Statistics:

ISy v [PE [GEN [RE [Total
Average 3.1% 57% |4.1% |4.1% |13.4% |4.8%
Median 2.7% 3.9% (2.7% |4.1% |4.0% |3.0%
Min 1.0% 0.0% [0.0% [1.9% |1.0% |0.0%
Max 9.2% 46.5% | 15.4% | 11.8% | 46.5% | 46.5%
Standard deviation 1.8% 85% [52% |2.2% |17.2% |7.0%
Reminder: sample size | 16 34 8 20 6 50

Eligibility vs. Alignment

As illustrated in the chart below, the vast majority of alignment ratios (44, or 88% of the sample) fall
between 0 and 5%. Eligibility ratios, on the other hand, show greater dispersion, with a standard
deviation of over 20% compared to 7% for alignment ratios.

Eligibility vs. alignment ratios (turnover) for insurers (in blue) and asset management companies (in

orange):
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For the sake of clarity, only those entities with an eligibility ratio above 20% or an alignment ratio above 5% are
shown on the graph.

The chart also shows a number of players at 0% on the x-axis; these are those who, in their 29 LEC
report, do not publish an eligibility ratio but only their alignment ratio.

Trends vs. N-1 (2024 vs. 2023)

Of the 50 entities in the sample, 13 reports allow us to plot the trend for the eligibility ratio and 16 for the
alignment ratios, representing just over a third of the entities reporting these respective ratios.

In the majority of cases, alignment ratios are on the rise (up to +3 points), whilst a 30% decline or stability
is observed (down to -4 points).

Nearly half (6/13) of the eligibility ratios show a decline, generally moderate but up to -10 points, whilst
the increase remains limited to +8 points.

Explanations for these variations remain rare (only three instances noted, two of which relate to the most
significant changes mentioned above). AXA IM, for instance, cites the extension of reporting to all six
environmental objectives and companies’ greater familiarity with the framework to explain the observed
rise in these rates. Mirova, which has seen a decrease in rates for both eligibility and alignment, notes
a lack of comparability in the figures without, however, specifying the reason or providing pro forma
calculations. Finally, Abeille Assurances, which has seen moderate changes (a slight decrease in
eligibility, a slight increase in alignment), points to a change in scope.

Mirova: “These figures are not comparable to those presented in 2023 due to a change in methodology.”

Abeille Assurances: “In 2024, we are expanding the taxonomy reporting scope to include assets held
in unit-linked policies within our clients’ life insurance contracts. [...]

This ratio has risen slightly [...] notably due to efforts to hedge securities in the portfolio made during
2024. This ratio remains low for several reasons:

» The unavailability of information regarding the alignment of portfolio companies: data is available for
only 66% of the investments analysed at the end of 2024; [...]

* The relatively low alignment of the economy with the European taxonomy.”

AXA IM: “The observed increase in data on eligibility and alignment with the EU Taxonomy between
2023 and 2024 is mainly due to the gradual implementation of the EU Taxonomy’s disclosure
requirements for companies. In 2023, companies were only required to report on the first two
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environmental objectives (climate change mitigation and adaptation). From 2024, they must report
eligibility data for the other four environmental objectives (sustainable use and protection of aquatic and
marine resources; transition to a circular economy; pollution prevention and control; and protection and
restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems) [...]

Companies have also become familiar with the EU Taxonomy framework and reporting templates.
Consequently, they now publish more granular data at the activity level, apply the various EU Taxonomy
criteria more consistently, and have certainly improved the alignment of internal data systems with the
requirements of the EU Taxonomy”

Without weighting by outstanding amounts, the average rate of change in alignment is +0.5 percentage
points, whilst that for eligibility remains virtually stable (+0.02 percentage points).

It remains difficult, however, to draw any conclusions regarding underlying trends in taxonomy reporting,
partly due to a general lack of explanations and partly because of the technical nature of such
explanations when they are available.

This scarcity of n-1 data reflects, more profoundly, that from a qualitative perspective, the 29 LEC reports
analysed almost systematically fail to put taxonomic ratios into perspective, analyse their evolution over
time, or contextualise them in relation to any specific characteristics of the asset portfolios. Another
notable point is that the proportion of estimated data compared to reported data at issuer level is rarely
addressed, and even more rarely quantified.

Voluntary or alternative indicators

In addition to taxonomy-based ratios, a small number of market participants have been observed to use,
on the one hand, voluntary indicators incorporating alignment estimates that allow for the inclusion of
companies not subject to the taxonomy (through the provision of data), and, on the other hand,
alternative indicators aimed at approximating the ‘green share’ of portfolios, the most common of which
is the proportion of green bonds in the portfolio. Notably, Mirova highlights its use of an internal
taxonomy, the outline of which is presented in the biodiversity section.

Use for strategic steering purposes?

The analysis sought to determine, based on the information in the 29 LEC reports, whether the entity
indicates that it uses or plans to use these indicators for the purposes of steering its climate strategy
and asset allocation. For three entities—one insurer and two asset management firms—references were
noted to the interaction between the taxonomy and the investment strategy. This analysis is without
prejudice to the possibility that certain funds managed by asset management firms may have their own
taxonomic objective.

A degree of variation can be observed among the players: Rothschild & Co indicates that the situation
could be sufficiently stabilised to allow for the indicator’s practical application in the future to set
minimum levels for certain portfolios, Arkea AM emphasises that it is a ‘benchmark’, and Malakoff
Humanis appears to approach taxonomy reporting more as an expected outcome confirming the validity
of the choices made than as an indicator enabling ex ante analysis.

Rothschild & Co AM: “The improvement in coverage ratios and levels reported by issuers in 2024
suggests the possibility of reconsidering the setting of minimum alignment levels for the revenues of
some of our portfolios. In 2024, this approach was implemented across our two ‘Net Zero’ funds.

We are convinced that the taxonomy is our best tool for ensuring consistency and objectively assessing
the contribution of an activity to the transition, thereby guaranteeing better comparability of financial
products. The taxonomy also enables us to recognise the efforts made and to be made by a number of
industries and economic actors, whom we seek to support through our investments and our transition
approach. This is why, in these uncertain times caused by the discussions surrounding the Omnibus
Directive, we have committed ourselves to the European Taxonomy, particularly within the AFG. To date,
we remain attentive to developments in reporting obligations for European companies, which are
expected to come into force as early as 2026.
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The taxonomy remains an essential part of our sustainable approach. Indeed, it constitutes one of the
key areas of analysis for transition plans, and one of the main themes of the engagement activities we
carry out with the companies in which we are invested.”

Arkea AM: “In order to contribute to meeting the objectives of the Paris Agreement (which aim to limit
global warming to 2 degrees by 2050) and to support the shift towards a low-carbon economy, Arkéa
Asset Management wishes to participate in financing the energy transition by investing in activities with
a positive environmental impact. To measure this, we use the benchmarks provided by the European
taxonomy.”

Malkoff Humanis: “Given its investment strategy, Malkoff Humanis anticipates continued growth in the
proportion of its eligible assets aligned with the European taxonomy, thanks to an investment selection
process focused on environmental themes and dialogue with asset managers to offer more aligned
financial products.”

Focus on real estate management companies

The entities showing the greatest variation in their ratios—both eligibility and alignment—are real estate
asset management companies. In the CTH’s 2024 annual report’® , an in-depth analysis of the
taxonomic data for this type of entity was carried out on the basis of standardised data provided by the
supervisory authorities (covering taxonomic indicators for 105 insurers and 291 asset management
companies with assets under management/balance sheets exceeding €500 million, including 51 real
estate asset management companies). The main conclusions drawn were as follows:

o Real estate asset management companies had, on average, significantly higher eligibility rates
than other types of asset management companies (56% of assets under management
compared with 13.4% for all asset management companies).

e Ofthe 52 real estate asset management companies concerned, 31 reported a rate of over 85%,
including 19 with a rate of 100%. This approach is consistent with an interpretation of the
taxonomy delegated regulation”” , which would treat the AM as a ‘traditional’ company that
measures the eligibility rate of its activities by recognising eligibility via activity 7.7 ‘Acquisition
and ownership of buildings’.

e Their alignment ratios, however, were relatively consistent with those of other types of AM: the
maijority of entities reported a zero ratio and the majority of assets under management fell
between 0 and 5%. This result is considered consistent given that the Taxonomy Delegated
Regulation is primarily suited to buildings that are already low-carbon rather than those in
transition, whereas the majority of the building stock requires renovation.

Given the limited number of real estate AM in the sample analysed in this report, and in the absence of
comprehensive AMF data this year, it is difficult to assess how these findings have evolved, particularly
as only two of them have published their eligibility ratios. Nevertheless, for these two, the reported
eligibility exceeds 90%, a result therefore close to last year’s analysis. Regarding alignment, however,
the ratios are significantly higher: 46.50% and 13.70%, whilst for the three other asset management
companies in the sample that reported only the alignment rate, this stands at or below the average for
all asset management companies.

The first of the three technical criteria for activity 7.7 ‘Acquisition and ownership of buildings’ is therefore
reiterated:

“For buildings built before 31 December 2020, the building has at least an Energy Performance
Certificate (EPC) class A. As an alternative, the building is within the top 15 % of the national or regional
building stock expressed as operational Primary Energy Demand (PED) and demonstrated by adequate
evidence, which at least compares the performance of the relevant asset to the performance of the
national or regional stock built before 31 December 2020 and at least distinguishes between residential
and non-residential buildings.””8

6 Analysis of the ‘Article 29 LEC’ 2024 submissions relating to the 2023 financial year, Climate Transparency Hub
7 Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2139 of 4 June 2021
78 |bid.
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The heterogeneity of the taxonomic information published by real estate asset managers therefore
confirms the challenges already outlined regarding the interpretation of regulatory texts and, likely,
access to data, particularly concerning the primary energy consumption figures of assets. For example,
one of the asset managers in the sample describes this obstacle as follows:

Praemia REIM France: “As a real estate fund manager, Praemia REIM France assesses the alignment
of assets with the European Union taxonomy in relation to the ‘Climate Change Mitigation’ objective, for
which the technical assessment criteria for existing assets are:

* An Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) rated Class A, expressed in primary energy, or

* A property that ranks among the top 15% of the national property stock in terms of primary energy
consumption within its asset class.

[...]

In 2023, primary energy data was unavailable for certain assets, for which the taxonomy analysis could
therefore not be carried out. Furthermore, the primary energy measurement required by the EU
taxonomy limits the ability to demonstrate the alignment of assets that are, in fact, low-carbon.
Additionally, the majority of assets comprising the portfolio are existing properties, built before 2010.
Achieving an A energy performance certificate or ranking

top 15% in primary energy consumption among assets in France (ESG Index, Deepki) requires the
implementation of improvement plans aimed at mitigating climate change.”
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Taxonomy ratios for insurers and asset management companies:

Eligibility

Alignment

Coverage

Eligibility

Alignment

Coverage

Type AM type

e 7w (n) ) (n) (n-1) (n-1) (n-1)
Abeille Assurances Holding | Insurer - 20.20% 2.40% 65.70% 22.00% 2.00% N/A
Allianz France Insurer - N/A 2.86% 72.31% N/A N/A N/A
Axa France Vie Insurer - 3.65% 1.29% 72.95% N/A N/A N/A
BPCE Vie Insurer - 4.63% 1.83% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Cardif Assurance Vie Insurer - 10.70% 2.10% N/A 15.80% 2.30% N/A
CNP Assurances Insurer - 13.80% 3.80% 73.00% N/A N/A N/A
Generali Vie Insurer - N/A 2.18% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Groupama GAN Vie Insurer - 26.00% 4.00% 70.00% N/A 2.00% 69.00%
g:ggi‘t’iﬂgﬁif‘ss”rances aul | nsurer ; 9.80% 2.10% 26.00% 3.32% 1.60% 25.00%
La Mondiale Insurer - 6.52% 3.81% 73.73% N/A N/A N/A
MACSF Epargne Retraite Insurer - 7.51% 2.70% 85.50% N/A N/A N/A
I\Pﬂlz\?g)c/):nce Aumanis| | or ; 40.92% 9.20% 59.67% N/A N/A N/A
Predica Insurer - 15.12% 4.04% 82.09% 14.94% 2.65% 80.53%
Sogecap Insurer - 11.30% 2.60% 79.00% N/A N/A N/A
Suravenir Insurer - 12.40% 1.04% 86.36% 8.89% 0.87% N/A
pwestife Assurance et g rer - 33.00% | 3.00% 66.00% | 32.00% | 3.00% 32.00%
Amundi Private Equity Funds | AM PE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Antin Infrastructure Partners AM PE N/A 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Ardian France AM PE 3.28% 2.53% N/A N/A N/A N/A
BPI France Investissement AM PE 17.00% 3.00% 42.00% N/A N/A N/A
Eurazeo Global Investors AM PE ND N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mirova AM PE 25.19% 15.39% N/A 32.28% 19.07% N/A
Oddo BHF AM AM PE N/A 2.80% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Tikehau Invesment Manager AM PE N/A 0.59% N/A N/A N/A N/A
g\.(/iiﬁs'-a Mondiale Gestion| GEN 8.26% 2.96% 72.61% N/A N/A N/A
Amundi AM AM GEN | 40.00% 3.06% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arkea AM AM GEN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Axa IM Paris AM GEN 9.65% 4.32% 25.00% 4.26% 1.46% 22.00%
BlackRock France S.A.S. AM GEN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BNP Paribas AM AM GEN | 24.00% 5.00% N/A 35.10% 3.90% N/A
Carmignac Gestion AM GEN 8.90% 1.89% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Comgest SA AM GEN | 11.11% 4.29% 37.00% N/A 1.80% 31.00%
Creai Ve RAMB(GIOURSY ) GEN | 14.20% 5.20% 63.00% N/A ND N/A
La Francgaise)
DNCA Finance AM GEN N/A 2.81% 30.59% N/A N/A N/A
FFdrr:r?é‘ed) de Rothschild AM| ), GEN | 12.00% 3.92% 9.30% N/A N/A N/A
Groupama AM AM GEN | 63.50% 4.50% 87.60% 63.60% 2.80% 0.00%
HSBC Global AM (France) AM GEN 4.93% 1.85% 12.45% N/A N/A N/A
Lazard Fréres Gestion AM GEN N/A 2.20% N/A N/A 3.80% N/A
LBP AM AM GEN | 64.92% 4.09% N/A N/A N/A N/A
NETIEL Investment GEN | 12.30% 5.90% 67.00% N/A N/A N/A
Managers International
Ofi Invest AM AM GEN | 34.91% 11.77% 45.85% 38.41% 11.52% 46.58%
Ostrum AM AM GEN | 14.07% 4.02% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Rothschild & Co AM AM GEN | 17.70% 4.20% 64.00% 9.50% 3.10% N/A
SwissLife AM France AM GEN | 29.40% 2.50% N/A 25.20% 2.50% N/A
AEW AM IMM N/A 1.60% 76.92% N/A N/A N/A
Ampére Gestion AM IMM | 93.70% 46.50% N/A N/A N/A N/A
AXA REIM SGP AM IMM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BNP Paribas REIM France AM IMM N/A 4.04% N/A N/A N/A N/A
kﬂaanzgae’;ga'se Real Estate| 5\ IMM | 94.60% | 13.70% 63.00% N/A N/A N/A
PRAEMIA REIM France AM IMM N/A 0.99% N/A N/A N/A N/A
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3.4.2. Fossil fuel share
3.4.21. Summary

This indicator has posed significant conceptual problems for several financial years now, due to its very
broad scope. For instance, a general transport operator such as the SNCF Group, which transports
fossil fuels amongst other things, would fall within the definition set out, for 100% of its operations.

