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Responding to this paper 
The ESAs invite comments on all matters in the Joint Consultation Paper and in particular on the specific questions in this reply form. 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 the ESAs should consider.
ESMA will consider all comments received by 4 July  2023. 

Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Joint Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
· Insert your responses to the questions in the Joint Consultation Paper in this reply form. 
· Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_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 responses, save the reply form according to the following convention: ESMA_CP SFDR Review_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_CP SFDR Review_ABCD.
· Upload the Word reply form containing your responses to ESMA’s website (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes). All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 



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 publicly 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 ESAs’ 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
The protection of individuals with regard to the processing of personal data by the ESAs is based on Regulation (EU) 2018/1725[footnoteRef:1]. Further information on data protection can be found under the Legal notice section of the EBA website and under the Legal notice section of the EIOPA website and under the Legal notice section of the ESMA website. [1:  Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision No 1247/2002/EC, OJ L 295, 21.11.2018, p. 39.] 




General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	Neuberger Berman Europe Limited (NBEL)
	Activity
	Investment Services

	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country/Region
	Europe


Questions
1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609827]: Do you agree with the newly proposed mandatory social indicators in Annex I, Table I (amount of accumulated earnings in non-cooperative tax jurisdictions for undertakings whose turnover exceeds € 750 million, exposure to companies involved in the cultivation and production of tobacco, interference with the formation of trade unions or election worker representatives, share of employees earning less than the adequate wage)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_1>
 Mandatory Prinicpal Adverse Impact indicators (PAIs) are a fundamental part of the concept of sustainable investments through the application of the Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) principle and should therefore be fit for purpose. We believe the introduction of new mandatory PAIs at this point in time will only exarcerbate the current challenges around data availability and quality. 
While the first reports under the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) and the proposed Level 2 changes can be expected to enter into force roughly at the same time in 2025, the full implementation of CSRD reporting will not happen overnight, as seen with the current level of Taxonomy alignment disclosures. What is more, as a result of recent European Commission changes to the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), information on adequate wages, for example, will be subject to companies’ materiality assessments. This would mean that even companies falling under the scope of CSRD will be able to decide, based on their materiality assessment, whether to disclose the information needed by managers to fulfil some of the new PAI requirements. 
Furthermore, as global investors we invest in different markets across the world where some concepts such as the “interference” with the formation of trade unions, or earning less than the “adequate wage” may be defined in different ways by local regulations. We are concerned that, if adopted, the new PAIs will not capture these divergences between markets and we therefore believe there should be additional guidance for investors to apply the PAIs across borders.

