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Introduction and overview of consultation 

process 
From the end of 2022, all of the EBRD’s activities will be aligned with the Paris Agreement, a 

decision approved by the EBRD Board of Governors at the EBRD 2021 Annual Meeting. 

The Paris alignment of the EBRD’s financial flows is anchored in Article 2.1(c) of the Paris 

Agreement, which commits signatories to make "finance flows consistent with a pathway 

towards low greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient development". 

Between 1 June and 16 July 2021, the EBRD published its “Methodology to determine the 

Paris Agreement alignment of directly financed EBRD investments” for public consultation, 

inviting written comments to a dedicated email address (ParisAgreement@ebrd.com). The 

scope of the methodology for public consultation was the Paris alignment determination of 

EBRD’s direct finance investments, covering projects that involve specific capital expenditure. 

The methodology was published in the English language on the following link on the EBRD’s 

website: http://www.ebrd.com/strategies-and-policies/have-your-say.html.  

While a public consultation on the methodology was not a formal requirement under the 

Bank’s Access to Information Policy Directive, the EBRD welcomes the feedback and expertise 

of partners and stakeholders to feed into its methodological considerations. It therefore held 

the consultation in a manner that is based on the Directive, whereby the public is invited to 

provide comments to the Bank during a period of 45 calendar days. 

The EBRD widely notified stakeholders of the consultation. The methodology and details of the 

consultation were shared directly with key partners and stakeholders, including national and 

international civil society organisations (CSOs), private sector representatives, business 

associations and government institutions, consultants, as well as bilateral and multilateral 

development institutions. Overall, 230 stakeholders were invited to provide comments and 

engage with the methodology through targeted email notifications of the consultation process. 

The consultation was also widely advertised on EBRD social media accounts during the 

consultation period.  

In addition to soliciting written comments, the EBRD hosted a webinar open to the public on 

21 June 2021. This webinar, led by EBRD management and featuring relevant staff, had the 

purpose of explaining the Bank’s approach and offering the public the opportunity to ask 

questions. The webinar was attended by representatives from CSO stakeholders and the 

private sector. 

The methodology was also discussed in a dedicated virtually held session with CSOs and the 

EBRD President, Odile Renaud-Basso, at the EBRD 2021 Annual Meeting on 28 June 2021. 

Overall, the public webinar held on 21st June had 35 external attendees and there were 15 

written submissions (in some cases provided by multiple organisations). These organisations 

are based in different regions and represent different fields of expertise. Annex 1 includes the 

list of stakeholders consulted during the consultation period. 

All comments and feedback have been thoroughly reviewed by the EBRD. Summary 

responses to the feedback received are provided below and, in general, the feedback 

received will be taken into account for the issuance of an updated version of the methodology 

in early 2022. This update will include the Paris alignment approach for “indirect” finance 

through financial intermediaries. The EBRD will publish for consultation its methodology for 

indirect finance before the end of 2021 and will host a public consultation with 

announcement of the specific dates in advance.  

The Bank is appreciative of the time and effort of the many stakeholders that engaged in the 

consultation process, and thanks all contributors for their comments on the methodology. 

http://www.ebrd.com/strategies-and-policies/have-your-say.html
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Overview of consultation responses 
The EBRD’s approach to determining the alignment of its projects with the Paris Agreement is 

grounded in the joint Multilateral Development Bank (MDB) alignment framework. Building on 

the MDB framework, the EBRD’s methodology sets out how the EBRD will determine whether 

projects the Bank may finance are “aligned” or “non-aligned” with the mitigation and 

adaptation goals of the Paris Agreement.  

The comments received during the consultation period are comprehensive and cover all 

aspects of the methodology. As many of the stakeholders’ observations and 

recommendations were similar, key comments have been described below under the 

following five themes: 

1. EBRD’s Paris alignment commitment; 

2. Consultation process and disclosure; 

3. Approach to assess alignment; 

4. Alignment of projects with the mitigation goals of the Paris Agreement, including 

general screening; review against NDCs, including the LTSs and other policy plans 

underpinning them/low-carbon pathways; carbon lock-in tests; and economic viability 

test; 

5. Alignment of projects with the adaptation goals of the Paris Agreement. 

As per standard EBRD practice, the attribution of any specific comment to any organisation or 

individual is not disclosed for confidentiality reasons; however, the names of the organisations 

who participated in the consultation are listed in Annex 1. 