This situation leads to persistent discrepancies in the practices observed between those who, at least
in their disclosures, adhere strictly to the definition; those who limit exposure to the main companies
(either via the activity code or, even more specifically, via the lists provided by the NGO Urgewald); and
those who, mirroring the taxonomic indicator, apply a transparency-based approach.

This section therefore outlines the variety of practices observed and highlights, in order of magnitude,
exposures that are usually below 5% or even very low for ‘restrictive’ approaches, and which can rise to
as much as 12% for approaches that appear to be more compliant with regulations.

Beyond issues of metrics, it can be noted that this identification work can help prioritise actions and
establish a framework for analysis, exclusion, engagement and conditioning. In this regard, and
notwithstanding the improvements that could be made—as is the case for any player—to the quality of
the analytical framework itself, Rothschild&Co AM's particularly comprehensive report is worthy of note.

3.4.2.2. Context

Article D. 533-16-1(lll-5) of the Monetary and Financial Code requires the proportion of outstanding
investments in companies active in the fossil fuels sector™ . It is thus specified that it is the issuer’s
total investment in the company that is targeted, regardless of its nature (green bonds, generic assets,
...), regardless of the company’s situation (with or without a transition plan deemed credible and robust
by the taxpayer), and regardless of the company’s actual share in the sector in question (100%, 50%,
3%, ...). Thus, it is not possible to carry out an ‘ex-transparency’ exposure reduction where, in a manner
analogous to the taxonomic share, one would calculate a ‘brown share’ of the portfolio company’s
activities. Nor is it possible to limit exposure to specific entities, such as companies listed in the Urgewald
GOGEL or GCEL benchmarks.

It is, however, possible to propose, in addition and whilst clearly distinguishing between the indicators
and the regulatory nature of the former, alternative indicators that are more relevant in the eyes of the
financial institution.

3.4.2.3. Lessons from the analysis

Submission rates

0,

F/’oublication AM PE GEN RE Total
Value n 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Valuen-1 |31% 41% 50% 40% 33% 38%
Q;tggizggﬁs 19% 6% 0% 10% 0% 10%
i’:';?égf;'r"e 44% 3% 13% 0% 0% 16%
Reminder: | o 34 8 20 6 50
sample size

8 The definition of an undertaking active in the fossil fuel sector is set out in the European SFDR, see Regulation (EU) 2022/1288,
Annex | — 5): “companies active in the fossil fuel sector”: companies that derive revenue from the exploration, mining, extraction,
production, processing, storage, refining or distribution, including transport, warehousing and trading, of fossil fuels within the
meaning of Article 2(62), of Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 of the European Parliament and of the Council (3),”
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All stakeholders provide historical data, although the methods used may vary significantly; see below.
However, the previous year’s figure is rarely included (in less than half of cases, sometimes because
PAI reporting, where such information is mandatory, is appended to the 29 LEC report), and the
associated explanations even less so (in a quarter of those reporting the change).

Finally, the use of an alternative indicator is frequently observed, particularly among insurers.

Issues regarding compliance with the definition

The analysis of fossil fuel holdings as published by entities in their 29 LEC reports requires certain points
of attention regarding methodology and compliance.

Indeed, a significant proportion of entities do not report their exposures to companies active in the fossil
fuel sector in accordance with the definition in PAl 4 (SFDR). The implementing decree for Article 29 of
the Energy and Climate Act® clearly states in paragraph 5.b that the proportion of outstanding assets
must be calculated in accordance with Article 4 of the SEDR, which refers to its delegated reqgulation, in
which the definition of ‘companies active in the fossil fuel sector’ is as follows: ‘companies that derive
revenue from the exploration, mining, extraction, production, processing, storage, refining or distribution,
including transport, warehousing and trading, of fossil fuels within the meaning of Article 2(62) of
Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 of the European Parliament and of the Council (3);”.

When asked about the application of the definition, the Joint Committee of European authorities clarified
in its Q&A on the SFDR that it is not possible to rely on threshold-based or transparency-based
approaches:

26. Should PAIl indicator 4 in Table 1, Annex | of the SFDR Delegated Regulation (“Exposure to
companies active in the fossil fuel sector”) be calculated on a look-through (i.e. share of fossil
fuel activities) or pass/fail (i.e. whole company active within the fossil fuel sector) basis? l.e., is
there a threshold level of fossil fuel-related economic activity required before a company
becomes "active in the fossil fuel sector”, or is any activity sufficient to make a company "active
in the fossil fuel sector”?

In accordance with the definition set out in point (5) of Annex | to the SFDR Delegated Regulation,
companies qualify as “companies active in the fossil fuel sector” when they “derive any revenues from
exploration, [...] of fossil fuels [...]". Thus, it follows that:

» the calculation of PAI indicator 4 should be performed on a pass/fail basis; and

* a company is considered to be active in the fossil fuel sector as soon as it derives any revenues from
any of the activities mentioned in the definition”.

The financial market participant must therefore include the aggregated investments in all companies
active in the fossil fuel sector (i.e. “failing” companies) in its disclosure of PAl indicator 4 in Table 1 of
Annex | to the SFDR Delegated Regulation.

(Answer provided by the ESAs on the application of the SFDR Delegated Regulation, published
on 25 July 2024)

Nevertheless, a significant proportion of stakeholders (at least 20%) appear to use different definitions,
with several approaches observed, which it is not intellectually impossible to combine:

o A‘transparency’ approach mirroring the taxonomy, which weights their exposure to companies
according to the proportion of revenue derived from fossil fuel-related activities. This
transparency approach is commonly referred to as the ‘brown share’ approach.

e An approach limited to the most active players, based in particular on companies featured in
the Global Coal Exit List (GCEL) and Global Oil and Gas Exit List (GOGEL) compiled by the
NGO Urgewald. Following discussions with a stakeholder, it appears that this persistent practice
among insurers is linked to the first commitment monitoring reports from supervisors, where
exposure to this database was requested by the ACPR to carry out its work. Without calling into
question the relevance of this indicator in itself, it should be noted that it is indeed the SFDR
definition that is required by the decree in the 29 LEC reports

80 Article D533-16-1 — Monetary and Financial Code
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e An approach based on the main sector of activity (GICS code), which would capture most
market participants but leave out those with a minority activity.

All these approaches automatically underestimate the indicator in its required definition. Furthermore,
the proportion of entities proposing a different definition is underestimated because not all reports will
necessarily describe the methodology used, which will not allow verification of whether the correct
definition is indeed being applied.

Another approach that has not been explicitly identified but which would be possible is for the financial
actor to report the residual exposure amount of companies excluded from its investment universe
following the application of its policy. This information is, again, relevant in itself, but should not be
confused with the regulatory information requested here, as the level will depend on the exclusion policy
and the thresholds and activities it targets.

The table at the end of this section lists the fossil fuel shares reported by each entity in the analysis
sample. It shows the exposures for the current and previous financial years, as well as the presumed
calculation method used by the entity, as inferred from the available information. This information is
inherently uncertain but may prompt entities to improve their disclosures in their next report on this
issue, which has persisted for several years.

Asset Asset

Assumed GEN asset
Insurers management | management RE Total

methodology . , managers

companies | firms (Cl)
SFDR 38% 44% 63% 50% 0% 42%
Urgewald / GICS |44% 3% 0% 5% 0% 16%
Brown fraction 6% 3% 0% 5% 0% 4%
Uncertain 13% 50% 38% 40% 100% 38%

Reminder: sample

. 16 34 8 20 6 50
size

This analysis shows that:

e The ‘SFDR’ calculation method appears to be reasonably applied by only 21 out of 50 entities
(42%) (explicit reference to the PAIl and SFDR regulations, sometimes accompanied by
explanatory notes or even an alternative indicator to account for the very broad and potentially
unrepresentative nature of the indicator); It is, however, possible that in practice some of these
entities apply a methodology or, in practice, identify their exposures solely through a macro
approach, such as identification via NACE or GICS codes.

e Fornearly 40% of entities, the information remains even more uncertain: for around half of them,
given the context or the relatively high level of submission, it can be assumed that the SFDR
definition is indeed being applied, but with a lower degree of confidence than in the previous
case. This uncertainty is all the more likely where the recorded level is zero and therefore does
not warrant any specific comment (see, in particular, real estate asset management companies).

e The ‘Urgewald’ approach, possibly supplemented by an analysis of the main activity codes in
the case of an asset management company, is adopted by nearly half of the insurance sector
players, a likely sign of a continuing misunderstanding linked to the initial request made by the
ACPR in the context of its commitment and monitoring reports.

e The ‘brown share’ approach, which prorates positions, is even less common, being explicitly the
subject of the Q&A question mentioned above. It may, however, be the subject of a
supplementary indicator

Methodological confusion can also arise at the individual level. Some entities state that they use one
definition, whilst the details of their 29 LEC report indicate that another is in fact employed; see the
example below.

“Mirroring the green share, [the financial institution] is working on defining the brown share in accordance
with SFDR regulations. In addition to extraction, exploration, mining, production and processing
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activities, this includes activities related to storage, refining or distribution, including the transport,
storage and trade of fossil fuels.

Operationally, [the financial institution] has decided to use PAl 4 ‘Exposure to companies active in the
fossil fuel sector’. This indicator, provided by Sustainalytics, enables the identification of the brown share
in the portfolio and the pro-rating of exposures based on the relevant companies’ share of activity in the
targeted sectors. The scope eligible for the SFDR “brown share” calculation therefore covers
investments in corporate shares and bonds.

Thus, as at 31 December 2024:
- the proportion of assets classified as “brown” [...] stands at 3.63% [...]".

These factors demonstrate a persistent lack of consistency in the way market participants comply
with regulatory requirements. This situation prevents meaningful comparison and drags the market
down, as those who adhere strictly to the rules inevitably end up with higher rates.

Magnitude of exposure levels

Having taken these factors of variability into account, we can now examine the magnitude of the reported
amounts. These are summarised below according to the methodology used:

Exposure vs. presumed methodology

14,00%
12,00% ° °
® °
10,00%
8,00% s
6,00% hd s
[ ] [ ] ® ® L
4,00% o ™ ° ’
° °
2,00% s - )
0,00% L ) . L
1 2 3 4 6
The codes are as follows:
1 | Brown share
2 | Urgewald
3 | Urgewald + GICS
4 | No information
5 | Uncertain — presumed SFDR
6 | SFDR — tangible confidence level

In this sample, exposure ranges from 0 to 12%. The highest thresholds (above 5%) are only exceeded
when the methodology is presumed to be consistent with the regulatory definition, which may give an
idea of the levels that could be reached by other players if they used the same definition.

However, low levels persist for generalist players, including for definitions presumed to be compliant. It
is therefore particularly striking to note a proportion of just 0.50% for a generalist asset manager that
has neither a coal exclusion policy nor an oil and gas exclusion policy and which appears to declare that
it applies the SFDR definition.
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Trends vs. N-1 (2024 vs. 2023)

Beyond methodological issues, the trend data reveal an overall decline in the indicators, averaging -0.9
points. Out of 19 available data points (including three reset to 0%), only one shows a moderate increase
(+0.2 points). However, there may be a representativeness bias in that entities observing an increase
might choose not to publish the previous year’s value of the indicator in the 29 LEC report, as they are
not obliged to do so, unlike SFDR PAI reporting.

When an explanation for a change is provided—which is rare—changes in scope are sometimes
observed (such as the addition of positions made transparent), as well as the natural expiry of existing
bond positions excluded by exclusion policies, or the strengthening of such policies, without, however,
specifying the number or identity of the entities divested.

Used for strategic steering purposes?

As with taxonomy ratios, the review of fossil fuel holdings led to an assessment of whether the investor
indicates that it uses this indicator to steer its strategy regarding the fossil fuel sector and its asset
allocation. Cases of such use are rare and, quite logically, cover situations where an alternative indicator
is generally employed instead.

Furthermore, the broader work carried out to identify companies in the fossil fuel sector can help to
prioritise actions. For instance, Rothschild&Co AM devotes a detailed section of its report to fossil fuels,
presenting various indicators by type of exposure and activity, specifying the nature of residual
exposures and any actions taken, and providing an in-depth look at the main contributors to the PAI
indicator.

Rothschild&Co AM:

On thermal coal: “These companies, in which we are invested, have a credible coal exit plan according
to our analysis and the criteria defined above. Annual monitoring is carried out to ensure the plan is
being properly implemented. [...] Through these various indicators, we aim to demonstrate that the
companies active in the thermal coal sector in which we are invested — representing 2.2% of our assets
under management — will in fact derive only a marginal portion of their revenue from this activity by 2024
— 0.1% of our assets under management. These figures thus demonstrate the dilution of this activity and
this resource within the business model and energy mix of companies that are implementing their
transition and their plan to phase out thermal coal.”

On the companies contributing most to exposure to fossil fuels (PAl4):

Les entreprises du secteur des services Les entreprises du secteur de I'énergie les plus contributrices
aux collectivités les plus contributrices 4 notre 2 notre exposition aux énergies fossiles (PAl 4)
ﬁpﬂslhﬂ]‘l Aaux energies fo!ﬂlﬂ (PAI 4) Extraction et Alignement Alignement
productionde  taxonomi ique  taxonomiq Nembre Nombre
Pétrole et Gaz 2024 2024 d'interactions d'interactions Vote - Say

Alignement  Alignement Energie (%CA) (revenus) (Capex) 2021-2024 2024 on Climate
mique taxonomique Nombre Nombre

omig
2024 2024

d'interactions  d'interactions Vote - Schlumberger Non ligible Non éligible 4 1
(9 CA) (revenus) (capex) 2021-2024 2024 say

3 2

TotalEnergies 48% 19% 15,5% 2 5

With a focus on analysing climate transition plans.