While we wait for the relevant data to become available for investors in the EU and other jurisdictions regarding the aforementioned social indicators, we believe the focus should be on the implementation of the good governance test under SFDR. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_1>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609829]: Would you recommend any other mandatory social indicator or adjust any of the ones proposed?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_2>
As per our previous response, if new mandatory PAIs are required, vague terminology around “adequate wage”, “excessive use” or “insufficient employment” should be avoided in PAI indicators to ensure the comparability of the data across funds. While the disclosure of PAI values at product level is not required by SFDR, investors are starting to report such values in their the European ESG Templates (EET) as a response to clients requiring this data for their own regulatory purposes. It is therefore crucial that PAIs and the methodology around their calculation are defined as objectively as possible.
In our view, adding mandatory indicators (for which data availability and quality are likely to be low) will result in greater reliance on data estimates and proxy data by managers.  Whereas, we would like to see a reduction in reliance on data estimates and proxy data. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_2>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609830]: Do you agree with the newly proposed opt-in social indicators in Annex I, Table III (excessive use of non-guaranteed-hour employees in investee companies, excessive use of temporary contract employees in investee companies, excessive use of non-employee workers in investee companies, insufficient employment of persons with disabilities in the workforce, lack of grievance/complaints handling mechanism for stakeholders materially affected by the operations of investee companies, lack of grievance/complaints handling mechanism for consumers/ end-users of the investee companies)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_3>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609831]: Would you recommend any other social indicator or adjust any of the ones proposed?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_4>
As per our response to Question 1, PAIs play a crucial role in the investment process for Article 8 and 9 funds, both at product level and as part of the definition of sustainable investments. When introducing new mandatory PAIs, we believe the ESAs should not only consider the ability of investors to obtain high quality data on that PAI, but should also ensure the PAI provides valuable insights for end investors with specific sustainability preferences. An excessive use of data estimates and proxies, and vague definitions on how to consider or calculate mandatory inidicators will lead to lack of comparability between financial market participans and across funds, resulting in misleading signals for investors.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_4>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609833]: Do you agree with the changes proposed to the existing mandatory and opt-in social indicators in Annex I, Table I and III (i.e. replacing the UN Global Compact Principles with the UN Guiding Principles and ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work)? Do you have any additional suggestions for changes to other indicators not considered by the ESAs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_5>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609834]: For real estate assets, do you consider relevant to apply any PAI indicator related to social matters to the entity in charge of the management of the real estate assets the FMP invested in?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_6>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609836]: For real estate assets, do you see any merit in adjusting the definition of PAI indicator 22 of Table 1 in order to align it with the EU Taxonomy criteria applicable to the DNSH of the climate change mitigation objective under the climate change adaptation objective?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_7>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609837]: Do you see any challenges in the interaction between the definition ‘enterprise value’ and ‘current value of investment’ for the calculation of the PAI indicators?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_8>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_8>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609838]: Do you have any comments or proposed adjustments to the new formulae suggested in Annex I?  
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_9>
While we welcome the ESAs’ efforts to clarify and improve the formulae for some of the PAIs, we would highlight the risk of confusing investors with frequent changes in the context of the European Commission undertaking a comprehensive Level 1 review which could come into force just one or two years after the new PAI methodologies are applied. As more financial market participants start to disclose PAI values at product level through the European ESG Template (EET) v1.1.1, we believe it is essential to provide clarity, predicatability, and consistency to the market as to how PAIs are calculated. Even though the EET is a non-regulatory tool, it is widely used by distributors and end investors and we would caution against introducing too many changes exarcebating the ongoing complexities. 
The disclosure of PAI product level values is not mandatory under SFDR, but we would encourage the ESAs to introduce required disclaimers whenever this data is disclosed on a voluntary basis (e.g. via the EET). As mentioned before, a number of PAIs, even taking into account the enhancements proposed in this consultation, can only be disclosed upon by using proxies and estimated data. We therefore believe that instead of introducing changes to the formulae at this stage, the focus should be on providing transparency to investors as to how the PAI values have been calculated when financial market participants decide to share that data with the market.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_9>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609840]: Do you have any comments on the further clarifications or technical changes to the current list of indicators? Did you encounter any issues in the calculation of the adverse impact for any of the other existing indicators in Annex I?  
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_10>
Given the aforementioned lack of investee companies reporting on a number of PAIs, there are well-known data gaps which CSRD may help overcome for in-scope companies in time. For example, there are severe data issues around PAI 7 regarding Activities Negatively Affecting Biodiversity-Sensitive Areas given the current lack of reporting requirements of natural capital. While we hope initiatives like the Tasforce for Nature-related Financial Disclosures (TNFD) and the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) will provide the foundations for biodiversity-related reporting, we expect company reporting on this issue, especially where information is location-related, to take a few years. Given the need for proxies when such data is not available, we would encourage more transparency on the use of proxies if financial market participants are disclosing values on PAIs (via the EET, for example). This would ensure that, while the data develops, investors have full transparency of what is being considered vis a vis a particular PAI. 
Finally, as noted above we believe the introduction of new mandatory PAIs at this point in time will only exarcerbate the current challenges around data availability and quality.

<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_10>

1. [bookmark: _Hlk131609841]: Do you agree with the proposal to require the disclosure of the share of information for the PAI indicators for which the financial market participant relies on information directly from investee companies?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_11>
We believe it would be challenging to determine the share of information for the PAIs obtained directly from investee companies, which we assume also includes data obtained from third-party data providers, especially concerning diversified portfolios, which would make it even harder to do this at scale. While this requirement could be kept as a good practice when the manager is able to disclose which percentage of data has been estimated, as a Financial Market Participant, we would caution against a mandatory requirement with little value to end investors.
Further, we note that there is an existing requirement under Article 32 and 45 of the SFDR regulatory technical standards (RTS) to disclose (as part of the Article 8 and Article 9 financial product website disclosures) the proportion of data that is estimated. Given the existing requirement, we would question the value-add of introducing this as a mandatory requirement. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_11>

1. : What is your view on the approach taken in this consultation paper to define ‘all investments’? What are the advantages and drawbacks you identify? Would a change in the approach adopted for the treatment of ‘all investments’ be necessary in your view?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_12>
The approach of using all the investments of a fund taken by some financial market participants to calculate the PAIs can lead to an underestimation of these indicators. It can also lead to PAI metric reporting being distorted / diluted by irrelevant investments in other asset classes and could lead to an underestimation of PAIs.
This is all the more important as market participants start to disclose PAI product-level values on a voluntary basis in the EET’s new version (v1.1.1). To ensure comparability, we would encourage the ESAs to introduce guidance so that that "all investments" in PAI calculations only includes eligible assets. In our opinion, for assets eligible but not covered by reported or estimated PAI data, the value of those assets should not be considered equal to 0 as this would result in an underestimated PAI value. We believe that where data is not available, the assets should be excluded from the calculation to guarantee an accurate representation of the PAIs in relations to the investments for which data is available. However, if an alternative solution is considered to solve this problem, we would suggest the ESAs allow the normalisation of the data not available based on the average of the portfolio.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_12>

