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1. Is it clear what this Standard is seeking to achieve? 

The standard seeks to establish the responsibilities of promotors of projects supported by the EIB in 

aligning projects with climate change mitigation and adaptation objectives - specifically the Paris 

Agreement and the Sustainable Finance Action Plan. 

 

2. Do you see any possible challenges in the implementation of this Standard, for example in 

view of your local context?  

Yes, some challenges 

- The standard stipulates that all projects must comply with the EIB's Climate Bank Roadmap 

which itself refers to alignment with the EU Taxonomy. Given that some areas in the 

Taxonomy with high impact on climate change mitigation and adaptation are still under 

discussion, this might create an opportunity for loopholes for certain projects and sectors. For 

those sectors (such as Aquaculture and Livestock production), adherence to the principle of 

“Do No Significant Harm” to climate change mitigation or adaptation objectives, as defined by 

the Taxonomy Regulation, is hard to comply with because the EU taxonomy is not yet 

finalised and may not be fully aligned with climate science. We would encourage EIB to 

specify which frameworks will need to be considered in the absence of this information. 

- The lack of clear direction on which frameworks and standards to use will be a barrier. The 

EIB should clearly point to sector specific standards and reporting frameworks (including 

FAIRR for the livestock sector) as guidance for how to report on assessment and minimisation 

of GHG emissions and climate risk in line with 1.5C. 

- Currently, reporting requirements relating to physical and transitional climate risks are 

unclear as they are themselves dependent on the extent to which projects have physical and 

transitional risks and impacts. 

3. Will this Standard be effective in delivering its purpose? - Moderately effective 

 

- All EU, EFTA, Candidate and potential Candidate countries must comply with the applicable 

national and EU environmental legislation; all other countries must comply with the 

applicable national legislation and align with the principles of EU legislation relevant to 

climate mitigation and adaptation. 

 

4.  Are the differences in the requirements for projects inside the European Union and projects 

outside the European Union clear? 
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- It is not very clear what projects in ROW 'aligning with the principles of EU legislation' (point 

8) might entail - projects that do not comply with EU environmental legislation should not be 

supported if all projects are to align with climate change mitigation and adaptation objectives. 

 

5. This Standard is clear in how it supports the Bank’s commitments to decarbonisation and 

resilience in terms of determining the: 

Yes - it is clear 

 

6. This Standard is sufficiently robust in supporting the Bank’s commitments to decarbonisation and 

resilience in terms of determining the:  

Insufficiently robust 

(Cannot select the same level of robustness twice) 

Given that the standard depends on the CBR and what will be included in the Taxonomy, aspects of 

which are still under negotiation, this might hinder the ability of the standard to sufficiently support 

the Bank's commitments to decarbonisation & resilience. Moreover the EU taxonomy scope itself has 

some weaknesses with regards to, for example, not including ‘do not significant harm’ criteria on 

antibiotics. 

 

7. Are references to legislation clear?  

No, the references are not clear 

As above, the references to legislation as it applies to EU member states, EFTA and candidates are 

clear, however the requirements that apply to projects in ROW are less clearly defined. 

 

8. Given the complex terminology, the EIB has provided a number of definitions in the footnotes of 

the Standard. Are these sufficient? 

Yes, sufficient definitions have been provided 

 

9. Are there any elements covered in this Standard that would benefit from more detailed guidance 

for promoters? 

Yes, additional guidance is required 

 - On point 8, additional information on how projects in ROW countries will align with EU 

environmental legislation 

- On point 9, additional guidance on requirements is needed for projects that are identified as 

compliant according to technical criteria set out in the EU Taxonomy but are not aligned with science-

based recommendations to align investment with 1.5C and the Paris Agreement. 
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- On point 14, it is currently noted that ‘The promoter shall demonstrate, on request, that due 

consideration has been given to alternatives to minimise project-related GHG emissions. These 

measures may include, but are not limited to: the use of best available techniques (BAT) and/or any 

emerging techniques,14 energy efficiency, resource efficiency, adoption of less carbon-intensive or 

renewable energy sources, or the reduction of fugitive emissions’. We feel that measures for due 

consideration to alternatives to minimise project-related GHG emissions should include, on top of the 

listed measures, low impact products. 

- On point 15, to assess how climate change may affect the project and the system in which the 

project takes place, this should include a full value chain analysis so that it accounts for relevant 

climate and environmental risks outside the scope of the direct supply chain, for example in the 

food/agriculture sector where this would take into account the impact of temperature increases on 

inputs such as feed and water supply. 

- In general, we believe there is an opportunity to strengthen language on how projects must align 

with pathways to limit global warming to 1.5C above pre-industrial levels. The EIB could seek for the 

adoption of climate targets approved or in alignment with the Science Based Targets Initiative. 

 

There are no further questions on Standard 5. If you would like to add anything on this Standard that 

is not already covered by the questions in this chapter, you may do so in the box below. 

The lack of clear direction on which frameworks and standards to use will be a barrier. The EIB should 
clearly point to sector specific standards and reporting frameworks (including FAIRR for the livestock 
sector) as guidance for how to report on assessment and minimisation of GHG emissions and climate 
risk. 

For some sectors (such as Aquaculture and livestock production), adherence to the principle of “Do 
No Significant Harm” to climate change mitigation or adaptation objectives, as defined by the 
Taxonomy Regulation, is hard to comply with because there is no guidance in the taxonomy currently. 
We would encourage EIB to specify which frameworks will need to be considered in the absence of 
this information. 

We believe there is an opportunity to strengthen language on how projects must align with pathways 
to limit global warming to 1.5C above pre-industrial levels. The EIB could seek for the adoption of 
climate targets approved or in alignment with the Science Based Targets Initiative. 

 

 
Further information can be found here: https://consult.eib.org/consultation/essf-2021-
en/consultation/published_select_respondent  

https://consult.eib.org/consultation/essf-2021-en/consultation/published_select_respondent
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