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Reply form 		for the Consultation Paper on Technical Standards under the Regulation on transparency and integrity of Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) rating activities





Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this consultation paper and in particular on the specific questions. Comments are most helpful if they:
respond to the question stated;
indicate the specific question to which the comment relates;
contain a clear rationale; and
describe any alternatives ESMA should consider.
ESMA will consider all comments received by 20 June 2025.  
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in the present response form. 
Use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION _ESGR_1>. Your response to each question has to be framed by the two tags corresponding to the question.
If you do not wish to respond to a given question, please do not delete it but simply leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
When you have drafted your response, name your response form according to the following convention: ESMA_EUGB_nameofrespondent_RESPONSEFORM. For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the response form would be entitled ESMA_ESGR_ABCD_RESPONSEFORM.
Upload the form containing your responses, in Word format, to ESMA’s website (www.esma.europa.eu under the heading “Your input – Open Consultations” ->  Consultation Paper on technical standards on the European Green Bonds Regulation”). 
Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the close of the consultation, unless you request otherwise. Please clearly and prominently indicate in your submission any part you do not wish to be publically disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. A confidential response may be requested from us in accordance with ESMA’s rules on access to documents. We may consult you if we receive such a request. Any decision we make not to disclose the response is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.
Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading Legal Notice.

Who should read this paper
[bookmark: _Toc515564428]All interested stakeholders are invited to respond to this Consultation Paper. In particular, ESMA encourages entities that intend to apply for registration as external reviewers of European Green Bonds, as well as financial market participants who have or intend to issue or invest in green bonds or sustainability-linked bonds, to participate. 


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	European Association of Public Banks

	Activity
	Banking sector

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	Belgium




Questions

Q1 	Do you agree with ESMA’s proposals for the draft technical standard under Articles 6(3) and 12(9)? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_ESGR_1>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ESGR_1>

Q2 	Do you agree with ESMA’s proposals for the draft technical standard under Article 16(5)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_2>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_2>

Q3. 	Do you agree with ESMA’s proposals for the draft technical standard under Articles 23(4) and 24(3)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_3>
ESMA's proposals point in the right direction and represent an improvement on the status quo. There is still, however, a need for improvement:

The specification that a weighting of the individual indicators within the respective ESG categories should at least be carried out with respect to users/rated items.This is key. Annex III(1)(h) of the ESGRR is only about the publication of the weighting of the (superordinate) E, S and G categories. The RTS [7.2.3.] does not contain any specification in this regard. A specification, along with explanations, that the weighting must also be disclosed at indicator level, at least to the users, and preferably also to the public, would be useful. It makes sense to include this aspect for users in [RTS 7.2.3] Article 8(1) as a further sub-item, and possibly also for the public in Article 3(2). We recommend adding it in both places.

ESG rating agencies should provide information on whether and how industry-specific indicators and/or weightings are applied and which ones. This concerns Annex III(1)(a), (b) and (h) of the ESGRR. The RTS contains no specification in this regard but would be useful. This aspect could be included in [RTS 7.2.3] Article 4(1) or (2) or possibly in a new specification for Annex III (1)(h).

A definition of the term ‘material’ in Annex III (2)(a)(vi) of the ESGRR. Accordingly, in the event of rating changes due to any material changes to rating methodologies, models, key rating assumptions or data sources (including estimates), information about these must be made available to users. We see the risk that the word ‘material’ can be interpreted differently by ESG rating providers and users. There is no specification at all in the RTS in this regard.

1. In accordance with Annex III (2)(d) of the ESGRR, in the case of unsolicited ESG ratings, only an indication of whether the rated item has been included (or not) in the development o the rating is required vis-à-vis users. This information is not required vis-à-vis the public (on the rating provider's website or the access portal). We believe that this information should also be provided to the public.

1. If rated items are involved, their feedback should be taken into account. If the feedback is not taken into account, the rating provider should have to explain to the rated item which aspects and why these aspects were not taken into account. This could be included in [RTS 7.2.3] Article 7(2)(c) or as a separate new point (d).

1. ESG rating providers should disclose information about the standard quality control processes used for their sources. They should also be required to remove outdated information from ESG ratings after a certain period (e.g., a maximum of 3 months) and base their assessments only on current and reliable information and give rated items the opportunity to comment to controversies. We are particularly concerned with vague allegations made by third parties (e.g., “has financed fossil sector activities”). ESG rating providers often cite financial involvement in “project controversies” that are either significantly outdated or simply incorrect. In this context, it is often doubtful whether an ESG rating agency has even checked the accuracy and timeliness of such allegations. ESG Rating providers should give the rated item concerned the opportunity to comment before taking new controversies into account in the rating (by applying deductions due to a controversy). Thereby, identifying false allegations very quickly and avoiding the currently rather lengthy processes afterwards. In practice, project controversies that lead to point deductions often remain in the rating for an extended period of time (sometimes even years) before being removed. The limited period of financing (loans) should be considered, particularly for banks. In the case of financing controversies, the conclusion or termination of financing (loans) should result in the immediate and complete removal of the controversy instead of a 3-year delayed removal. Including this aspect is possible under [RTS 7.2.3] Article 7(1) or Article 8(1)(e).

1. Improvement of communication through mandatory feedback and feedback deadlines for ESG rating agencies for enquiries from rated items (e.g. max. 14 days) and sufficient feedback deadlines for rated items for enquiries from rating agencies (rather 14 days instead of 24 hours). In several cases, (repeated) enquiries to ESG rating providers had not received any response months after having been handed in. By contrast, when an ESG rating agency submits an enquiry to a rated item, time windows of 24 hours are given to respond. A specific new article should be included in the RTS for this purpose.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_3>
Q4.	Do you consider that the draft technical standards under Articles 23(4) or 24(3) should  instead provide an expanded table in Annex proposing a sequence and structure for all disclosures to be made under parts 1 and 2 of Annex III? If yes, please explain the benefits of such an approach.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_4>
Table 1 in the Annex to RTS 7.2.3 should not only cover point 1 of Annex III (refers to Article 23 of the ESGRR), but also point 2 of Annex III (refers to Article 24 of the ESGRR), as this is helpful for users and rated items, in particular because it allows rated items to better understand whether rating agencies have fully complied with their additional disclosure obligations.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_4>

Q5 	Do you agree with ESMA’s proposed cost benefit analysis? If not, please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_5>
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