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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:
1. Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in the present response form. 
2. Use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
3. 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.
4. 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.
5. 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.
6. 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
	Individual

	Activity
	For 6 months I did consultancy of ESG Rating for companies obtaining the rating on behalf of a group facilitating credit. I also analyzed them and i given the ESG Rating.

	Are you representing an association?
	☐

	Country/Region
	Italy




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>
 Concerning REGULATION (EU) 2024/3005 on Article 6 paragraph 3, I agree that ESMA should define the technical standards of ANNEX I of Regulation (EU) 2024/3005 for the various points as it is necessary to keep track of the entire organisation. I would especially highlight the connection of the company with other companies, so that it is clear and transparent regardless of the potential conflict of interest.

Reviewing the proposal in the ‘Draft Regulatory Technical Standard under Article 6(3) and 12(9) of EU Regulation 2024/3005 ’ I agree from Article 1 to Article 5.

For part K of Annex II of ESMA's proposal, I would give a clearer definition of the actors involved such as companies that provide software or platforms for Rating as service, to other reseller companies that only provide the external data to feed to the algorithms, to other companies that only provide rating consultancy.  Otherwise, there is a risk in not defining who is considered to be an “ESG rating provider” in not delimiting the organisational boundaries to whom one is referring to with these rules in order to register with the ESMA-approved companies.

<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>
I am slightly against this because of point 1 of Article 16 of REGULATION (EU) 2024/3005, but I can understand the perplexity. The slight opposition is due to the fact that it is a lot of work and an additional cost for companies to take it all back in hand, (almost double the effort) when the complete ESG rating situation is already in the hands of another colleague of yours if you want to do certain types of additional work you have to start from scratch a bit, going to slow companies down and it would be a waste of resources to go only vertical or horizontal with no middle ground.


Going on the proposal, taking Article 1 and 2 of the ‘Draft Regulatory Technical Standard under Article 16(5) of EU Regulation 2024/3005 ’ I would try to outline the safeguard policies, from the physical point of view I would incentivise remote working to physically separate the different irreconcilable activities in the same office as you have pointed out. While from the digital point of view, a clear separation of access privileges to digital information that the company shares. I would add as a consideration that they can be rotated according to the roles they rotate. I would also consider allowing employees who do ESG rating on certain companies (but cannot do other activities on those same companies), to be able to do the other activities on other companies when their colleagues do the ESG rating.

I would also add a point concerning conflicts of interest, referring to ‘REGULATION (EU) 2024/3005 ’ related to Article 26 point 2 and point 4, on the fact that an ESG rating provider cannot give the rating to himself, otherwise both points fall down since he is in charge of giving the rating he has to hear from his managers or superadvisor.
<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>
Regarding ESMA's “Draft Regulatory Technical Standard under Articles 23(4) and 24(3) of EU Regulation 2024/300”, on Article 3(1) and (2) I agree, whereas on Article 3(a) I understand that it is a little more detailed, but it still seems to me very insufficient and lacking, for the simple fact that the reference to the Paris Agreements is unquantifiable and quite general. To remedy this, the EU through Directive (EU) 2023/2413 issued the so-called RED III which would serve to achieve these target goals. And for me in the letter E, it should be mandatory that EU companies, within the ESG rating and benchmark, are compared against the numerical targets of the RED III directive (DIRECTIVE (EU) 2023/2413 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 18 October 2023).
The RED III directive has at least 3 milestones as targets to 2030 for EU companies:
(i)renewable share of at least 42.5% (compared to 32% today) in final energy consumption
(ii)binding targets for the heating and cooling of buildings, specifically a binding increase of 0.8% per year 
(iii)indicative target of 49% renewable energy by 2030.