1. EBRD’s Paris alignment commitment 

In general, the EBRD’s commitment to align its activities with the Paris Agreement by the end 

of 2022 was supported. There was acknowledgment that the EBRD could play a significant 

role in climate action for its countries of operations.  

Multiple comments mentioned that the date for the Paris alignment of all of EBRD activities of 

1 January 2023 should be brought forward, and observed that the EBRD should only finance 

aligned investments with immediate effect. In addition, some written submissions noted that 

the methodology covered only a subset of EBRD financing and developing an approach to 

other types of financing was critical, particularly when financing through financial 

intermediaries. Furthermore, one participant of the public consultation webinar requested 

further information on the share of EBRD’s annual business investment covered by the 

methodology. 

It was suggested by one respondent that EBRD’s policy on Paris alignment needs to include 

clear timelines, metrics, and targets for just transition, energy access, and alignment with the 

1.5°C goal of the Paris Agreement. It was also suggested by some respondents that EBRD’s 

approach to Paris alignment should include measuring, tracking and reducing the full climate 

footprint of its whole portfolio and this should include emissions for projects even after 

divestment or the end of the loan tenor. 

EBRD response: The EBRD is committing to align all of its activities with the goals of the Paris 

Agreement by the beginning of 2023. The date was set to be as ambitious as possible while 

allowing for the development of a rigorous approach and consultation with external 

stakeholders. In practice, the Bank is already screening all new direct finance projects for 

Paris Agreement alignment in line with the methodology under consultation. The methodology 

will be expanded to cover other types of finance in early 2022. 



PUBLIC 
 

Overview of the public consultation responses received on EBRD guidance note: “Methodology to determine the 

Paris Agreement alignment of directly financed EBRD investments” 

4 
PUBLIC 

Other aspects such as energy security and affordability, just transition, and greenhouse gas 

(GHG) assessment are covered by other Bank strategies, approaches and reporting such as 

the Energy Sector Strategy, the Environment and Social Policy, the EBRD just transition 

initiative and the Bank’s Sustainability Report. 

2. Consultation process and disclosure 

The public consultation on EBRD’s Paris alignment methodology was widely welcomed, with 

multiple respondents expressing their interest in being consulted on future updates of the 

methodology and other aspects of the Bank’s approach to Paris alignment.   

One written submission raised the issue of informing the interested stakeholders well in 

advance about the dates of future consultations. There were other suggestions raised in 

written submissions, for example: that the EBRD should consider a review of its Paris 

alignment methodology by its independent Evaluation Department, review the implementation 

of the methodology on a 5-year basis, and update the methodology when a new assessment 

report is published by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

Both at the public consultation webinar and through written submissions, there were requests 

to clarify whether the project lists included in annex 2 of the methodology (“joint MDB aligned 

and non-aligned project lists”) were part of the consultation given that they represent a view 

of the MDB group. Respondents expressed that the EBRD should have the ability to 

supplement these lists as needed. 

In terms of disclosure of the application of the methodology on individual EBRD projects, one 

respondent requested that alignment determination be included in project summary 

documents and that EBRD should disclose a list of projects that it determined non-aligned 

following the application of the methodology. 

EBRD response:  The public review of relevant EBRD strategies and policies is guided by the 

Bank’s Access to Information Policy (AIP) Directive. The methodology did not require a public 

consultation under the AIP.  The Bank, however, went beyond standard requirements for the 

methodology and undertook the consultation based on AIP principles, and EBRD welcomed 

feedback on all aspects of the published approach. This will be repeated for the Bank’s Paris 

alignment approach for indirect finance. The Bank’s methodologies for determining the Paris 

alignment of its projects will be reviewed at least annually and updated as required.   