This approach thus demonstrates a stakeholder’s proactivity in investigating a significant portion of its
portfolio.
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Disclosure of fossil fuel holdings in 29 LEC reports:

It should be noted that the assessment of the methodology used is subjective.

Entity \ Type AMtype Fossil share Fossil fuel Assumed methodology
Abeille Assurances Holding Insurer |- 0.66% 1.03% Urgewald
Allianz France Insurer |- 1.79% N/A Urgewald
Axa France Vie Insurer |- 0.42% N/A Urgewald
BPCE Vie Insurer |- 2.40% N/A Urgewald
Cardif Life Insurance Insurer - 5.20% 8.30% SFDR
CNP Assurances Insurer |- 3.31% 3.74% SFDR
Generali Life Insurer - 10.80% 11.20% Uncertain
Groupama GAN Vie Insurer |- 2.09% 2.74% Urgewald
Crédit Mutuel Insurance Group Insurer |- 3.80% N/A SFDR

La Mondiale Insurer - 6.48% N/A SFDR
MACSF Retirement Savings Insurer |- 4.00% N/A SFDR
Malakoff Humanis Prévoyance Insurer |- 6.70% N/A Uncertain
Predica Insurer - 4.20% N/A SFDR
Sogecap Insurer |- 3.00% N/A Urgewald
Suravenir Insurer - 0.35% N/A Brown share
SwissLife Insurance and Wealth |Insurer |- 5.00% N/A Urgewald
Amundi Private Equity Funds AM PE 4.00% N/A Uncertain
Antin Infrastructure Partners AM PE 11.30% 12.90% SFDR
Ardian France AM PE 5.94% N/A SFDR
BPI France Investissement AM PE 0.37% 0.78% Uncertain
Eurazeo Global Investors AM PE 0.00% 0.00% Uncertain
Mirova AM PE 3.14% 3.72% SFDR
Oddo BHF AM AM PE 4.10% N/A SFDR
Tikehau Investment Manager AM PE 2.00% N/A SFDR
AG2R La Mondiale Asset AM GEN 5.20% N/A SFDR
Amundi AM AM GEN 6.70% N/A Uncertain
Arkea AM AM GEN 3.63% N/A Brown share
Axa IM Paris AM GEN 1.58% 2.15% Uncertain
BlackRock France S.A.S. AM GEN 0.50% N/A SFDR
BNP Paribas AM AM GEN 4.00% 5.00% SFDR
Carmignac Gestion AM GEN 12.01% N/A Uncertain
Comgest SA AM GEN 0.20% 2.18% Uncertain
Crédit Mutuel AM (La Frangaise |AM GEN 4.83% N/A Uncertain
DNCA Finance AM GEN 3.17% N/A SFDR
Edmond de Rothschild AM AM GEN 6.88% N/A SFDR
Groupama AM AM GEN 5.00% 8.20% Urgewald + GICS
HSBC Global AM (France) AM GEN 6.72% N/A SFDR
Lazard Freres Gestion AM GEN 4.00% 4.10% Uncertain
LBP AM AM GEN 6.68% 7.50% SFDR
Natixis Investment Managers AM GEN 7.53% 4.68% SFDR
Ofi Invest AM AM GEN 12.13% N/A SFDR
Ostrum AM AM GEN 4.10% 6.41% Uncertain
Rothschild & Co AM AM GEN 5.30% N/A SFDR
SwissLife AM France AM GEN 2.90% 2.70% Uncertain
AEW AM RE 0.20% N/A Uncertain
Ampere Gestion AM RE 0.00% N/A Uncertain
AXA REIM AM AM RE 0.00% 0.00% Uncertain
BNP Paribas REIM France AM RE 0.00% 0.00% Uncertain
La Frangaise Real Estate AM RE 4.80% N/A Uncertain
PRAEMIA REIM France AM RE 0.00% N/A Uncertain
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4. Statistical analysis of insurers’ submissions

As explained in the “1.1 * section, the ACPR has established a standardised data collection mechanism
for insurers, enabling aggregated statistical analysis covering not only the ‘Article 29 LEC’ framework
but also the ‘PAl’ reporting required by the European SFDR regulations. The AMF, which carried out
such a collection in 2023 and 2024 for asset management companies and banks, did not repeat this
work in 2025. Consequently, this report has been unable to replicate the analyses conducted last year
comparing the different populations.

This section presents the work carried out on the population of insurers alone. Before presenting the
results, it should be noted that the data is of variable quality due to the absence of upstream consistency
checks and, in some cases, a lack of standardisation (typically a single submission field for multiple
pieces of information on certain PAI). In the absence of AMF submissions, the analytical work—including
the time spent improving data quality—was significantly reduced. The annual caveat regarding the
quality of the figures presented here is therefore reinforced.

4.1. Scope

228 submissions from insurance organisations were received, broken down as follows. Outstanding
amounts were derived from the balance sheet figures available in the database provided by the ACPR,
and where these were unavailable, from the information reported to the CTH at the time of filing the
report. Voluntary submissions were not taken into account.

Related balance sheet Balance sheet

Category #  %# (€m) %
22
Number of submissions 8 2,814,460
of which mandatory > declared threshold > |13 [60.5
€500m 8 | % 2,802,754 99.58%
of which mandatory < declared threshold > 33.8
€500m 77 | % 11,706 0.42%
of which voluntary 13 |57

Voluntary disclosures are group disclosures or, more occasionally, disclosures by non-life insurers within
a group. Insurers with a balance sheet total exceeding €500 million, and therefore required to provide
full disclosure, account for a substantial majority of disclosures (60%) and the overwhelming majority in
terms of balance sheet size (>99%).

A cross-analysis of the submissions with the CTH submissions shows good overall alignment, with some
players submitting to one but not the other.

Insurance organisation Supervisory Annex
Population Submission | Non-remitted
CTH Submissioned
Not remitted
Submission rate (Supervisor’s appendix) | 90%
CTH submission rate 89%
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4.2. Climate strategies

As in the previous year, the analysis involved compiling a list of the types of entities cited in the context
of decarbonisation targets. In the absence of standardised data, a manual cross-reference was carried
out across 90 distinct instances (out of 140 submissions, which gives an idea of the degree of variation).
This mapping is subject to interpretation errors. The results, applied to entities that reported exceeding
the €500m threshold and contextualised by last year’s results, are as follows. It should be noted that the
mapping has been adapted to specifically distinguish units in tCO2e/M€ EVIC (financial carbon intensity)
from other metrics:

Insurance organisation N-1
s . % (weighting of :

Category Number 1T(L-ltv;/elghted outstanding amounts) % (No.) | % weight
Absolute 24 17% 9% 16% 6%
Carbon footprint 71 51% 40% 64% | 39%
Carbon intensity 20 14% 5% 12% 6%
Carbon intensity 16 12% 4% _
Degree 64 46% 29% 47% 33%
Physical intensity 9 7% 8% 5% 9%
Physical metrics excluding GHGs | 2 1% 1% 2% 1%
Portfolio share or amount 5 4% 4% 3% 5%
Emissions avoided 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
Score 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
Multiple 1 1% 1% 0% 0%
Uncertain 61 44% 40% 24% 33%
no metric cited 46 33% 30% 35%  |40%

Please note that as a single entity may cite several metrics, the total does not add up to 100%. The
trends are similar to last year:

e The various carbon metrics (absolute, footprint, intensity — and this year, intensity in EVIC
specifically distinguished) are the most commonly cited, particularly the carbon footprint
(tCO2E/€m invested), which allows for a ‘neutralised’ absolute view of the effects of fundraising.

e The weighting of the “degree” measure remains, surprisingly, high, especially as the analysis of
the sample of 50 (see0 ) shows lower rates (20% overall, 13% for insurers)

e Physical aspects (physical intensity, physical metrics) are driven mainly by real estate activities
(kgCO2e/m?) but also, at times, by specific targets for electricity producers (in tCO2e/GWh
produced or in MWh).

e Targets set as a proportion of emissions or similar (a target expressed in €m) remain low, but
are not representative of actual practice, as shown by the occurrence rates in the qualitative
sample (see0 ), which seems to indicate that reporting does not appear to provide an incentive
to report this type of target.

e The number of organisations not citing any specific metric has fallen slightly, to around a third.

Finally, the number of ‘uncertain’ entries is on the rise due to less focus on data quality, driven by the
well-known 1CO2e/M€’ and its various graphical variations, where it is unclear whether these refer to
amounts invested, turnover, EVIC, etc.
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4.3. Taxonomy

Last year’s detailed analyses have not been reproduced due to the complexity of the reporting elements.

4.3.1. Eligibility ratios

The average eligibility rates observed are as follows:

Category 2024 2023
Publication information (#) 113 105

% share 81.9% 92.9%
% outstanding 93.1% 93.7%
Of which number of write-offs 3 1

% share 2.7% 1.0%
% outstanding 0.0% 4.7%
Average % (weighted) 19.4% 15.4%
Average % excluding 0 (weighted) 19.9% 15.5
Average % (weighted by outstanding amount) | 15.4% 14.1%
Average_ % excluding 0 (weighted by 14.8%
outstanding amount) 15.4%

Guide to reading quantitative analysis tables

Reading this table, which describes a quantitative variable (in this case a number between 0% and
100%), is divided into two parts:

- Firstly, a ‘descriptive’ section indicating how many entities provided a quantified submission and, of
these entities, how many submitted a figure of 08!, thereby raising doubts as to whether this represents
an actual submission or a lack of information.

- Secondly, the calculation of the averages obtained for each of the populations.

The figures are reported both weighted by outstanding amounts and weighted by number, to enable the
assessment of any potential bias where a large number of small players might behave differently from
a few large ones. Furthermore, the averages are reported both including and excluding zero
submissions: in this way, the reader can assess the range of uncertainty in the metric.

We thus observe an overall increase of 1 percentage point when weighted by balance sheets (from 14%
to 15%) and a more pronounced increase, from 15% to nearly 20%, when equally weighted.

The difference between the two is indeed particularly marked, as shown in the graph below, suggesting
higher eligibility submissions for many players, which may, however, also be linked to more significant
methodological and data quality issues.

8 The percentage is calculated based on the number of respondents and not on the sample size. Thus, out of a
sample of 100, if 80 have submitted information and 10 have submitted 0, the percentage of responses of 0 will be
10/80 = 12.5%.
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Assurances - % éligibilité taxonomie_final - Classification -
sup. 500m< - remises 2024 sur ex. 2023
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When examining the variations over time, a shift is observed between instances of submissions below
and above 20%, confirming the observation of a slight upward trend in the rate, which, as highlighted in
one stakeholder’s report, can be explained by the extension of the taxonomy to include four additional
environmental objectives and companies becoming more familiar with the framework:

Assurances - % éligibilité taxonomie -sup. 500m€ (% pond. #)
45,0%
40,0%
35,0%
30,0%

25,0%
20,0%
15,0%
10,0%
5,0% I
0,0% L -_—

0% 10%;5%[  [5%;10%[ [10%;20%[ [20%;50%[ [50% ;100%]

2023 sur 2022 2024 sur 2023 W 2025 sur 2024

4.3.2. Alignment ratios

The following statistics have been compiled on alignment rates. To avoid unduly skewing the statistics,
a quick data quality analysis led to:

e Classifying half a dozen stakeholders who submitted amounts rather than percentages as ‘not

submitted’;

e Correcting two actors by a factor of 100 where their rates appeared too high;

e Correcting one entity that had clearly confused eligibility and alignment rates
However, the value for one participant with a high rate (>20%) was retained. Their report showed that
they had taken into account not the regulatory indicator but estimates provided by MSCI, with amounts
and scopes that did not correspond exactly to the supervisory submission but were of the same order
of magnitude. As this approach is likely not an isolated case, it was retained.
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Category Insurance organisation 2023

Information publication (#) 117 97

% share 84.8% 85.8%
% outstanding 96.5% 84.9%
Of which number of write-offs 5 1

% share 4.3% 1.0%
% outstanding 0.1% 0.1%
Average % (weighted) 4.8% 5.8%
Average % excluding 0 (weighted) 5.0% 5.9%
Average % (weighted by outstanding amount) |3.2% 2.6%
Average. % excluding 0 (weighted by 2 6%
outstanding amount) 3.2%

The orders of magnitude are broadly stable compared with last year: the average increase in outstanding
amounts of 0.6 percentage points is offset by a fall of nearly 1 percentage point on an equally weighted
basis, perhaps a sign that new players are setting very low figures as a precaution or have switched
from an estimated approach to a regulatory one. It is also possible that the reduced restatement of data
has had an influence.

The breakdown by class also shows a discrepancy between the view based on outstanding amounts
and that based on numbers of institutions, with most ‘large’ players remaining between 0 and 5%, whilst
a larger proportion of smaller players appear to have risen above 10%.

Assurances - % alignement_taxo_CA_auto - Classification -
sup. 500m€
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On the other hand, there is considerable stability compared with last year, with changes being too small
to allow for observable shifts in class.

Assurances - % alignement CA -sup. 500m€ (% pond. #)
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4.3.3. State of portfolios

The analysis of the taxonomic status of the portfolios of the largest insurers has been repeated. 91
submissions were observed (compared with 80 last year). Their aggregate portfolio has been
reconstructed below. It should be noted that various factors may skew the results, including:

e Errors in currency units (reporting in K€ or m€ instead of euros, reducing the weighting of the
relevant player);

o ‘Duplicated’ submissions from players within the same group, which artificially increase that
player’s weighting;

e A counter-intuitive presentation of the regulatory taxonomy statement regarding the distinction
between companies not subject to the taxonomy in Europe and those elsewhere, which may
have led to double-counting in the denominator;

e Situations of partial reporting where, for example, the alignment rate is reported but not the
eligibility rate, or vice versa.

A quick consistency check of the reported amounts against the entity’s overall balance sheet was carried
out to ensure that situations of the first type were ruled out; the second and third types are assumed to
introduce only minor biases, and for the last type, it is assumed that the various situations will allow for
a form of compensation.

It is noted that, in accordance with the taxonomic disclosure rules (see Art. 7 RD 2021/2178), sovereign
exposures are excluded from both the numerator and the denominator of taxonomic calculations, and
are therefore not included in the positions.

Other assetsin the
denominator 35% Companies
subject to

Entreprises

soumises a la
taxonomie

taxonomy 35% 25%

Autres actifs
au

dénominateur Entreprises
Derivatives 0% 57% non-soumises
a la taxonomie
Companies not 19%
subject to
taxonomy 30% e \e T
Aggregated breakdown of the insurers’ Reminder of the chart in last year’s report

portfolio — Aggregation of denominator data
from reporting table C.2

The reduction in the volume of ‘other assets’ is significant and benefits the other two categories:
companies subject to and not subject to the taxonomy. Notwithstanding data quality issues, the reason
may lie in progress made in increasing the transparency of insurers’ various positions (funds held in
general assets, unit-linked positions as mentioned by certain players analysed within the sample). These
factors may have contributed to the improvement in eligibility and alignment rates observed above.