1. : Do you agree with the ESAs’ proposal to only require the inclusion of information on investee companies’ value chains in the PAI calculations where the investee company reports them? If not, what would you propose as an alternative?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_13>
While we believe information on value chains and their adverse impacts is valuable as part of the investment process when material, we do not believe investors should be required to include information on an investee company’s value chain in the PAI calculations until that information is more widely available to market participants. The inclusion of this information can result in double counting of adverse impacts as well as jurisdictional divergences. While the CSRD/ESRS will provide more clarity on value chain impacts by requiring companies to disclose this information, this data will not be available for companies outside of its scope, potentially resulting in an uneven playing field for financial market participants including value chain data in their PAI disclosures.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_13>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed treatment of derivatives in the PAI indicators or would you suggest any other method?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_14>

1. : What are your views with regard to the treatment of derivatives in general (Taxonomy-alignment, share of sustainable investments and PAI calculations)? Should the netting provision of Article 17(1)(g) be applied to sustainable investment calculations? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_15>
We believe that in the absence of an industry agreement on the treatment of derivatives, there is a risk that different interpretations from financial market participants on applying diverging philosophies will result in confusing and misleading reporting for end investors. We therefore believe regulatory guidance is needed in this space, bearing in mind that derivatives can have different purposes and should be treated accordingly. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_15>

1. : Do you see the need to extend the scope of the provisions of point g of paragraph 1 of Article 17 of the SFDR Delegated Regulation to asset classes other than equity and sovereign exposures?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_16>

1. : Do you agree with the ESAs’ assessment of the DNSH framework under SFDR?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_17>
To improve the transparency of SFDR as a disclosure framework, we believe financial market participants should be required to disclose their DNSH methodologies and thresholds, bearing in mind that some PAIs are not considered against quantitative thresholds, but on a “pass or fail” basis. Where a manager is unable to set quantitative thresolds (e.g. regarding lack of policies to monitor UNGC/ OECD compliance), we would encourage transparency around how the determination is made. If financial market participants disclose PAI values (e.g. via the EET), we believe the data should always be contextualised with the level of coverage so that end investors are able to compare across managers and funds.
The upcoming review of the Level 1 rules would seem to be the more appropriate place to address any changes required to the DNSH framework.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_17>

1. : With regard to the DNSH disclosures in the SFDR Delegated Regulation, do you consider it relevant to make disclosures about the quantitative thresholds FMPs use to take into account the PAI indicators for DNSH purposes mandatory? Please explain your reasoning.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_18>
Please refer to our comments regarding Question 17.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_18>

1. : Do you support the introduction of an optional “safe harbour” for environmental DNSH for taxonomy-aligned activities? Please explain your reasoning.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_19>

1. : Do you agree with the longer term view of the ESAs that if two parallel concepts of sustainability are retained that the Taxonomy TSCs should form the basis of DNSH assessments? Please explain your reasoning.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_20>
We would caution against imposing the Taxonomy’s DNSH Technical Screening Criteria (TSC) on sustainable investments defined by SFDR. As mentioned in the consultation paper, the Taxonomy is a tool to assess sustainability at activity level, while the SFDR’s DNSH test is designed to assess adverse impacts at company level. Therefore, we do not think that, as long as the SFDR definition of sustainable investments is needed, the DNSH test of the Taxonomy can be applied at company level.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_20>

1. : Are there other options for the SFDR Delegated Regulation DNSH disclosures to reduce the risk of greenwashing and increase comparability?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_21>
As mentioned, we believe that the introduction of more transparency requirements on the quantitative thresholds or qualitative criteria that financial market participants use to measure DNSH would increase comparability between funds and reduce the risk of financial market participants potentiallty setting low thresholds in bad faith, as highlighted in the first ESMA draft report on greenwashing. We also believe it is crucial for market participants to be transparent on the coverage of the data they are using in order to ensure comparability.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_21>