3. Approach to assess alignment 

The overall framework presented for alignment was received well, and there was no feedback 

suggesting that the overall framework was not fit for purpose. Rather comments received 

were focused on clarifications and additions needed to enhance the proposed approach. Of 

the comments received on the substance of the methodology, the majority focused on the 

approach for determining alignment of Bank investments with the Paris Agreement’s 

mitigation goals, covering all aspects of the methodology.  

4. Alignment of projects with the mitigation goals of the Paris 

Agreement 

General screening 

A significant number of comments, and mentioned in almost all written submissions, focused 

on the joint MDB aligned and non-aligned project lists to assess alignment of projects with the 

Paris Agreement mitigation goals. In particular, comments focused on the specification of 

projects that should be included or excluded from the aligned and non-aligned project types.  
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Most written submissions expressed reservations with the lists in their current form and, in 

some cases, emphasised the description of eligible project types lacks the specificity required 

to ensure individual projects are aligned with the mitigation goals of the Paris Agreement. 

Multiple respondents noted that the lists in their current form are not consistent with 

requirements of climate science and Article 2.1(c) of the Paris Agreement.1 One respondent 

saw the project lists as an opportunity to guide the origination of EBRD projects and could act 

as a signal to other actors on the requirements of Paris aligned finance.  

Many comments referred to the expansion of the non-aligned project list, ranging from 

feedback that all fossil fuel projects (and associated infrastructure and technical assistance) 

should be included on the non-aligned list to requests that specific project types be added 

(e.g. upstream oil and gas), including those that are excluded by other EBRD policies and 

strategies.  

Specific comments focused on sectors within the project lists, covering the following:  

 A significant number of comments expressed concern with the project lists for the sub-

category of “Agriculture, forestry, land use and fisheries”. Where this was raised, 

written submissions generally suggested restricting the cases where such projects 

would be determined aligned (e.g. those with high deforestation risks), including 

further aligned categories (e.g. sustainable and alternative protein) and certain 

categories in the non-aligned list (e.g. industrial livestock, fisheries and aquaculture); 

 Requests by some written submissions to further clarify the conditions for aligned and 

non-aligned transport types, including adding conditions that project types used for 

transporting fossil fuels should not be determined aligned without specific 

assessment; 

 Multiple comments that electricity transmission and distribution projects that are 

linked to new fossil fuel capacity should not be determined aligned as part of the 

general screening; 

 A comment that the current formulation of aligned district heating investments should 

be revised to refine the conditions where co-generated heat from fossil fuels would be 

determined aligned;  

 A number of issues raised by a single respondent to refine the sub-categories of 

energy (specifically from hydrogen and hydropower), water supply and wastewater, 

non-energy intensive industry, cleaner cooking, and research, development and 

innovation.   

The use of the EU Taxonomy for sustainable activities as a means for assessing alignment 

was mentioned by some respondents, and its use was welcomed, including for countries 

outside the EU. There were, however, conflicting views on how it could be used. One 

respondent suggested that fulfilment of substantial contribution benchmarks for EU taxonomy 

criteria should not be used as a general rule, but rather it may be used as the evidence base 

for projects subject to specific assessment. Conversely, another respondent suggested that 

the EU Taxonomy “Do No Significant Harm” benchmarks could be used to determine 

alignment as part of the general screening. 

EBRD response: The EBRD will update its approach to the general screening element of the 

methodology as required in its future update, reflecting sector specific clarifications as 

deemed appropriate. The comments received through the public consultation have been 

shared with EBRD sector specialists and are being taken into account in the preparation of 

sector specific guidance. In addition, feedback is being taken into account in the Bank’s joint 

work with other MDBs.  

                                                      
1 “Making finance flows consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient 

development.”  
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Review against NDCs, including the LTSs and other policy plans 

underpinning them/low-carbon pathways 

Some respondents noted that the EBRD should take a precautionary approach when relying 

on nationally determined contributions (NDCs), long-term strategies (LTSs) and low-carbon 

pathways (LCPs). This is because there is a risk that LCPs may differ significantly from each 

other and a country-endorsement does not necessarily indicate that an LCP is aligned with the 

Paris Agreement. One respondent suggested NDCs should be used as a “minimum standard” 

reflecting their enhanced ambition as they are updated.  