Conceptually, the graph below zooms in on the positions of companies subject to the taxonomy. Overall
consistency is not, however, fully guaranteed given the way the reporting system operates: it is possible
that certain ‘other’ positions that are not disclosed may, in practice, still contribute to the alignment and
eligibility figures.
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2178&qid=1679318281897
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/ressource/analyse-des-remises-article-29-lec-2024-portant-sur-lexercice-2023/

Aligned

(turnover)
5%
Eligible non-
aligned
(turnover) 15%
Aligné CA 3%
Eligible non-
aligné CA 21%
Non-eligible
80%
Non-Eligible
76%

Recap of the chart in last year’s report

Aggregated breakdown of the insurers’
portfolio — Eligibility

The aggregated analysis of the numerator — which, it should be noted, is conceptually complex due to
the structure of the financial statements — shows an increase in the proportion of ineligible positions, but
also an increase in alignment rates, which therefore results in a significant decrease in the proportion of
eligible but non-aligned positions.

In theory, this signal should be interpreted positively (activities subject to a detailed taxonomic analysis
would be more likely to meet the taxonomy criteria); however, given the numerous methodological
difficulties, various contextual factors (data quality, scope effect, firms’ learning effect, particularly in
securing their DNSH) may also play a role.

In more detail, the aggregated figures reported are as follows, first for the numerator and then for the
denominator. The proportions differ due to uncertainties regarding the internal consistency of the
reporting files.

2024 data

Exposure

% Comment
category

Numerator

The rate differs from the graph above because
38,232 3.2% | the base here is the regulatory base rather than
the total assets subject to taxonomic reporting.

The ratio remains generally higher than that of

Revenue
LEEICHORGEN alignment

numerator
CAPEX

. 49,876 4.2 e
alignment turnover, a trend similar to last year.
g?i\(/)erage CPI coverage |1,181,572 Difference from the total denominator below
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/ressource/analyse-des-remises-article-29-lec-2024-portant-sur-lexercice-2023/

2023 data

Amount |,
Numerator Exposure category (€m) %o
Assets in the | Revenue alignment 8,811 2.2%
numerator
CAPEX alignment 15,662 |3.9%
querage CPI coverage 401,577
ratio

Despite a moderate increase in the number of submitters, the amounts reported, whether for the
indicator coverage (KPI, key performance indicator) or for alignment, have skyrocketed compared to
last year (nearly *3 for the KPI, 3—4 times for revenue and CAPEX alignments). In the absence of any
identified monetary error, and in line with the reduction in ‘other assets’ observed above, it is assumed
that this is linked to improved transparency in asset coverage.

2024 data

Amount
(€m)

Denominator =X{eleU[=Ner=11ele]nY % Comment

A significant increase compared with

Companies subject to the 388,190 |35.0% |last year in terms of both proportion

taxonomy

and amount.
of which non-financial 217,298 |19.6 The ratio of non-financial to financial
¢ which fi " 170.893 | 15.4% assets is broadly the same as last
of which financia , A% | year.
Companies not subject to
the taxonomy SRR | 22k Significant increase at the expense of
of which EU (proxy) 153,065 |13.8% | ‘Other assets’. .
of which non-financial 81,885 7.4% Uncertalnty(regat:d:ng)data il 1=
: : : companies (see below).
BEUCIUEICHY of which financial 71,181 6.4% |The orders of magnitude remain
of which third countries 175,826 |15.9% | broadly the ?ame asI laityea][: slightlly
. ) . more non-financial than financial,
of which non-financial 108,314 |9.8% e A — 0
of which financial 67,512 6.1%
Derivatives -1,196 -0.1%

Relatively  speaking, a sharp
reduction compared with last year.
392,216 |35.4 |Butan increase in volume.

See below for the presumed
composition of this line.

A moderate deviation from the CPI
coverage mentioned above

Other assets in the
denominator

Total 1,108,102

Non-eligible assets 669,080 |60%
Non-aligned eligible assets | 123,082 11%
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2023 data

Denominator

Companies subject to the taxonomy | 116,865 | 24.3%

of which non-financial 69,118 |[14.4%

of which financial 47,747 19.9%

Companies not subject to the 93576 [19.5

taxonomy

of which EU (proxy) 32,089 |6.7

of which non-financial 16,677 |3.5% SEE [9R1 17 COMmEis e
the exposure  to EU

of which financial 15,412 |3.2% companies not subject to

of which third countries 61,487 |12.8% |taxonomy reporting.

of which non-financial 39,752 [8.3%

of which financial 21,736 |4.5%

Derivatives -2,430 |-0.5%

See below for the presumed
composition of this line.

Other assets in the denominator 272,588 | 56.7%

This differs from the CPI

Total 480,599 .
coverage mentioned above.

Non-eligible assets 243,199 | 51%

These various tables give rise to several observations:

e The CAPEX alignment rate remains higher than that of turnover. As noted last year, however,
one should not immediately conclude that the underlying companies are investing more in the
transition. Indeed, there are several types of CAPEX that may qualify for alignment (CAPEX
relating to: a) activities already aligned, b) a development plan for aligned activities or the
alignment of existing eligible activities, and c) expenditure linked to ‘individual measures’,
typically the insulation of a company’s buildings®8? ). However, according to an AMF report8 ,
type b CAPEX, which are the most relevant in terms of the needs of the transition, are in practice
rarely recorded?®* .

e A still significant proportion of positions are classified as ‘other assets’. It should be noted that
the definition set out in Annex IX of RD 2021/2178 is indeed quite broad® . There are, however,
uncertainties regarding the precise reporting rules applied by market participants, although the
situation may be improving compared to last year:

o Indirect investments (e.g. via funds) potentially account for a very significant proportion
of investments. In principle, a taxonomy analysis is required for these assets. However,
their treatment in this reporting may vary: either they are included ‘by way of pass-

82 See Annex | 1.1.2.2 of RD 2021/2178.
83 AMF report of November 2023 on taxonomic submissions by non-financial firms

& “The two types of CapEx most frequently identified by the companies in the sample relate to type a)
CapEx, i.e. capital expenditure incurred on activities already aligned, and type c¢) CapEx relating to
individual expenditure. Few companies have disclosed CapEx plans (type b) and, where they have, the
required contextual information has not always been provided by the companies concerned. This
highlights significant room for improvement in the use and identification of CapEx plans, against a
backdrop of growing needs for the transition to sustainable activities.”

8 “The term ‘investments’ refers to all direct and indirect investments, including investments in collective
investment schemes, equity interests, loans and mortgages, tangible assets and, where applicable,
intangible assets.”
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2178&qid=1679318281897
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2178&qid=1679318281897
https://www.amf-france.org/sites/institutionnel/files/private/2023-12/rapport-taxonomie-2023.pdf

through’ in corporate exposures (which appears to be the most relevant approach in

terms of analysis), or they are included under the ‘other assets’ line? ;
Furthermore, some financial institutions may have chosen to classify in this category all

exposures to companies subject to taxonomic reporting obligations, but for which the

information is not available or has not been collected;
This may also include own-use property portfolios or cash holdings. To a lesser extent,

items such as receivables and miscellaneous assets, or sovereign positions that should

normally be excluded, may have been reported.

e Regarding exposures to companies not subject to the taxonomy, the wording of the cells could
have been confusing. Thus, whilst Article 7 of RD 2021/2178 indicates that a distinction between
exposures to the European Union and third countries is expected, the wording of the fields
concerning European exposures does not include the term ‘EU’, which may have misled some
reporting entities. It was nevertheless considered that most respondents reported in the first row
only on EU companies not subject to taxonomy reporting requirements. This type of exposure

may have been slightly overestimated due to the imprecise wording of the field.

e The proportion of ineligible assets should, in principle, relate solely to assets for which
taxonomic information is required by regulation. It is, however, possible that some institutions
chose to include all assets in the denominator, which would result in an overestimation of the
amounts. Furthermore, some institutions may have excluded from this line assets for which
taxonomic information should have been available but was not provided (not collected by the
financial institution, not produced by the company). This would result in an underestimation of

the amounts.

e ltis not specified which underlying indicator (revenue or CAPEX) the ‘eligible non-aligned’ line

refers to. It is assumed that most financial institutions considered this to be revenue.

Finally, it should be noted that the portfolios are significantly exposed to financial firms (over 40% of the
overall corporate portfolio described above). These financial firms, when subject to taxonomic reporting,
are subject to the same rate dilution effects presented, and thus potentially to the same data collection

difficulties as those highlighted by the AMF report.

Thus, the key lessons regarding the ‘dilutive’ nature of taxonomic ratios for financial firms remain valid.

% There is therefore uncertainty as to whether a more or less significant portion of this asset pool could
contribute to the eligibility analysis. Exposures to companies subject to reporting would then not be the
sole source of eligible and aligned positions.
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https://www.amf-france.org/fr/actualites-publications/publications/rapports-etudes-et-analyses/etude-sur-le-reporting-taxonomie-des-societes-financieres-cotees

4.4. Fossil fuel exposure

The analysis of the sample of 50 entities (see3.4.2 ) highlighted the very significant methodological
variations observed between entities. Analyses in terms of magnitude should therefore be treated with
caution.

Arapid quality check was carried out on the players showing ‘very’ high rates (>15%) to apply a division
by 100 following the check.

Overall, the following major trends can be observed, which remain stable compared to last year:

e A flattening’ effect linked to the application of a weighted reading of the reported rates, where
most major players report figures between 0 and 5%:

Exposition fossile 29 LEC - Assurances > 500m€
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
0% 10%;5%[  [5%;10% [10%;20%[ [20%;50%[ [50% ; 100%]

% (pond. #) % (pond. encours)

e Looking at the trend, there is a greater presence of players in the 5% to 10% range. Rather than
viewing this as a resurgence in exposures, we can hope that it represents a realignment of
players towards a methodology more in line with the expectations of the SFDR and Article 29 of
the LEC.

Assurances - % fossile -sup. 500m€ (% pond. #)

100,0%
90,0%
80,0%
70,0%
60,0%
50,0%
40,0%
30,0%
20,0%
10,0%
0,0%
0% 10%;5%[  [5%;10%[ [10%;20%[ [20%;50%[ [50% ;100%]

2024 sur 2023 2025 sur 2024

Variability study: Art. 29 LEC vs. PAl 4

Fossil fuel exposure data reported under Article 29 LEC and PAI 4 SFDR respectively, which are
supposed to be identical, were compared across the insurer population. Given that many financial
institutions do not comply with the definition set out in the SFDR regulations when calculating their Article
29 LEC submissions, the purpose of this study is to determine whether they comply with this definition
in the context of SFDR submissions.

The result is as follows (on the x-axis, the value reported under SFDR PAI 4; on the y-axis, the value
reported under Article 29 of the LEC).
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Exposition fossile - 29 LEC vs. PAl 4 - Assureurs
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Variability in fossil exposure data reported under Annexes 29 LEC and SFDR PAI

A point on the red curve indicates that the PAIl 4 SFDR disclosure and the Article 29 LEC disclosure are
identical. Points in the lower part of the curve (indicating that the PAI 4 disclosure is higher than the
Article 29 LEC disclosure) potentially indicate compliance with the regulatory definition for the former
but not for the latter.

The finding is similar to last year’s (which focused on asset management companies): there are a
significant number of discrepancies, and not necessarily in favour of the PAI, which means the
comparability of the methodology used cannot be guaranteed.

4.5. Phase-out of fossil fuels

The analysis of coal phase-out dates (the only data available from the ACPR submissions) leads to the
same conclusion as last year, with a strong concentration around the 2030 and 2040 deadlines within
Europe and the rest of the world (which may be interpreted as OECD/non-OECD given market
practices). Most major players have a coal policy (percentage difference between number of companies
and balance sheet total). The statistic is calculated for companies with a balance sheet total exceeding
€500 million.

Insurer Coal
> €500m Europe  Outside Europe
Exclusion policy (#) 89 85

Exclusion policy (% #) 64% 62%
Exclusion policy (weighted %) [ 920 79%
<2025 6 6
<2030 3 3
2030 77 KK}
2040 2 42
NC 49 53
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4.6. Biodiversity
Compilation of indicators

As with climate indicators (see0 ), the mapping of unit types was carried out manually, with around forty
observed occurrences categorised into 10 possibilities. The results, applied to insurers who reported
exceeding the €500m threshold, are presented below.

The inclusion of a metric does not necessarily imply an associated target. Furthermore, the value of the
metric itself has not been investigated, given the diversity of indicator formats and the lack of a
benchmark for the range of metrics.

Insurance organisation N-1

% - % (we!ghting of % %
Category Number | (weighting | outstanding # (No.) |weight

#) amounts)
MSA 59 43% 65% 53 |47% [79%
Quantitative score excluding MSA |0 0% 0% S 4% |1%
Scale 0 0% 0% 3 3% 1%
Portfolio share 17 12% 16% 3 |13% |[1%
Monetary impact/company turnover | 3 2% 0% 2 2% |0%
Physical measurement 0 0% 0% 0 |0% |0%
Number of occurrences 0 0% 0% 0 |0% |0%
Multiple 6 4% 0% 4 |4% 0%
Uncertain 2 1% 0% 5 4% 2%
N/A 51 37% 18% 38|34% |16%

The predominance of the MSA indicator remains strong (43% of 63% of submitters, i.e. more than two-
thirds of submissions) and is increasing in number. However, it is slightly lower in proportion, due to a
greater occurrence of indicators expressed as a share of the portfolio. A more detailed analysis revealed
that this is due in particular to submissions from various entities within the same group. Nevertheless,
nine distinct occurrences have been identified, representing:
e Presumed percentages of sectoral exposures with an impact (notably using the ENCORE
database)
e Data from a provider (MSCI) on companies having an impact on biodiversity areas. It is not
clarified in the explanations provided whether this indicator can be directly linked to PAl 7 SFDR

Indicator for the National Biodiversity Strategy

In order to meet one of the objectives of the National Biodiversity Strategy, the number of insurers that
have reported a biodiversity indicator is provided below, both for the population exceeding the €500m
threshold and for the entire population. Information could not be collected for asset management
companies (AM) and banks in the absence of AMF filings.