1. : Do you agree that the proposed disclosures strike the right balance between the need for clear, reliable, decision-useful information for investors and the need to keep requirements feasible and proportional for FMPs? Please explain your answers.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_22>
While recognising the importance of carbon reduction targets, we believe that mandating a specific approach to climate target-setting will not reflect the different practices and the evolution in the market towards more forward-looking metrics to measure decarbonization progress. For example, instead of purely relying on carbon emissions, financial market participants are increasingly using a more bottom-up approach to understand the decarbonization trajectory of the companies in a portfolio. 
Even though traditional measures such as carbon footprint and carbon intensity are important as they provide comparability across companies and portfolios, they are fundamentally backward-looking and often fail to capture the complexity of assessing a company’s progress to achieve net zero which can lead to capital misallocation on behalf of investors. For example, a company which seems not to be making progress on a carbon emissions basis could be making the right investments to transition towards net zero, without this progress being captured in emission reduction metrics. Based on this information, investors may decide to divest from the company at a crucial time for its transition. We therefore believe that while more transparency is welcomed for funds with GHG emission reduction targets, PCAF should not be the only methodology allowed for market participants. 
Additionally, the proposed disclosures may disadvantage financial products that promote social characteristics or make sustainable investments with a social objective, as it focuses entirely on emissions reduction.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_22>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed approach of providing a hyperlink to the benchmark disclosures for products having GHG emissions reduction as their investment objective under Article 9(3) SFDR or would you prefer specific disclosures for such financial products? Do you believe the introduction of GHG emissions reduction target disclosures could lead to confusion between Article 9(3) and other Article 9 and 8 financial products? Please explain your answer. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_23>

1. : The ESAs have introduced a distinction between a product-level commitment to achieve a reduction in financed emissions (through a strategy that possibly relies only on divestments and reallocations) and a commitment to achieve a reduction in investees’ emissions (through investment in companies that has adopted and duly executes a convincing transition plan or through active ownership). Do you find this distinction useful for investors and actionable for FMPs? Please explain your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_24>

1. : Do you find it useful to have a disclosure on the degree of Paris-Alignment of the Article 9 product’s target(s)? Do you think that existing methodologies can provide sufficiently robust assessments of that aspect? If yes, please specify which methodology (or methodologies) would be relevant for that purpose and what are their most critical features? Please explain your answer. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_25>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed approach to require that the target is calculated for all investments of the financial product? Please explain your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_26>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed approach to require that, at product level, Financed GHG emissions reduction targets be set and disclosed based on the GHG accounting and reporting standard to be referenced in the forthcoming Delegated Act (DA) of the CSRD? Should the Global GHG Accounting and Reporting Standard for the Financial Industry developed by PCAF be required as the only standard to be used for the disclosures, or should any other standard be considered? Please justify your answer and provide the name of alternative standards you would suggest, if any. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_27>
As previously mentioned, our industry’s approaches towards measuring decarbonization and carbon target setting are evolving. While traditional measures such as carbon footprint and carbon intensity are important as they provide a degree of comparability between companies and portfolios, they are vulnerable to macro shocks or fundamental changes to a company balance sheet irrespective of a company’s overall emissions profile. Furthermore, they are fundamentally backward-looking and fail to capture the complexity of assessing a company’s progress to achieve Net Zero. 
As investors’ methodologies to measuring the decarbonization of a company vary, we believe a specific standard should not be prescribed to measure GHG emission reduction targets. At Neuberger Berman, for instance, we believe that instead of assessing backward looking company emissions data, real-time insights on the forward-looking view on each company’s alignment with net zero give us a more realistic view of the decarbonization trajectory of a company and a portfolio. While investors should be able to use PCAF in their disclosures, we believe there should be flexibility for asset managers to set targets according to their methodologies and metrics, including for example, percentage of portfolio companies with approved SBTi targets, percentage of portfolio invested in climate solutions, Climate Value-at-Risk, etc.

<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_27>

1. : Do you agree with the approach taken to removals and the use of carbon credits and the alignment the ESAs have sought to achieve with the EFRAG Draft ESRS E1? Please explain your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_28>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_28>

1. : Do you find it useful to ask for disclosures regarding the consistency between the product targets and the financial market participants entity-level targets and transition plan for climate change mitigation? What could be the benefits of and challenges to making such disclosures available? Please explain you answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_29>

1. : What are your views on the inclusion of a dashboard at the top of Annexes II-V of the SFDR Delegated Regulation as summary of the key information to complement the more detailed information in the pre-contractual and periodic disclosures? Does it serve the purpose of helping consumers and less experienced retail investors understand the essential information in a simpler and more visual way?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_30>
We agree with the removal of the asset allocation chart, which was indeed challenging to complete by asset managers and difficult to interpret for investors. We do believe that the new dashboard will be more useful to investors although we would encourage the ESAs to conduct appropriate consumer testing before introducing the new version of the templates. We would also question whether introducing changes to the templates could confuse investors if such new templates enter into force in 2025, and a more comprehensive review of SFDR is implemented in 2026/2027. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_30>