There were a few comments on the sources of LCPs that could be used by the EBRD to 

understand the future role of fossil fuels. Multiple comments mentioned that LCPs used by 

the EBRD should include a date for net-zero GHG emissions, and one respondent mentioned 

that LCPs should be based on readily available technologies. The Bank’s intention to create a 

list of eligible LCPs for project assessment was welcomed and some written comments 

endorsed that the use of the IEA’s latest analysis of a global net-zero GHG emissions pathway 

to 2050. It was however recognised by one respondent that such an LCP is potentially not 

granular enough for project assessment at the country level. Furthermore it was mentioned 

that guidance should be given on when any LCP used by the EBRD would be considered out of 

date based on the EBRD’s own criteria for eligible LCPs in box 1 of the methodology.  

EBRD response: Recognising the limitations of NDCs, LTSs and LCPs, the methodology 

requires that any project that undergoes specific assessment would be assessed against 

such evidence and is additionally subject to carbon lock-in tests and, where applicable, an 

economic viability test. Suggestions on relevant LCPs for the Bank’s assessment will be taken 

into account in the application of the methodology and further clarifications will be provided 

in subsequent updates of the methodology.  

Carbon lock-in tests 

Multiple written submissions mentioned different aspects that would benefit from further 

clarity in terms of how the lock-in tests would be carried out. This includes clarity around the 

definition of terms “economically preferable”, “cease to operate in an emissions-intensive 

way”, “low-carbon readiness”, “limited investment”, and “near future”. One respondent also 

commented that the analysis would not be straightforward in a low-income or fossil fuel 

dependant country. Another mentioned that the agriculture sector FAIRR's Climate Risk Tool 

could be used as a potential source for the analysis.  

Two written submissions highlighted that refinancing projects should not automatically lead to 

a conclusion of a low risk of carbon lock-in (as referenced in the methodology’s paragraph 

2.33(b)) and such projects should be seen in the context of the wider portfolio of the client.  

One respondent mentioned the importance of “transition plans” on fossil fuel phase out while 

another highlighted the potential use of covenants in EBRD loans as a means to reduce the 

carbon lock-in risks of investments. Linked to this, a comment received endorsed the 

proposed approach to look at the underlying commercial arrangement of projects and ensure 

contractual conditions do not lead to carbon lock-in.  

EBRD response: Refinement of the approach to the carbon lock-in tests is ongoing and 

further details will be provided in subsequent updates of the methodology. 
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Economic viability test 

Three written responses focused on the need to ensure the Bank’s approach to economic 

assessment reflected best practice, guided by its “methodology for the economic assessment 

of EBRD projects with high greenhouse gas emissions”. Comments focused on the need to 

increase the level of the shadow carbon price used by the EBRD in its economic assessment 

based on recent expert reviews (e.g. European Investment Bank, IPCC and IMF). One 

respondent recommended the Bank could use the upper end of the prices recommended by 

the High Level Commission on Carbon Pricing, which is the underlying source for the shadow 

carbon prices currently used by the EBRD.  

There were a number of comments on other methodological considerations linked to 

economic assessment. One area was the use of counterfactuals and baselines and the need 

to ensure this went beyond marginal improvements from the current situation – with a 

suggestion that a project type from the aligned list could be used as a basis for a low-carbon 

counterfactual when comparing with a fossil fuel project.  There were also a few comments 

linked to the scope of GHG emissions that would be used in the analysis linked to the Bank’s 

GHG measurement protocol. A comment suggested that the EBRD should specify clearly for 

which projects “scope 3” GHG emissions will be taken into account in the economic 

assessment and that, in general, all qualifying projects should attempt to include scope 1, 2, 

and 3 GHG emissions. Furthermore, one respondent raised the importance of calculating the 

Global Warming Potential of GHG emissions taking into account adequate timeframes 

informed by the IPCC.  