Insurance

Reporting of a biodiversity indicator (SNB) [E: 37X ¢:3 BVl le[al =Te 7

Pop. > €500m 87 63% 82%
Total population 94 41% | 81%

As a reminder, last year’s figures were as follows:
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Asset

Insurance management Banks Total
firms
Reporting of a o .
L 7 N %  Weighted Y% Y% % % % %
?é",\fg’)ers'ty indicator A @ weight|[F|l@) |weight|® |@) |weight
Pop. > €500m 75 66% 84% 107 |36% | 77% |6|58% |22% |188|46% | 79%
Total population 86 38% 84% 108 |17% | 76% |6|9% |20% |200 |24% |44%

Within the insurer population, trends are stable; the slight decline observed may be linked to the higher
number of submissions this year, from potentially less mature players.

4.7. Outstanding amounts under Articles 8 and 9 (SFDR)

The ACPR requires a detailed breakdown of reported Article 8 and 9 SFDR assets between euro funds
(€) and unit-linked funds (UC), expressed as a percentage of total assets. A declaration of the total
amount of euro and unit-linked funds is then used to reconstruct the amounts reported under Articles 8
or 9, yielding the following results:

Breakdown of insurers’ assets Euro funds UC Total

Declared amount (m€) 1,368,92 [580,172 | 1,949,092

% Art. 8 (weighting: declared outstanding amount) 46% 47% 47%

% Art. 9 (weighting: reported outstanding amount) 0.4% 2.8% 1.1%

Declared amount (€m) 965,691 372,181 11,337,872
N-1 [ % Art. 8 (weighting of declared outstanding amounts) | 67% 46% 61%

% Art. 9 (weighting: declared outstanding amount) 0.3% 4.5% 1.5%

It should be noted that errors may occur, particularly in the reporting format (as a percentage or in points,
meaning that 0.1 could represent 0.1% or 10%). Adjustments have been made where, based on last
year’s trends, it was assumed that a reported figure of less than 1 for ‘Article 8 outstanding amounts
meant a submission in % rather than in points, and therefore a multiplication by 100 of the reported
share?” .

Nevertheless, errors may remain (submissions set to 0 due to ‘oversight’, potential unit errors in the
reported amounts, even though consistency checks were carried out without revealing any obvious
discrepancies). These figures and trends should therefore be interpreted with particular caution.

Thus, the declared amounts have increased significantly (in line with the rise in the number of write-
offs), rising from €1.3 billion to nearly €2 billion. It should be noted that, as was the case last year, certain
write-offs by entities within the same group have been ‘duplicated’, leading to an overestimation of the
actual total amount and a distortion of the distribution of outstanding amounts.

The trends in outstanding amounts under Articles 8 and 9 are varied, without it being possible to
determine whether this reflects actual behaviour or whether the trend is simply due to ‘noise’ in the
submissions (changes in scope, submission errors):

e On Art. 8 outstanding amounts
o Stability in the proportion of Article 8 assets in unit-linked funds (slightly below 50%)
o Significant decrease in euro-denominated funds (from 67% to 46%), with a very slight
decline to around €640 billion in value.

8 In this case, the reported ‘Art. 9’ share was also multiplied by 100, on the assumption that the transfers had been
made in a consistent format. It was verified that this situation did not result in unusually high reported Art. 9
outstanding amounts.
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e OnAtrticle 9 assets
o Decrease in the proportion of Article 9 unit-linked assets (2.8% compared with 4.5%)
but a slight erosion in the total amount of assets (around €16.5 billion)
o Relative and absolute increase in euro-denominated funds (from €2.9bn to €5.1bn).

Beyond these fluctuations, the fundamental breakdown (significantly more Article 8 than Article 9, more
Article 9 assets in unit-linked funds compared to euro funds) remains identical to last year.
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5. Appendices

5.1. Regulatory reminder

This section provides a regulatory reminder regarding organisations subject to the provisions of Article
29 of the LEC, supplemented by a reminder of the procedures for reporting to the supervisory authorities
and ADEME.

Scope of application

The table below summarises the scope of application of Article 29 of the LEC and the associated
regulatory sources® .

Entities subject to the
provisions

Regulatory reference  Clarification of scope Supervisor

For their portfolio management

Investment firms and eredit || 544 4.3 coMoFi | activities camied out on behalf of | AMF

institutions third parties
Portfolio management Article L 533-22-1 All activities AMF
company CoMofFi
Mutual societies Mutual Article 114-46-3 of the | Life insurance organisations
o Mutual Insurance subject to the Mutual Insurance ACPR
Societies Code
Code Code

Article 931-3-8 of the Life insurance organisations

Provident Institutions Skl S ey Cad subject to the Social Security ACPR
Code
. Life insurance organisations
IRPS and IRC g‘:g!j gii[ﬁ'l-tl/ (gggz subject to the Social Security ACPR
Code
Insurance organisations : Life insurance companies or
governed by the Insurance Qretltl;lnesggaor;;;g;gg reinsurers of life insurance ACPR
Code commitments

In an FAQ dated April 2024, the Treasury clarified the procedures for submissions by groups versus
their entities (question 13). For operational reasons, the CTH requires submissions to be duplicated for
each entity within the group (see Q5 of the CTH FAQ) to enable monitoring of submissions at the entity
level. Groups, regardless of the requirements set out in the Treasury’s FAQ, also have the option of
making ‘voluntary’ submissions at their consolidated level.

Submission of reports

Other
Insurance entities
organisations subject to

regulation®

Types of Credit Institution (CI) | Portfolio
subjected and Investment Firm | Management

entities (IF) Companies (PMCs)

Supervisory

ACPR

AMF

authority

Submission of CTH

report CTH OneGate CTH
Submission of NA in 2025 QneGate Excel | Not .
annex file applicable

8 Entities that are explicitly subject to reporting on an individual basis, such as the Caisse des Dépbts
et Consignations or IRCANTEC, have not been included in this table.

® |n particular, the Caisse des Dépbéts et Consignations, IRCANTEC, ERAFP, the National Pension Fund
for Local Authority Employees and supplementary occupational pension institutions.
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https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360508
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039369676
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039369676
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360526/
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360526/
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360526/
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/id/LEGIARTI000039360539/2023-02-13/#LEGIARTI000039360539
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/id/LEGIARTI000039360539/2023-02-13/#LEGIARTI000039360539
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/id/LEGIARTI000039360568/2023-02-13/#LEGIARTI000039360568
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/id/LEGIARTI000039360568/2023-02-13/#LEGIARTI000039360568
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360273
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000039360273
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.tresor.economie.gouv.fr/Articles/9dda8d8c-85c4-4d74-ba6b-186f3fad4e79/files/73d8e03e-9991-4690-9df8-e00fc591a62b__;!!M-z4zmxgsw1oAeSudRc!CvKX4h4mbRAwGOcT0iGBUhjerELB8gnZxEbwA16R3PN7UKd5K3Eeh2W8c2-Q8MfSjpLvdRQVG0pOR5Ql-sSbr0PeqfoA2XF67VILdS27Qy-_Qw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/faq/__;!!M-z4zmxgsw1oAeSudRc!CvKX4h4mbRAwGOcT0iGBUhjerELB8gnZxEbwA16R3PN7UKd5K3Eeh2W8c2-Q8MfSjpLvdRQVG0pOR5Ql-sSbr0PeqfoA2XF67VILdS0kB-2ByA$

The regulatory submissions associated with the provisions of Article 29 of the LEC consist, on the one
hand, of a public narrative report and, on the other hand, since 2023 (for the 2022 financial year), of the
submission of a standardised annex to the supervisor of the reporting entity. The submission
requirements based on population size are summarised in the table above. The AMF has decided not
to collect data in 2025.

Finally, it should be noted that all reporting entities must publish the report on their own website® .

5.2. Table of CTH report submissions by category

The submission statistics are as at 31 December 2025.

Catego Total

Total 897

% See the third paragraph of Article D. 533-16-1 of the Monetary and Financial Code: “[This report] is published
on a page of the entity’s website dedicated to environmental, social and governance information, in the
same way as the information required by Article 4 of Regulation (EU) 2019/2088 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 27 November 2019 referred to above”.
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https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000043543865

5.3. List of stakeholders in the ‘ ’ analysis sample

Entity

Type

Link to the 29
LEC report (CTH)

Abeille Assurances Holding Insurer Report 29 LEC
Allianz France Insurer Report 29 LEC
Axa France Vie Insurer Report 29 LEC
BPCE Vie Insurer Report 29 LEC
Cardif Assurance Vie Insurer Report 29 LEC
CNP Assurances Insurer Report 29 LEC
Generali Vie Insurer Report 29 LEC
Groupama GAN Vie Insurer Report 29 LEC
Groupe des Assurances du Crédit Mutuel Insurer Report 29 LEC
La Mondiale Insurer Report 29 LEC
MACSF Epargne Retraite Insurer Report 29 LEC
Malakoff Humanis Prévoyance Insurer Report 29 LEC
Predica Insurer Report 29 LEC
Sogecap Insurer Report 29 LEC
Suravenir Insurer Report 29 LEC
SwissLife Assurance et Patrimoine Insurer Report 29 LEC

Amundi Private Equity Funds

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Antin Infrastructure Partners

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Ardian France

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

BPI France Investissement

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Eurazeo Global Investors

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Mirova Private Equity Asset Manager Report 29 LEC
Oddo BHF AM Private Equity Asset Manager Report 29 LEC

Tikehau Invesment Manager

Private Equity Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

AG2R La Mondiale Gestion d'Actifs

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Amundi AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Arkea AM Generalist Asset Manager Report 29 LEC
Axa IM Paris Generalist Asset Manager Report 29 LEC

BlackRock France S.A.S.

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

BNP Paribas AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Carmignac Gestion

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Comgest SA

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Crédit Mutuel AM (Groupe La Frangaise)

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

DNCA Finance

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Edmond de Rothschild AM (France)

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Groupama AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

HSBC Global AM (France)

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Lazard Fréres Gestion

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

LBP AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Natixis Investment Managers International

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Ofi Invest AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Ostrum AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

Rothschild & Co AM

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

SwissLife AM France

Generalist Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

AEW Real Estate Asset Manager Report29 LEC
Ampére Gestion Real Estate Asset Manager Report 29 LEC
AXA REIM SGP Real Estate Asset Manager Report 29 LEC

BNP Paribas REIM France

Real Estate Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

La Francaise Real Estate Managers

Real Estate Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC

PRAEMIA REIM France

Real Estate Asset Manager

Report 29 LEC
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https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/abeille-assurances-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/allianz-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/axa-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bpce-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/cardif-assurance-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/cnp-assurances/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/generali-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupama-gan-vie/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupe-des-assurances-du-credit-mutuel/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/la-mondiale-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/macsf-epargne-retraite/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/rapport-art-29-lec-mhp-exercice-2024.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/predica/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/vf_esg_trans_energ_sogecap_fr_intranet_30-06-25-1.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/suravenir/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/swiss-life-assurance-et-patrimoine/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/amundi/
https://www.antin-ip.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/2024_Antin-Infrastructure-Partners_Rapport-LEC-29-1.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/ardian-france-groupe-ardian-france-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bpifrance-investissement-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/eurazeo-global-investor-egi/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/mirova/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/oddo-bhf-asset-management-sas/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/tikehau-investment-management-3/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/ag2r-la-mondiale-gestion-dactifs-groupe-ag2r-la-mondiale-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/amundi/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/arkea-asset-management/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/axa-investment-managers/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/blackrock-france-s-a-s-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bnp-paribas-asset-management-europe/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/carmignac-gestion-sa/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/comgest-sa/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/credit-mutuel-asset-management/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/dnca-finance/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/edmond-de-rothschild-asset-management-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/groupama-asset-management/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/hsbc-global-asset-management-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/lazard-freres-gestion/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/lbp-am-3/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/natixis-investment-managers-international/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/ofi-invest-am/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/ostrum-am/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/rothschild-co-asset-management/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/swiss-life-asset-managers-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/aew/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/ampere-gestion-groupe-caisse-des-depots-2/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/axa-investment-managers/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/bnp-paribas-reim-france/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/la-francaise-rem/
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/dossier/praemia-reim-france/

5.4. ACT Finance analysis

The ACT Finance methodology, developed by ADEME, assesses the alignment of financial institutions
with the Paris Agreement. It is therefore an ideal tool for analysing the climate strategy of financial
institutions, elements of which are published in the Article 29 LEC reports.

This report expands on the use of the methodology employed in the previous report by utilising specific
components of this method to assess various key elements of the climate strategies of the sample of
financial institutions:

e the ambition of the decarbonisation targets set (see3.1.5.3);

e the quality of policies excluding coal, oil and gas (3.1.10 ), as well as deforestation (3.3 );

e the quality of the definitions established by stakeholders when they make financing/investment

commitments for the transition (3.1.7.2 );
e the quality of the commitment framework (3.1.9.3.1).

This annex briefly outlines the underlying methodological principles used, a comprehensive description
of which is provided in the ACT Finance methodology.

5.4.1. Assessment of the alignment of decarbonisation targets

Indicator 1.1 of the ACT Finance methodology assesses the alignment of greenhouse gas emission
targets set by financial institutions®' . In practical terms, these targets are compared against an
emissions reduction pathway, which last year was based on the ACA methodology®? developed by the
SBTi, and this year has been updated using the reference pathway from the IEA's NZE 2050 report
presented in their first consultation for the CNZ 2.0 standard (see Table F.1. of the March 2025 draft of
CNZ 2.0).

Using this approach, it is possible to derive a target alignment score regardless of the reference year
and the chosen ambition (see illustrative example below).

ACA CNZ 2.0- illustration
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2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
------- Benchmark Target 1 -=-=----- Benchmark Target 2
—@— Target 1 —8— Target2

Cross-sectoral CO2e CNZ 2.0 SBTi benchmark

Figure 21: Assessment of portfolio decarbonisation targets

100% corresponds to a target aligned with the benchmark (the aligned reduction trajectory, as is
practically the case in Example 2 above). A score between 0 and 100% corresponds to a reduction

9" The weighting of the target alignment indicator, expressed in terms of financed emissions, is 7% of the overall
score, which reflects the complementary and backward-looking nature of such targets in a financial institution’s
strategy for contributing to climate objectives (see section5.4.1).