1. : Do you agree that the current version of the templates capture all the information needed for retail investors to understand the characteristics of the products? Do you have views on how to further simplify the language in the dashboard, or other sections of the templates, to make it more understandable to retail investors?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_31>
Overall, we find the formatting of the templates overly complex for managers to fill in and would suggest a cleaner template without icons, circles and explanation boxes, which are especially problematic when using Microsoft Word. We woud be supportive of the ESAs undertaking a comprehensive consumer testing exercise to ascertain from investors what their experience/key challenges have been with the current templates.
We believe investors would benefit from the use of “smart templates”. For example, where an Article 8 fund does not hold sustainable investments (as indicated in the dashboard), the sustainable investment questions would not appear. In addition, we would recommend removing the Article 9 specific questions from the dashboard of the Article 8 templates and vice versa.
We also believe that numbered questions would be easier for investors to follow, and that the ESAs could consider adding more clarity on what questions are not mandatory given “n/a” answers can be confusing for investors.
Regarding the location of the templates in the financial statements and the supplements, we would suggest the ESAs and the European Commission to consider whether the current locations are the most accessible for investors. 
Finally, regarding the structure of the templates, we believe the different sections could potentially be made more clear or easier to navigate. Improvements could include headings and breaks, and the logical grouping of, for example, sustainable investments alongside holdings and sectors. We would also encourage the ESAs to consider a more visible way to show whether the fund is Article 8 or 9, rather than by just asking whether the product has a sustainable investment objective.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_31>

1. : Do you have any suggestion on how to further simplify or enhance the legibility of the current templates?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_32>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_32>

1. : Is the investment tree in the asset allocation section necessary if the dashboard shows the proportion of sustainable and taxonomy-aligned investments?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_33>
We do not believe the asset allocation tree is of value to investors and that, to the contrary, it is a source of confusion given the different methodologies used by asset managers. We therefore strongly support the deletion of the asset allocation chart from the pre-contractual templates and believe this is in line with the Commission’s mandate to enhance the current disclosures.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_33>

1. : Do you agree with this approach of ensuring consistency in the use of colours in Annex II to V in the templates?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_34>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_34>

1. : Do you agree with the approach to allow to display the pre-contractual and periodic disclosures in an extendable manner electronically?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_35>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
We would suggest that consideration be given to how this suggestion would sit with the existing SFDR requirement that the SFDR pre-contractual templates be part of the Article 8 and Article 9 funds’ offering documents and that the SFDR periodic report templates be part of the Article 8 and Article 9 funds’ annual financial statements. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_35>

1. : Do you have any feedback with regard to the potential criteria for estimates?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_36>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_36>

1. : Do you perceive the need for a more specific definition of the concept of “key environmental metrics” to prevent greenwashing? If so, how could those metrics be defined?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_37>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_37>

1. : Do you see the need to set out specific rules on the calculation of the proportion of sustainable investments of financial products? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_38>
We believe there is a need for comparability in the market when it comes to the calculation of the proportion of sustainable investments in a portfolio. If the ESAs opt for introducing a particular methodology, we would be supportive of using the NAV of a fund as a basis instead of the eligible assets of a portfolio. This would allow for better comparability and consistency across asset managers and funds. If such requirement is introduced, we believe that guidance should be adopted as to how Article 9 funds are expected to reconcile the requirement of holding 100% sustainable investments in the portfolio with the existence of a portion of cash and derivatives in the fund.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_38>

1. : Do you agree that cross-referencing in periodic disclosures of financial products with investment options would be beneficial to address information overload?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_39>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_39>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed website disclosures for financial products with investment options?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_40>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_40>

1. : What are your views on the proposal to require that any investment option with sustainability-related features that qualifies the financial product with investment options as a financial product that promotes environmental and/or social characteristics or as a financial product that has sustainable investment as its objective, should disclose the financial product templates, with the exception of those investment options that are financial instruments according to Annex I of Directive 2014/65/EU and are not units in collective investment undertakings? Should those investment options be covered in some other way?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_41>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_41>

1. : What are the criteria the ESAs should consider when defining which information should be disclosed in a machine-readable format? Do you have any views at this stage as to which machine-readable format should be used? What challenges do you anticipate preparing and/or consuming such information in a machine-readable format?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_42>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_42>

1. : Do you have any views on the preliminary impact assessments? Can you provide estimates of costs associated with each of the policy options?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_43>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SFDR_43>
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