These are objectives that concern the entire EU, not the individual company, and I believe it is fundamental that any company in the EU that does ESG ratings, on the environmental side, has an indicator that not only gives a general indicator, but also tracks the consumption of electricity, natural gas, and fuel consumption in a mandatory manner (which is not the case now and is very serious, in order to monitor improvements over time). Not leaving the aggregate data, as a matter of clarity and readability, compension and comparison. The 3 points of RED III for me should be comparable and defined for comparison regardless of the methodology and the rating company.
What I wrote above refers to letter (o) of the regulation, but letter (p) is also similar, a separate summary table should be made with at least the mandatory references also for part S and G. The risk is that otherwise there will be ratings that do not contemplate ‘fundamental’ basic regulations or frameworks instead all should refer to at least one common basis for all. The result I expect if these constraints are not put in place is that there will be ESG Ratings that do not contemplate sending weapons to countries at war, which are used by arms manufacturers who show their ESG rating, as happened to Caterpillar in Israel, which caused enormous reputational damage to the ESG Rating worldwide. The consequence is a huge lack of credibility, it is ESMA's task to create this additional table within Article 3, point 3, sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of the 'Draft Regulatory Technical Standard under Articles 23(4) and 24(3) of EU Regulation 2024/3005'. Otherwise the credibility of the internal EU Regulation 2024/3005 is at stake.
On Article 1,2,4,5,6,7 I agree.
On Article 8, as I wrote in the next question, we need a supervisory body by ESMA or an observatory that monitors these changes on the ESAP sites. The risk is that they change and nobody knows about it since it is quite easy to do so.
On Article 9, I don't think I can give an adequate answer.

<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>




I could not answer whether it is good or bad this type of approach on Parts 1 and 2 of Annex III. However, if it were yes, i.e. a common structure, I would focus on the compatibility between the different rating operators, I see a significant risk on the difficulty of having a comparison and contrast between the different approaches of different companies, so I would be for a yes, bound to clear and not very restrictive criteria, trying to facilitate the inter-compatibility of data using common protocols, therefore more on defining a process than on the content that can be post-processed later with the IA. 
I think that if this approach is used, the benefits would only be over a long time horizon, overcoming the negative aspects of the short to medium term, because conflicts and misunderstandings would be avoided between different ratings of the same company over different years, or between two ratings of the same company made by two different companies. And these companies would have greater awareness and understanding of their ESG sustainability. We should encourage the same, an open approach to the new (e.g. Desci) and not a closed one, otherwise I would be strongly negative.
In ANNEX III of REGULATION (EU) 2024/3005, part 2, regarding (a) in point (vii), and also (b) in point (iii) concerning the dates of the methodological revisions and the data linking me to the ESAP of part 1, the relevant aspect is that to do a serious thing technically and done well would require an ESMA registry where there are logs or snapshots of these websites, where the VAT number (or the VAT number for Italy) is present on the website. By supervising and monitoring changes in methodology/approach/time horizon, one can obtain a result that confirms the regulation.


<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_4>

Q5 	Do you agree with ESMA’s proposed cost benefit analysis? If not, please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_5>
Regarding 7.1 Annex I - Cost Benefit Analysis , an additional cost in ‘RTS on Separation of Activities’. , referring to ‘Costs to ESG Rating Providers’ I would keep relevant the economic cost of not making the cost per square metre for office space efficient when in some cases working in open offices where different types of activities are mixed together that could potentially conflict. Not only does the separation cause a lack of efficiency on a physical level, but also on an operational level with respect to the rest of the company, the separation would imply a higher cost for the administrative part in the day-to-day management to make the ESG Rating separate from other activities each time.



If all were to be approved as is with these five proposals. As far as the industry is concerned, the consequences in the medium term as a matter of efficiency I imagine that there would be a faster development of large companies where they have the appropriate physical facilities, the same for small companies where they would do everything remotely, penalising medium-sized companies. The fact that many operators are already in full remote now would push many other companies to contain costs in doing the same because they are now in hybrid or all in office presence. This would bring both advantages and disadvantages that have not been considered.
Referring to the ‘RTS on Separation of Activities’ and the ‘RTS on Disclosures’ with regard to ‘Costs to ESG Rating Providers’ I would add there sanctioning mechanisms present in REGULATION (EU) 2024/3005 in section 2, from Article 35 to Article 38, emphasising the costs of a possible suspension or fine (financial penalty). For the simple fact that this proposal directly concerns the regulation (but in this case in its technical form) and one cannot fail to mention it.
I recognise the main benefit, in having a necessary clear regulatory framework to harmonise ESG rating companies in the EU especially in terms of credibility towards investors and all parties involved in comparing different operators and the integrity of the methodology over time.

There is another important risk to this analysis and benefit, and that is the lack of flexibility to implement internal governance mechanisms that self-adjust and adapt to the situation and individual problems according to new findings and new, better and more effective methodologies. For example, I consider important and significant the DeSCi that an ESG rating operator intends to introduce from 2026 with a view to continuous process improvement, the ideal is that governance is not tied only to a committee that gives the foundations based on the technical documents of ESMA, but is distributed in a decentralised perspective to anyone who wants to make a contribution with an internal mechanism distributed to the various professional or market operators.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ ESGR_5>
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