92 Absolute Contraction Approach
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https://actinitiative.org/act-finance-la-methodologie-pour-le-secteur-financier/
https://actinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/pdf/act_finance_investing_methodology_20240222.pdf
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/news/understand-science-based-targets-methods-climate-action
https://files.sciencebasedtargets.org/production/files/Net-Zero-Standard-v2-Consultation-Draft.pdf?dm=1742292873&_gl=1*cso2ut*_gcl_au*NDk5MzU2MjA4LjE3NDgyNDY5MDM.*_ga*MjEyNDgzOTg2MC4xNzE0MTIyMjk3*_ga_22VNHNTFT3*czE3NDgzNTIxNzgkbzI1JGcxJHQxNzQ4MzUyMTg5JGo0OSRsMCRoNTI1MDgzMTQxJGQ3ME1TMmdLZFZzNm1KQkZQZHdNZ0ZlWnVSRi1Uei1Kb2N3

target that is proportionally lower than expected (approximately a 60% score in Example 1 above, given
that the financial institution commits to covering more than ‘half’ the distance compared to a business-
as-usual emissions scenario). A score of over 100% (in practice capped at 100% in the methodology,
but left as such here to show the gap with the benchmark) corresponds to a requirement exceeding that
of the benchmark9 .

This approach has numerous biases (in particular, depending on the underlying economic sectors, the
expected decarbonisation curve is not the same). It is, however, particularly well-suited to financial
institutions where, in practice, the observed targets correspond to global, multi-sectoral targets.

In the methodology, this alignment score is contextualised by various factors: the quality of the
GHG data used, the GHG scope and financial scope applied, and the structure and unit of the targets
(sectoral targets in physical intensity are preferred). These various elements are not included in the
analysis conducted here, as the necessary precise information is often lacking.

The benchmark used is slightly more demanding than the previous one (as the gap with transition targets
widens, the requirements become stricter. Thus, the requirement shifts from -42% to -45% between
2030 and 2020). A slight decline in scores compared to last year is therefore observed at the individual
level, but this does not call into question the key messages of the relevant section.

% As a 45% reduction is expected between 2020 and 2030, the alignment score achieved for a 2030
reduction target relative to 2020 will be, depending on the level of reduction: 50% for a target of -22.5%,
100% for a target of -45%, and 150% for a target of -67.5%.

b | . .
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5.4.2. Assessment of coal phase-out policies

5.4.21.

Coal phase-out policy

The assessment of the quality of the coal exclusion policy is divided into two parts:

positions);

This second section acts as a multiplier for the score obtained in the first section.

Question

Label

Standard

Advanced

Next practice

Low-carbon aligned

On the one hand, an assessment of the policy itself (cessation of funding for expansion projects, application thresholds, phase-out dates, monitoring of residual

On the other hand, contextual elements regarding the application of the policy itself: its scope of application, and the existence/management of exceptions.

Associated score

0%

25%

50% 75% 100%
Exclusion of all new
Has the thermal coal mines Full exclusion of
financial No policy or OR Exclusion of all new new thermal coal Full exclusion of new thermal
institution Exclusion of | partial exclusions |fir wer plan mines and power coal mines and power Complete ban on new coal
coal-fired power plants
stopped project of coal mines or in devel ntri stations, but with stations, with the exception of mines, power stations and 25%
developed countries
financing expansion coal-fired power and non-ultra- potentially those using carbon capture infrastructure
new project stations. supercritical new coal- significant and storage (CCS)
expansion? fired power plants in exceptions
developing countries
Exclusion of companies
expanding their coal capacity
Has the Limited exclusion of (due to construction plans for
. . . Exclusion of . . new coal
financial . some companies . . Exclusion of companies . . .
AP . No exclusion of . companies planning : . mines/plants/infrastructure);
institution Exclusion of ) planning the - planning the construction or .
., | companies due to the construction of purchase of existing coal 0
stopped companies development of new development of new coal . 25%
. . . coal development . . more than 300 MW . assets without a clear
financing expansion coal projects or in ! mines/plants (>100 MW ;
Lo, plans . . . of new coal-fired commitment to phase them out
companies conjunction with other . planned) . R
. o power capacity by the deadlines indicated by
expansion? criteria . .
’ ' climate science (2030/2040);
sale of equipment for new coal
projects).
Has the No exclusion of - . Exclusion of . . .
- . . ) Limited exclusion for . . . . . Exclusion of companies with a
financial Relative companies due to A . companies with a Exclusion of companies with > o
AP . . existing investees in o coal share of revenues (CSR) 10%
institution threshold their relative o coal share of 20% CSR or CSPP
both coal mining and or coal share of power
seta exposure to coal, revenues (CSR) or
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relative

or limited

coal-fired power

a coal share of

production (CSPP) exceeding

threshold? exclusions for companies power production 10%
coal mining OR (CSPP) exceeding
coal-fired power 30%
companies
Exclusion of mining
companies
producing at least
20 MT of coal a year
Has the . . o and some power
e | bsote | ooconcl | Excusnot g | companiesbased | xusonominng | Excusionofmining companis
p: P producing on certain absolute companies > 20 MT and > 10 MT and power companies 10%
set an threshold their absolute more than 50 million criteria ;
power companies > 10 GW >5GW
absolute exposure to coal tonnes of coal per year
threshold?
OR
> 10GW
Has announced a
global coal phase-
out by 2050 with an Has announced a global coal
interim target of phase-out by 2040 with an
2030 for the interim target of 2030 for
EU/OECD, or a Europe/OECD for coal mining
global coal phase- and coal power; exclusion of FULL EXCLUSION - Has
out by 2040, for coal | coal mine developers and coal announced a global'coal
mining and coal- plant developers . pha.se-out by 2040 with an
Has the fired power ORH 43 alobal interim target of 2030 for the
financial Has announced a generation; as announced a globa I_EQ/OECD regal_'dlng coal
Institutlon Phase-out Has not global coal phase-out | o icion of certain coal phase-out by 2040 with mining and coal-fired power;
announced ST announced a coal | by 2050 for coal mining | (o7 Gevelopers: at | interim target of 2030 for exclusion of all coal 25%
9y phase-out and coal-fired power ’ Europe/OECD for coal mining | developers; requirement for a
a coal . least one of the and coal power: exclusion of .
generation : power; exclusion o closure plan and exclusion
Rhassietd foIIlowmgttvyo all coal plant developers; at process if companies fail to
elements: least 1 of the fOIIOWing 2 adopt a closure plan OR a
— requirement for an elements: reduction in the exclusion
exit plan — requirement for an exit plan threshold over time
- redgctlon of the — reduction of the exclusion
exclusion threshold threshold over time
over time
OR Has announced
a global coal phase-
‘i'. ADEME Sustainable finance
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out by 2040 with an
interim target of
2030 for the
EU/OECD for coal
mining and coal
power; exclusion of

There is no residual position

There is no residual position
and this is clearly stated.

some coal
developers
The potential residual position
Possible residual position amount is disclosed in detail
amount is disclosed (names of issuers quoted)
T dual i AND AND
Y e residual position
What is the MOﬂItOF_Ing, amount is not zxplicitly . Rationale is provided Reasons are given for these
MRV Reporting . disclosed. but it is clear The residual regarding these residual residual positions AND future
process in and No MRV in place that the exclusion position amount is positions OR future outlook. prospects. 5%
Verification L disclosed
place policy is actually
(LA1R8) enforced
OR OR

Question

Sub-dimension

Standard

Advanced

Next practice

Low-carbon aligned

Weighting
Associated score 0% 25% 50%
No clear The exclusion
scope forthe | strategy applies | The exclusion strategy
exclusion to >50% of applies to >75% of
LEESUIE strategy investment investment activities in The exclusion strategy
financial oL The exclusion strategy . L
institution Scope of AS)E():/I(SSRiOt:e aCt'V'tf'eS in terms of assets under applies to over 90% of apﬁ’::iﬁj:ﬁna” aW(;tlevrlges, The score for this category
have a exclusion & terms of assets management investment activities in 9V will account for 1.4 of the
. . strategy under relevant, passive funds, ) *
consistent consistency lies t OR terms of assets under dat d unit final score. Coal score
scope of applies to management . management mandates and unit-
lusion? only a OR All products except unit- : linked products...
exclusion? marginal linked products offered
proportion of The scope by insurers are included.
activities. covers only
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general assets
for asset owners

or open-ended

funds for asset

Does the
financial
institution
have

specific
exceptions
(e.g. green
bonds,
credible and
robust
transition
plan)?

Exceptions and
loopholes in the
coal policy

The financial
institution has
unclear and
potentially
significant
exceptions
and does not
specify the
process for
handling
exceptions.

managers
The financial institution
The financial has set Clear, limited The fi ial instituti
institution has conditions. e financial institution
X N makes the exception to
potentially These conditions do not the recognition of a
significant refer to the recognition of The financial institution

exceptions, but

it specifies the
process for
integrating
exceptions

OR

The process is
not specified,
but the analyst
is able to
demonstrate
that the
exception
process has
actually been
activated.

a ‘low-carbon’ or
‘transitioning’ status for
the undertaking/asset, or
a quality equivalent to at
least an ‘Advanced’ level
according to the maturity
matrix used to determine
the assessment
framework maturity
factors (seeErreur !
Source du renvoi
introuvable. )

OR

The financial institution
sets exceptions based
on the presence of SBTi-
validated targets.

makes the exception
conditional upon the
undertaking/asset being
recognised as having a
“low-carbon” or
“transitioning” status of a
quality equivalent to an
“Advanced” level
according to the maturity
matrix used for
determining the
assessment framework
maturity factors
(seeErreur ! Source du
renvoi introuvable. )

“low-carbon” or
“transitioning” status
conditional upon the

undertaking/asset
having a quality
equivalent to at least a
“Next practice” level
according to the
maturity matrix used to
determine the
assessment framework
maturity factors
(seeErreur ! Source du
renvoi introuvable. )

OR

There is no exception.

The score for this category
will account for 1.4 of the
final score. Coal score*

*using the formula weighting factor = min(scorepérimétre; \/scorepérimétre; SCOT€,xceptions)
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5.4.2.2,

Oil & Gas Exclusion Policy

The assessment of the quality of the oil and gas exclusion policy is divided into two parts:
e On the one hand, an assessment of the policy itself (cessation of funding for expansion projects, phase-out dates, unconventional activities, monitoring of
residual positions);

e On the other hand, contextual factors regarding the application of the policy itself: its scope of application, and the existence/management of exceptions.

This second section acts as a multiplier for the score obtained in the first section.

Standard Advanced Next practice LO:;;;:::ZO"
Associated score 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Exclusion of financial services
dedicated to all
unconventional* oil AND gas
upstream projects.
OR Exclusion of financial
services dedicated to
upstream and midstream Exclusion of financial services
(infrastructure exclusively or dedicated to oil and gas
mostly dedicated to upstream projects. Exclusion of
Has the unconventional) projects in*3/4 OR Exclusion of financial financial services
financial unconventional sectors services dedicated to oil OR Exclusion of financial dzdlcated to Ot”-
institution Exclusion of No bublic OR Exclusion of some gas upstream and midstream services dedicated to oil uanstrggqur%?:ctss.
stopped project pu conventional and projects. and gas projects: upstream pstream proj ’ 25%
financing new expansion policy unconventional oil AND/OR rojects and midstream m|d§tream
e, p 4 / proj } rojects
project gas projects: geographical projects. fi pr 'I,-f' d
expansion? disparities, potentially large OR re |ner|eT, or-tire
exceptions, partial value chain, power plants and
new fields only. _ _ gas power plants.
Exclusion of greenfield
projects only
* Unconventional oil and gas
refers to Arctic oil and gas, tar
sands, shale oil and gas, ultra-
deepwater oil and gas, extra-
heavy oil and coalbed
methane.
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Has the
financial
institution
stopped
financing
company
expansion?

No public
policy.
OR The
policy
does not
explicitly
mention
the
exclusion
of
companies
with
expansion
plans.

Exclusion of
expanding
companies

Explicit exclusion of
companies accounting for at
least 30% of global resources

under development.”

* Each policy is assessed
based on the Global Oil & Gas
Exit List, developed by
Urgewald

Explicit exclusion of
companies accounting for at
least 50% of global resources

under development.

OR Exclusion of all companies
developing pipelines and LNG
terminals.*

* Each policy is assessed
based on the Global Oil & Gas
Exit List, developed by
Urgewald

Explicit exclusion of
companies accounting for
at least 80% of global
resources under
development and certain
pipeline projects™
* Each policy is assessed
based on the Global Oil &
Gas Exit List, developed by
Urgewald

Explicit exclusion
of 100% of
companies with
upstream and/or
midstream
expansion plans.

OR Exclusion of
all companies
listed in the Global
Oil & Gas Exit
List*

* Each policy is
assessed based
on the Global QOil
& Gas Exit List,
developed by
Urgewald

25%

Has the
financial
institution
announced an
oil and gas
phase-out
strategy?

Has not
announce
d an oil
AND/OR
gas
phase-out.

Phase-out
strategy

Has announced a phase-out
strategy for three
unconventional sectors
relating to upstream oil and
gas activities by 2030

OR has announced an
incomplete phase-out strategy
for oil and gas aligned with the

principles of equity and a
1.5°C timeline

Has announced a phase-out
strategy for all unconventional
oil AND gas upstream
activities by 2030; explicit
exclusion of some companies
with unconventional oil and
gas expansion plans

Has announced a phase-
out strategy for oil AND
gas upstream activities
aligned with principles of

equity and a 1.5°C
timeline, with an interim
target of 2030 for all
unconventional oil AND
gas; explicit exclusion of all
companies with
unconventional oil and gas
expansion plans.

OR Has announced a
phase-out strategy for oil
AND gas upstream,
midstream and
downstream activities
aligned with principles of
equity and a 1.5°C
timeline; explicit exclusion
of all companies with
expansion plans.”

Has announced a
phase-out strategy
for oil AND gas
upstream,
midstream and
downstream
activities aligned
with principles of
equity and a 1.5°C
timeline, with an
interim target of
2030 for all
unconventional olil
AND gas; explicit
exclusion of all
companies with
expansion plans;
requirement for a
closure plan and
exclusion process
if companies fail to
adopt a closure
plan

25%
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Very partial exclusion of oil or
gas activities in this sector:

Uses the GOGEL database by
excluding any company with
an activity threshold of = 20%
in unconventional production

OR

Exclusion threshold of 20% or
less of one of the following:
revenue, production,
expansion or any equivalent
cumulative threshold for

Uses the GOGEL database
or equivalent, excluding
any company with an
activity threshold of 22
mmboe in unconventional
production

OR

Uses the GOGEL database
by excluding any company
with an activity threshold of
220 mmboe and 10% in all
unconventional thresholds
(production, expansion,
and any other

Uses the GOGEL
database by
excluding any
company with an
activity threshold
of 22 mmboe and
5% in all
unconventional
thresholds
(production,
expansion, and
any other
unconventional
value)

AND

Excludes any
company with

D_oes t_he relative or absolute threshold tivities in thi tor- ional val 25% of revenues
.fln?nqm . too high, phase-out date too activities in this sector; unconventional value) from
institution Unconventiona | Vo public far away AND unconventional
T El [T | sectors | policy OR Exclude any company with activities 5%
Bolsy Arctic regarding 210% of revenue from
regardin_g this sector OR u;wconventional activities
unconventiona Has announced a strategy to OR
I sectors? Definiti . completely phase out oil and
efinition of the underlying AN
R gas activities in this sector by OR .
activity is too vague 2030 Exclusion
threshold of 2
AND Exclusion threshold of 20 | ~mMmboe or less
Has adopted at least a relative | mmboe or less and 10% of and 5% of
exclusion threshold; revenues, production, revenues,
expansion or any production,
equivalent cumulative expansion or any
There may remain some threshold for activities in equivalent
uncertainty regarding the this sector: cumulative
definition and scope of the threshold for
exclusion (e.g. in the case of AND activities in this
exploration) Has adopted a sector;
comprehensive definition of AND
the Arctic region: the
AMAP* definition or Has adopted a
another definition covering comprehensive
definition of the
‘i'. ADEME Sustainable finance
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at least 75% of the AMAP
region.