EBRD response: The economic viability test follows the “methodology for the economic 

assessment of EBRD projects with high greenhouse gas emissions”, which also includes a 

detailed description of the Bank’s approaches to defining counterfactuals and GHG 

measurement. Refinement, including review of the shadow carbon price used by the Bank, is 

ongoing and further information will be provided in subsequent updates of the Paris 

alignment methodology. 

5. Alignment of projects with the adaptation goals of the Paris 

Agreement 

While the approach for determining alignment with adaptation goals was mentioned in the 

public consultation webinar and written submissions, it received fewer comments than the 

mitigation element of the methodology. One respondent recognised that the analysis 

undertaken for alignment determination could be useful for adaptation planning in EBRD 

countries of operations.  

Some written respondents requested further clarity on the calculation of risk scores (on a 

numerical scale of 1 to 10), how risk thresholds for further assessment will be revised, and 

how the risk thresholds are used. Feedback received recommended that the calculation 

approach for the numerical scale should be more clearly defined, potential hazards 

enumerated and definitions of hazard should be consistent with the IPCC. One respondent 

also highlighted the need for assessment to be based on scenarios of the current trajectory of 

global temperature rise to ensure that adaptation measures and risk assessments are robust. 

Two written responses suggested that the Bank should require assessment of potential 

climate resilience measures for all projects which are assessed as having a “high” or “very 

high” risk linked to any identified climate hazards. This differs from the proposed approach 

which only requires this assessment for projects exceeding a numerical threshold based on a 

number of identified risks.  

There were some specific comments on the application of the methodology in certain sectors. 

One respondent recommended that construction of new housing and other buildings and 

infrastructure in high flood risk areas should be added to a list of non-aligned project types. 
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EBRD response: The first step of the approach to assess the alignment of projects with the 

adaptation goals of the Paris agreement involves evaluation of the climate risk and 

vulnerability context. The physical climate risk exposure of any individual project is assessed 

based on both the nature of the climate hazard it is exposed to, along with the likelihood of 

that hazard occurring at the project location over the project’s lifetime. Projects that are 

potentially exposed to significant climate hazards will be subject to more detailed 

assessment. Refinement of the approach, including how physical climate risk is defined and 

measured, is ongoing and further information will be provided in subsequent updates of the 

Paris alignment methodology. 
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Annex 1. List of organisations that 

participated in public consultation 

meetings or submitted written 

comments 
  

Organisation Geographic coverage 

1 50 by 40*                           International 

2 ACE Consulting*  Turkey 

3 Agence Française de Développement (AFD) France 

4 Animal Equality*  International 

5 Arab Watch Coalition  Multinational 

6 Bank Information Centre* United States 

7 Bankwatch*  Central and Eastern Europe 

8 Boğaziçi University  Turkey 

9 Bulgarian Environmental Partnership 

Foundation (BEPF) 

Bulgaria 

10 Department of Finance Ireland  Ireland  

11 Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine  Ukraine 

12 E3G*  Belgium, Germany, United Kingdom, 

United States  

13 E Co.  United Kingdom 

14 Environmental Resources Management 

(ERM)  

Multinational 

15 FAIRR*  United Kingdom 

16 Federal Ministry Republic of Austria 

(Finance)  

Austria 

17 Federation of Environmental Organisations 

in Cyprus* 

Cyprus 

18 Germanwatch*  Germany 

19 Government of Canada* Canada 

20 Green Alternative Georgia 

21 Green Climate Fund (GCF) Multinational 

22 ICATALIST Spain 

23 IklimBU Turkey 

24 LIR Evolution   Bosnia and Herzegovina 

25 NewClimate Institute*  Germany 

26 NIRAS  International 

27 NRCan  Canada 

28 OeEB   Austria 

29 Oil Change International* International 

30 Regeringskansliet (Swedish Government 

Offices)  

Sweden 

31 responsibility Switzerland 

32 Sinergie Animal* International 
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*Organisation submitted written consultation response.  

 

33 Urgewald*  Germany 

34 World Animal Protection*  International 

35 World Resources Institute (WRI)*  Global 

36 WWF* International 

37 Zero Waste Europe  Brussels 