Arctic region: the
AMAP* definition
or another
definition covering
at least 75% of the
AMAP region.

Does the Same as Same as above Same as above Same as above Same as above
financial above
institution .
have a public Unconventiona
olic | sectors | 5%
poticy Fracking
regarding
unconventiona
| sectors?
Does the Same as Same as above Same as above Same as above Same as above
financial above
institution .
. Unconventiona
have a public o
. | sectors | Tar 5%
policy
: sands
regarding
unconventiona
| sectors?
Does the Same as Same as above Same as above Same as above Same as above
financial above
institution Unconventiona
have a public | sectors | 59
policy Ultra-deep ¢
regarding water
unconventiona
| sectors?
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What is the
MRV process
in place?

Monitoring, The residual position amount

Reporting and | No MRV in | is not explicitly disclosed, but it
Verification place is clear that the exclusion
(MRV) policy is actually enforced

The residual position amount
is disclosed

Possible residual position
amount is disclosed

AND

An explanation is provided
regarding these remaining
positions OR future
prospects.

OR

There is no residual
position

The potential
amount of the
residual position is
disclosed in detail

AND

Rationale is
provided
regarding these
residual positions
AND future
prospects.

OR

There is no
residual position
and this is clearly

stated.

5%

Question

Sub-dimension Basic Standard

Advanced

Next practice

Low-carbon aligned

Weighting
Associated score 0% 50% 75% 90% 100%
The exclusion
No clear strategy applies :
scope for the to >50% of The e>_<c|u5|on strategy
. . applies to >75% of
Does the exclusion investment . tment activities i
financial strategy activities in inves m?n actvi |e3 in The exclusion strate The exclusion strategy The score for
financt AND/OR the | terms ofassets | (€MS of assets under . gy applies to all activities, | this category
institution S f applies to >90% of
cope o exclusion under management . app © 70 OF including, where will contribute
have a exclusion & investment activities in . .
consistent consistency strategy management OR terms of assets under relevant, passive funds, - ISR
scope of applies to OR All scope, except unit- management. mandates, unit-linked score. Oil &
. only a . products... Gas score*
exclusion? . linked products for
marginal The scope ; i ;
g_ insurers, is taken into
proportion of covers only account
activities. general assets :
for asset
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owners or

open-ended
funds for asset
managers
The financial institution
The financial has set Clear, limited
institution has conditions. The financial institution
potentially These conditions do not makes the exception to
significant refer to the recognition of The financial institution the recognition of a “low-

exceptions, but
it specifies the

process has
actually been
activated.

a ‘low-carbon’ or
‘transitioning’ status for

The financial institution
sets exceptions based on
the presence of SBTi-
validated targets.

makes the exception
conditional upon the

carbon” or “transitioning”
status conditional upon

There is no exception.

Does the The financial process for the undertaking/asset, or undertaking/asset being the undertaking/asset
financial institution has handling a quality equivalent to at recognised as having a having a quality
institution unclear and exceptions least an ‘Advanced’ level “low-carbon” or equivalent tq at least a )
have specific potentially according to the maturity | ‘“transitioning” status of a “Next practice” level Jhe S_CO’:':E :"t"
exceptions Exceptions and significant OR matrix used to determine quality equivalent to an accqrdlng to the maturlty de :ve|g_ eth o
(e.g. green loopholes in the exceptions the assessment “Advanced” level matrix used to determine ;*_ erlnjl"le 'Ie
bonds, 0O&G policy and does not framework maturity according to the maturity the assessment inal 1.4 Oi
credible and specify the The process is factors (seeErreur ! matrix used for framework maturity Zf::% S;f
robust process for not specified, Source du renvoi determining the factors (seeErreur !
transition handling but the analyst introuvable. ) assessment framework Source du renvoi
plan)? exceptions. is able to maturity factors introuvable. )
demonstrate (seeErr‘e.ur ! Source du
that the OR renvoi introuvable. ) oR
exception

*using the formula weighting factor = min(scorepérimétre; \/scorepérimétre; SCOT€,xceptions)
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5.4.2.3. Deforestation policy

The assessment of the quality of the deforestation exclusion policy is divided into two parts:

On the one hand, an assessment of the policy itself (list of contributing activities, requests made, geographical and value chain aspects, monitoring);
On the other hand, a contextualisation of the scope of application of the policy itself, the score for which is multiplied by the score obtained in the first section.

Question Sub-

dimension i Standard Advanced Next practice Low-carbon aligned
O e e Weighting
Associated score 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Has defined a list of several
activities but is missing one
or two significant ones
according to best practice
Has defined a (see higher grade) with low
limited list of cumulative activity thresholds Has defined an exhaustive
activities (e.g. (5% or less) list of harmful deforestation
palm oil) with low activities covering the main
) activity thresholds ones identified by key
Has th List of (5% or less) OR regulations and initiatives
e activities . :
b
dr:":rt"tl:’;'gr;ist deforestation No list Covers. OR Has defined an exhaustive 202311115, or GFANZ, o
of harmful and controversies list of harmful deforestation | . //forestsandfinance.org/)
. degradation activities covering the main
defon_'e-stcatlgn of natural Has defined a ones identified by key
activities? systems broader list but regulations and initiatives AND
with loose (e.g. see products listed in
thresholds European Regulation
(cumulative 2023/1115, or GFANZ, The cumulative activity
thresholds of more | https://forestsandfinance.org/) threshold is 5% or less.
0,
than 20%) BUT
The cumulative activity
threshold is between 5% and
20%
No Commodity- Zero deforestation Zero Conversion-free commitment
What are the Requirements overarching specific OR, for soy, palm deforestation/Deforestation- OR a zero
deforestation for portfolio deforestation commitment — oil, leather and free commitment OR, for deforestation/deforestation- 15%
commitments? companies. commitment which does not beef companies timber, pulp & paper free commitment that
apply to all only, no companies only, commitment
Ei'. ADEME Sustainable finance
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commodities to
which the
company is
exposed

deforestation of
HCV and HCS
forests

to well-implemented
sustainable forest
management and no
deforestation of HCV & HCS
areas

explicitly includes all other
natural ecosystems

Which

Commitment
covers a small
part of the value
chain (e.g. applies

The commitment
covers a
significant part of
the scope in terms
of the following
dimensions:

- Value chain
(applies at least to

The commitment covers the
main scope in terms of the
following dimensions:

- Geography (one significant

Commitment covers the
entire scope in terms of the
following dimensions:

- Geography (covering all
regions)

companies are cc?rﬁn;c:;gs’ No oublic to producers or proguc:ars and region may be missing) . .
covered by the scf)o o cF))Iic dealers only) and ealers) - Value chain (applies to - Value chain (applies to 15%
deforestation incluc?ed policy may have - Geography (at | producer, dealer, processors. producers, distributors,
policy? : limitations in terms least one End users may be missing) processors and users of the
of geography and | significant region final product)
company covered) o ) - Company boundaries
boundaries There may be limitations in (including subsidiaries and
terms of company boundaries joint ventures)
There may be
limitations in terms
of company
boundaries
Requires a sourcing change
Has the plan from companies involved
. . Requires a in deforestation AND has an
financial . . ; ;
PP Has publicly sourcing change exclusion process if
institution i
announced an Phase-out No strategy announcgd plan fro_m companies do not currently 40%
anti- strategy ' deforestation companies have one AND has excluded
. requirements. involved in all companies with plans to
deforestation . . .
deforestation. expand their sourcing
strategy? L )
activities that involve
deforestation.
EX ADEME
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No
What is the commitment Commitment Commitment
target date for | Commitment expected / expected in more expected in more Commitment expected within Already committed 10%
the date Commitment | than one year but | than one year and the next year Y ¢
commitments? expected for | within three years. | within three years.
2030 or later
. . Assessing progress against
Monitoring, Assessina/trackin Asiﬁs?;l%/trfgggng Assessing progress against | the commitment and updating
What is the Reporting No MRV in o resgs made 9 P against the the commitment AND the commitment in
MRV process and lace P against the comn?itment made updating the commitment in accordance with the results 5%
in place? Verification P comrﬁitment made AND publicl accordance with the results AND publicly disclosing it
(MRV) o publicly AND publicly disclosing it AND tracking the
disclosing it . ?
achievement of impacts
The exclusion .
strategy applies to The exclusion
No clear >gg/00/pp f strategy applies to
scope for the . t° 0 ¢ >75% of
Does the exclusion actil\r)i\t/izz ri‘getgrms investment The score for
financial Ah?g?(;eF?¥h of assets under activities in terms . The exclusion strategy this catagory
e el . e of assets under The exclusion strategy . L will be
institution Scope of . management . o applies to all activities, . .
. exclusion management applies to >90% of . . weighted in
have a exclusion & . L including, where relevant, "
. . strategy OR investment activities in terms : the final
consistent consistency . OR passive funds, mandates,
applies to of assets under management. oo score 1.4.
scope of The scope covers unit-linked products... .
exclusion? only a only general All scope, except Deforestation
. marginal assets for asset unit-linked score”
proportion of owners or open- . produc_ts for
activities. ended funds for insurers, is taken
into account.
asset managers

5.4.3. Assessment of the definition of ‘low-carbon’ assets and ‘transitioning’ companies

The ACT Finance methodology measures the climate performance of a financial institution’s portfolio primarily on the basis of the proportion of its portfolio allocated
to companies in transition/low-carbon companies, or to low-carbon activities and projects (see indicator 4.2, dimension 3 of the Investing methodology).
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https://actinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/pdf/act_finance_investing_methodology_20240222.pdf

This approach requires the ability to identify low-carbon assets and companies in transition. This is why the methodology provides a framework for analysing the
definitions of these concepts provided by the stakeholders themselves. Presented in the form of a ‘maturity matrix’, the analysis allows the ‘quality’ of the definition
proposed by the stakeholder to be classified according to various criteria, or by reference to a particular standard. Thanks to this approach, it is possible to gain an
objective view of the quality of the definition proposed by a stakeholder — and thus of the commitment they have made.

The maturity matrix used to analyse the quality of the definition of a ‘low-carbon’ asset, as well as the one analysing the definition of a ‘transitioning company’, are
presented below. The latter itself refers to various criteria that more or less reflect the methodological principles of ACT.

Weighting

100%

Question Standard Advanced Next practice Low-carbon aligned
Associated 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
score
Does the Fl use No definition The Fl uses an The Fl uses an internal The Fl uses an internal The Fl uses an internal definition based on
and disclose an internal definition definition based on science- | definition based on science- science-based climate taxonomies to
established without drawing on based climate taxonomies. | based climate taxonomies to categorise sustainable activities.
definition of low- higher-quality Taxonomies should be categorise sustainable Taxonomies should be published by a
carbon definitions published by a national, activities. Taxonomies national, regional or global governing body
activities? OR regional or global governing should be published by a
The Fl uses a body. national, regional or global The Fl uses the Climate Bond Initiative
reference framework However, the governing body. framework or the EU Green Bond
(e.g. ICMA Green implementation of the The definition’s Standard framework or other recognised
Bonds Principles) definition is not publicly implementation is publicly equivalents
without accessible. accessible.
demonstrating a clear OR OR AND
link to climate-related The Fl uses the ICMA The Fl uses the Climate
issues. Green Bonds Principles or Bond Initiative framework or The company carrying out the activity is
an equivalent framework, the EU Green Bond either considered low-carbon or in
with evidence of a clear link | Standard framework or other transition.
to climate-related issues. recognised equivalents
Information is publicly available.
The information collected is
challenged/verified.
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In principle, a sound transition assessment framework should verify that the assessed transition plan meets minimum requirements, notably:

REPUBLIQUE
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s
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K

Question

Standard

Advanced

Next practice

Low-carbon
aligned

Weighting
Associated & 0 0 0 )
score 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
A climate
. framework exists
N;L‘;Z'g% e;r:y for assessing the A climat
counterparty’s ; climate
framework that transition plan. fgfrig\i:?k framework A climate
malfes it exists for exists for framework is
possn_ble to assessing the assessing the in place for
identify the The disclosure | counter grt s | counterparty’s | assessing the
“transitioning” . ¢ 2 y transition counterparty’s
entities in the regarding the ragzlnlon plan. transition
portfolio framework used ' plan.
OR by the Flis The
unclear. The , The
Doesthe Fl | he Fihasa disclosure disclosure :
use an i ; disclosure
. transition . regarding the
effective regarding the ;
transition assessment The f k framework | regarding the
framework that € framewor framework 100%
assessment h ianificant relies on used by the framework
framework as signitican trics/principl used by the y
; loopholes, metrics/principles Flis ol used by the FI
for its particularly whose Flis clear. IS clear. < clea
i ? - ; i r.
investees? regarding the compliance with
aforementioned the
standards (e.g. aforem.entlloned The The
leading to the qualitative framework for The
g e i framework for
conclusion that a | Principles is not defining a defining a framework for
company with a ensured (e.g. « hedH “transitioning defining a
pany transitioning
very poor score broad ESG L entity” meets | “transitionin
yp : entity” meets y 9
against one of | Scores or climate af least at least entity” meets
the scores based criteria 1.1 criteria 1, 2, 3 all criteria.
aforementioned solely on 21 and 3.1 and 4.
standards is _assessing ' '
transitioning). dltsiglLOtShuerebg;a
approach).
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1.

1.1

1.2

2.1

2.2

23

3.

3.1

Targets

Ambition/Targets’ alignment: decarbonisation targets aligned with a 1.5°C trajectory (based on a 1.5°C scenario with no/low overshoot and limited reliance on
negative emissions). These targets must cover all significant scopes of emissions and disclose the expected contribution of negative emission technologies.
They cannot rely on carbon offsets.

Time horizon of targets: The ideal set of targets is forward-looking enough to include a long-term horizon that covers the majority of a company’s asset lifetimes,
but also includes short- and medium-term targets that incentivise action in the present and planning for the near future.

Decarbonisation strategy

Scope of the transition plan: the transition plan should address all relevant areas concerning climate issues, particularly the phasing out of highly emitting
processes and operations.

Decarbonisation levers identified, along with planned key actions, shall be provided, as well as the associated financial resources. Explanations provided
regarding decarbonisation levers shall be clear and credible, with particular caution regarding future technologies, including carbon capture and storage. The
expected contribution of negative emission technologies shall be disclosed, whilst the transition plan cannot rely on carbon offsets. There should be a clear
link between financing needs and levers.

Locked-in GHG emissions: An analysis of the company’s current locked-in trajectory (i.e., emissions implied by its current productive assets and near-term
business projections) that ensures its consistency with the proposed decarbonisation pathway. Alongside this analysis, the company should explain how it will
manage its high-emission processes and operations in line with its targets. For activities that must be significantly scaled down or phased out, it should also
provide a timetable for the closure of relevant facilities.

Management

Clear oversight of climate change issues (net-zero transition planning) and approval of the transition plan at Board level.

3.2 Arisk framework identifying the key sensitivities and risks to the transition plan that have the potential to decisively impact its delivery.

4.

41

5.

Value chain engagement
Defining a strategy and associated actions to engage the entire value chain (customers and suppliers) in the net-zero journey.

Policy Engagement

5.1 Aligning lobbying activities with the Paris Agreement.

6. Monitoring, reporting and verification process:
EXN . )
- Sustainable finance
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6.1 Control/Validation: any factor indicating a lack of robustness or credibility in the transition plan should be taken into account, such as controversies, certification

issues relating to climate-related reporting, or misalignment between lobbying activities or remuneration incentives and the goal of limiting global warming to
1.5°C...

6.2 Effective implementation of the transition plan should be monitored; any overshoot requiring due explanation and adaptation of the transition plan.
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5.4.4. Assessment of the engagement strategy

The ACT Finance methodology distinguishes between strategic aspects and actual operational aspects. Here, the decision was made to focus on the strategy indicator
(7.1). A variant of the indicator exists to address engagement more specifically in the context of indirect ownership (via asset managers). This variant was not used,
partly to avoid bias between different types of actors, and partly due to the limited information available in insurers’ reports on the subject. The objective of the indicator
is to assess the strategy’s ability to contribute to the Paris Agreement, taking various aspects into account:
Ability to identify a clear and relevant scope of priority engagement: the score obtained for this question factors into the overall indicator score;
Ability to define clear objectives aligned with expectations (implementation of transition plans aligned with more than just decarbonisation targets, for carbon-
intensive companies);
Ability to link expectations to an effective response mechanism based on the outcome (escalation process);
(where applicable) policy on voting and submitting climate-related resolutions.

REPUBLIQUE
FRANCAISE
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Egalité
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Question

Sub-dimension

Standard

Advanced

Next practice

Low-carbon

aligned

Associated score 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Engage with all
Engage with Engage with al_mo§t compgnies in the
the majority of all the companies in portfollo from the
companies in the pqdfoho from the | fossil fuel sectors
the portfolio fossil fuel sectors (upstream and
from the fossil (upstream and midstream)
fuel sectors midstream) AND.
Engage with fewer | (upstream and E AND. Engage \.N'th 20
than 20 midstream) ngage \.N'th 20 companies (or
companies AND OR companies (or more), foc_usmg on
. . . more), focusing on those with the
What is the scope of Scope of those responsible | Engage with 20 those with the highest owned
the engagement | companies covered No strategy defined. for less than 33% | companies (or emissions or those

strategy?

by the strategy

of the portfolio’s
emissions (either
directly or
collectively)

more) OR
those
responsible for
at least 33%
but less than
65% of the
portfolio’s
emissions
(either directly
or collectively)

highest owned
emissions or the
highest ranking in
terms of contribution
to the portfolio’s
emissions OR those
responsible for at
least 65% of the
portfolio’s emissions
(either directly or
collectively)

ranking highest in
terms of their
contribution to the
portfolio’s
emissions, OR
those responsible
for at least 80% of
the portfolio’s
emissions (either
directly or
collectively)

Weighting

This
category
will
determine
the final
score of
this matrix
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Fraternité

Has
established a

structured
engagement Has defined an
approach: a engagement
focus is placed strategy and
. on those associated
Sporadic ting th f K
references to generating the ramework
highest owned comprising (i) time-
engagement L X
' . LY . emissions, with bound engagement
Has the financial objectives with ; D -
L e an associated objectives, (ii)
institution limited or low L )
X . ) timeline. associated tools for
established a Engagement . detail regarding ; o
No engagement policy measuring and 15%
structured framework the engagement .
Has tracking the
engagement strategy (sectors, . . . .
: established its implementation of
strategy? geography, size of
the companies own outcome- the engagement
P based KPIs policy, (iii) a voting
targeted) and
timeline from its policy/strategy, and
engagement (iv) disclosure
framework relating to this
(evidence of an engagement
existing strategy
framework
must be
provided)
Has defined an Demonstrates
internal impact compliance with or
management draws on an
standard. impact-oriented
The financial framework to
institution design its
Does the financial demonstrates engagement
institution follow Impact the ability to strategy (e.g., ISO
recommendations P . identify 14097, ISO 14001, o/t
e management No evidence . 5%
on existing impact relevant EMAS, Climate
system . )
management climate actions Impact
standards? and their Management
relative impact System (CIMS))
using the

approach or

metrics best

suited to its
organisational

OR

Has defined an
impact

REPUBLIQUE (
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context or
capabilities.

management
standard that
includes at least
the following
regarding a given
engagement action
(conditions notably
set by the
reference
framework of the
French SRI label):
i. an explicitly
formulated request
to the engagee;
ii. a clear objective,
allowing for an
assessment of its
degree of success;
iii. a predefined
timeframe, at the
end of which a
formal evaluation is
conducted;

iv. where
applicable, follow-
up and escalation

actions.

Has defined a

Fraternité

What are the
objectives of this
engagement
strategy?

Objectives/ambition

None
OR

General principles such as
improving dialogue and
climate awareness among

counterparties

Improving
governance of
climate risks and
opportunities
AND/OR
enhancing the
alignment of
counterparties’
disclosures with
recognised
regulatory
frameworks (e.g.
TCFD, CSRD and
the EU Taxonomy)

Request
counterparties
to set GHG
reduction
targets (e.g.
set SBTi
targets)
OR
Request
relevant
counterparties

not to
undertake new
fossil fuel
production

Request
counterparties to set
GHG reduction
targets (e.g. set SBTi

targets)

AND

Request relevant
counterparties not to
undertake new fossil
fuel production
projects or coal

mines

OR

global objective
framework:
Requests
counterparties to
establish third-
party-approved
1.5°C transition
plans
AND
Has a sectoral
engagement policy
on the fossil fuels
sector (upstream
and midstream),

Request

including a ban on

25%"
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projects or coal

counterparties to set

new fossil fuel

What are the
characteristics of the
financial institution’s
escalation strategy?

Escalation strategy

No evidence of an existing
escalation strategy.

mines third-party-approved | production projects
1.5°C transition or coal mines and
plans a date for the full
phase-out of non-
aligned activities
AND
Influences the use
of financing
(breakdown of
CAPEX and
OPEX) and/or its
allocation
There is an The escalation
escalation strategy includes:
strategy, with a (i) Alist of
gradual increasingly
process restrictive
There is an incorporating sanctions:
escalation milestones that (i) Deadlines
strategy. It does would lead at backed by clear
not include any least to a criteria enabling
milestones that financial There is an progression to the
would lead to a penalty, but no | escalation strategy, next stage of
financial penalty or scheduled with a step-by-step sanctions;

the termination of

the relationship

(often referred to
as a ‘Tea-&-

Cookies’
engagement
approach).
OR

such milestones
exist but no clear

termination of

the investment
relationship.

AND

There is an
associated
timeline for
reaching this

final milestone

process involving
milestones leading to
the termination of the
investment
relationship.
AND
There is a timeline
for reaching this final
milestone

(iii) The possibility
of terminating the
relationship or
imposing another
significant penalty
(with a short
timeframe already
determined) in the
event of a
breakdown in

timeline is dialogue, in order
provided in the OR to prevent the
strategy. engagement
There is an process from
escalation stalling;
strategy, with a Two years is not
gradual considered a short
process timeframe.

25%t
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involving
milestones
leading up to
the termination
of the
investment
relationship.
BUT
There is no
associated
timeline for
reaching this
final milestone

What levers for
action are

Strategy
includes action
lever(s) from
three of the

Strategy includes
action lever(s) from

Strategy includes
action lever(s) from
all engagement
types (C-FS12.1b)
with prioritisation

embedded in the Strategy includes er:gsg:r(né nt eng;cg);z%ogr:??ypes among the most
financial institution’s Action Iever_s No action levers embedded action lever(s) FS12.1b) and (C-F$12.1b) and |mpactful o
engagement embedded in in strate from two of the must include | must include actions categories 12.5%
strategy to strategy - CDP set 9y engagement types actions from from the according to its
encourage (C-FS12.1b). " business
the Engagement &
investees to reduce " . S specificities and
. . Engagement incentivisation . ;
their emissions? ) cateqo objectives, i.e. the
. e e w gory "Engagement &
incentivisation incentivisation"
category
category
To what extent are One or more other
recomr%tzr?criations No other low-carbon low-carbon
Other low-carbon o . transition-related
related to the low- " transition-related levers . . o
i transition-related i - . levers* included in 2.5%"
carbon transition o included in the client A
. . levers the client
integrated into the engagement strategy. engagement
engagement strategy,
strategy? )
Evidence of the Draws on Clear Climate Voting A clear climate-
What is the asset integration of widely organisation voting organisation
manager’s overall Climate votin c?imate recognised and AND that demonstrates
9 . 9 None . ! . accepted Sector-specific its ability to identify, 15%"
approach to climate strategy (22) considerations into frameworks voting guidance evaluate and
o : . ,
(rexg) vt its gsl?rt;?évotlng such as the linked to red lines | implement climate-
9y- NZAOA, TCFD, | triggering sanction

related voting

Sustainable finance

#:<BSERVATORY

167



CA+100, TPI
(among
others), to
integrate a
range of
different
climate-related
factors into
their voting
strategy AND a
monitoring,
reporting and
verification
process has
been
established.

votes and the type of
votes used

AND

Involvement of a
climate or ESG
expert (internal or
external)

AND
Monitoring, reporting
and verification
process

AND

Sector-specific
voting guidance
setting out red
lines that trigger
sanction votes and
the types of votes
used, as well as
evaluation criteria
covering common
topics in climate
voting (e.g.,
transparency,
capital alignment,
setting emission
targets, disclosure
of lobbying
activities, scenario
analyses, etc.)

AND

Has defined an
external climate
resolutions
strategy:
participating in the
submission of
resolutions on
climate topics
and/or supporting
other shareholders
climate resolutions

AND

Has defined a
strategy to
integrate climate
considerations into
other topics:
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discharge of
directors, accounts
and dividends,
board
remuneration, and
director
nominations
AND
Monitoring,
reporting and
verification process

T Weights of the first questions assuming the financial institution invests in equities. If the financial institution does not invest in equities, each question’s weight will be
adjusted proportionally to reach 100%.

* o

12.1b (C-FS12.1b) (Banking/Asset manager):
o Education/information sharing
Run an engagement campaign to educate companies about your climate change performance and strategy
Share and disclose climate information about your portfolios and relevant certification schemes (e.g. taxonomic performance, Taxonomic

REPUBLIQUE
FRANCAISE
Liberté

Egalité

Fraternité

Alignment Ratio, carbon portfolio performance)

Provide companies with information and analytics regarding their business-specific climate risks and opportunities

o Collaboration & innovation
Run a campaign to encourage innovation to reduce the impacts of climate change (e.g. climate solutions)
Work in partnership with companies on decarbonisation goals, consistent with an ambition to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050 or sooner
across all assets

Incorporate climate risks into asset pricing models (awards a +25% bonus in the assessed category)

Action levers” include the following individual action levers, which are grouped into five engagement types (sources: 2022 CDP climate change questionnaire CDP

Engage with portfolio companies collaboratively through initiatives or coalitions consistent with an ambition to reach net zero emissions by
2050
Engage simultaneously with numerous companies and stakeholders from the same sector or value chain (8)

Collaborative engagement with the management of publicly listed firms and private firms (23) .

The asset owner, either individually or jointly with others, endorses or publishes position papers on relevant climate topics that benefit from
asset owner commitments in line with the Alliance’s ambitions to guide net-zero engagement activities or topics; (8)

Provide specific climate-related products (e.g., climate-themed funds for an asset manager)

o Compliance & onboarding

Sustainable finance
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Assess the asset manager’s efforts to mitigate climate change, their management of climate risks and opportunities, and ensure that their
stewardship activities and public communications are aligned with the Alliance’s long-term climate interests (e.g., NZAOA) regarding climate
change. (8)

Climate change considerations in the mechanism for addressing investees’ management positions

Climate-related criteria in investment selection, screening and decision-making

Enhanced climate due diligence

Signalling effects of public engagement with, and/or divestment from, companies that do not adequately alter, or commit to altering, corporate
practices (23) .

o Information collection (understanding investee behaviour)

Collect climate-related and emissions information from companies as part of due diligence
Collect climate-related and emissions information at least annually from long-term investments

o Engagement & incentivisation (changing investee behaviour)

Holding meetings with management, meeting the chair or other board members

Raising key issues through a company’s advisers

Writing letters to a company to raise concerns about its climate/transition plan

Incorporating climate considerations into other types of resolutions (lobbying, reporting, remuneration)

Supporting climate-related issues in proxy voting (the proxy voting policy draws on widely recognised and accepted frameworks, such as the
TCFD, to assess a range of different climate-related factors for voting at their portfolio companies)

Initiating and supporting dialogue with investee boards to establish Paris Agreement-aligned strategies

Vote and propose climate resolutions in favour of climate-related disclosure practices among investees

Vote and propose climate resolutions in favour of investees establishing a robust and credible transition plan

Investors engage simultaneously with numerous companies and stakeholders from the same sector or value chain (8)

Sectoral exclusion and divestment

Publish its approach to integrating climate risks and opportunities (both transition and physical) across their portfolio management and
stewardship team’s training and activities (8)

**“QOther low-carbon transition-related recommendations” refers to key aspects of a company’s low-carbon transition, beyond emissions reductions and targets, that
financial institutions can engage them on. These aspects can include performance indicators from any ACT performance modules, such as:
o Intangible investment
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