
                                                                      

 

                                                                                              
                                                                                                    May 11, 2021 

 

 

Sustainable Finance External Reviews And Opinions 
Analytical Approach 

Primary Analysts: Erin Boeke Burke, New York, (1) 212-438-1515; 
erin.boeke.burke@spglobal.com 

Anna Liubachyna, London; anna.liubachyna@spglobal.com  
Lori Shapiro, New York, (1) 212-438-0424; lori.shapiro@spglobal.com 

Michael Wilkins, London, (44) 20-7176-3528; mike.wilkins@spglobal.com  
Hans Wright, London, (44) 20-7176-7015; hans.wight@spglobal.com 

Secondary Contacts:  
Corinne Bendersky, New York; corinne.bendersky@spglobal.com 

Beth Burks, London, (44) 20-7176-9829; Beth.Burks@spglobal.com  
Patrice Cochelin, Paris, + 33144207325; patrice.cochelin@spglobal.com 

Noemie De La Gorce, London, +  44 20 7176 9836; Noemie.delagorce@spglobal.com  
Bernard de Longevaille, Paris, (33) 1-4075-2517; bernard.delongevaille@spglobal.com 

Florence Devevey, Paris, (33) 1-4075-2501; florence.devevey@spglobal.com 
Michael T Ferguson, CFA, CPA, New York, (1) 212-438-7670; michael.ferguson@spglobal.com  

 Bertrand Jabouley, CFA, Singapore, (65) 6239-6303; bertrand.jabouley@spglobal.com 
Jesus Palacios, Mexico City, (52) 55-5081-2872; jesus.palacios@spglobal.com 

OVERVIEW AND SCOPE  
1. This article describes S&P Global Ratings’ analytic approach for determining Sustainable 

Finance External Reviews and Opinions, including Green, Social, and Sustainability Framework 
Alignment Opinions (FAOs), Green and Resilience Transaction Evaluations (TEs), and Green 
Transaction Alignment Opinions (TAOs). A Sustainable Finance External Review or Opinion is 
not a credit rating, and it does not consider credit quality or factor into our credit ratings. It is 
also not the same as and is not connected with S&P Global Ratings’ ESG Evaluation product. 
These External Reviews and Opinions are point-in-time analyses and become public only at 
the seeker of finance's request. 
– A Green, Social, or Sustainability FAO is a point-in-time second opinion on a seeker of 

finance's financing framework's alignment with the International Capital Market Assn.'s 
(ICMA's) Green Bond Principles (GBP), Social Bond Principles (SBP), or a combination of the 
GBP and SBP, collectively known as ICMA's Sustainability Bond Guidelines (SBG), and/ or 
the Loan Market Assn.'s (LMA's), Asia Pacific Loan Market Assn.’s (APLMA’s), and Loan 
Syndications and Trading Assn.’s (LSTA’s) Green Loan Principles (GLP) or Social Loan 
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Principles (SLP), collectively called “the Principles”. FAOs reflect the financing framework 
only, and do not consider individual financial transactions.  

– A Green or Resilience TE provides a point-in-time opinion on the relative benefit score for 
financial instruments that target the financing of projects with environmental and/or 
resilience benefits. It considers the quality of transparency and governance of the 
financing transaction.  

– A Green TAO provides a point-in-time second opinion about a transaction's alignment with 
the Principles. 

 
2. These non-credit-rating products and the analytic approach are applicable to a wide variety of 

use-of-proceeds financial instruments and financing frameworks, including those issued by 
corporate entities, project and structured finance vehicles, financial institutions, multilateral 
development banks, sovereigns, and municipalities. We do not limit TEs or alignment opinions 
to issuer self-labeled bonds for new projects. We can also evaluate refinancings, unlabeled 
bonds, equity transactions, bank loans, private placements, project finance debt, hybrids, 
portfolios, asset-backed securities, and other financial transactions. Our analytical approach 
is relevant for pre- and post-closing of a financing and pre- or post-construction of an asset. 

 

 
3. The TE is also applicable to financings by entities whose businesses are solely focused on 

environmentally beneficial activities (such as wind turbine manufacturers) issuing general 
use-of-proceeds transactions. In addition, a TE is applicable to portfolios of assets, including 
those held by financial or other institutions. 

 
4. A single financing can fund multiple projects, all of which may have environmental or 

resilience benefits, but in different combinations and to varying degrees. Alternatively, only a 
portion of the proceeds may be directed towards beneficial projects. Our TE analytical 
approach can accommodate either scenario.  

 
5. As Sustainable Finance External Reviews and Opinions are point-in-time analyses, we do not 

conduct ongoing surveillance. They remain effective until such time as there is a change in the 
financing framework, the transaction characteristics, or the relevant Principles.  

 
6. Sustainability-linked financial instruments, where the terms of repayment are tied to specific 

issuer performance targets, but do not fund specific beneficial projects, are out-of-scope. 

Key Publication Information 
– Revisions to the text of the current approach are effective May 11, 2021. 

– It is related to the Primer, "Analytical Supplement: Sustainable Finance External Reviews And 
Opinions," and "Sustainable Finance External Reviews And Opinions Q&A: Transaction And 
Framework Alignment Opinions With The Green Bond, Green Loan, And Social Bond Principles," 
both published May 11, 2021. 

– We previously revised this article on Nov. 12, 2020. See the Revisions And Updates section at the 
end of this article for details. 

 



 
7. All terms followed by an asterisk (*) are defined in the glossary in the Appendix. 

 

CONSULTATION PROCESS AND PROPOSED CHANGES 
8. On Jan. 8, 2021, S&P Global Ratings concluded a consultation period on our proposed 

framework for Social and Sustainability TEs. Following feedback from the market, as well as 
our own continued efforts, we have decided not to provide these opinions at this time. 

9. We have also added a high-level overview document (the Primer), and made non-substantive, 
clarifying revisions to the text of the Analytical Approach and Analytical Supplement. We'd like 
to thank investors, issuers, and other intermediaries who provided feedback. 

 

ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK 

 
Sustainable Finance External Reviews And Opinion Types  
10. S&P Global Ratings offers various opinions that assess the consistency of a financing 

framework with international principles and standards, and the environmental or resilience 
benefits of a financial transaction.  

 

 
Chart 1 

 
 



 

11. An FAO provides a point-in-time stand-alone second-party opinion on a financing framework's 
alignment with the Principles, and results in an opinion of either “aligned” or “not aligned.” 
These opinions relate only to the governance and transparency of a framework and do not 
include a benefits assessment. Collectively, these sustainable debt frameworks are 
documents created by the issuer or borrower that articulates the entity's proposed use of 
proceeds from labeled financial transactions and how they support environmental and/or 
social goals. A framework typically includes information on the eligible categories (per the 
Principles) under which the projects being financed or refinanced fit, as well as information 
about the transaction's governance and transparency. An FAO offers an opinion on the 
financing framework itself, and does not apply to individual transactions under the framework. 
 

12. A TE provides a point-in-time opinion, which translates to a numeric score, on the relative 
environmental or resilience benefit of financial instruments, based on the projects or 
initiatives financed by a given financial transaction. These projects include those in line with 
the various green project taxonomies available, as well as conventionally financed projects 
outside of current taxonomies that may have beneficial implications. The analytical approach 
can evaluate projects with a variety of environmental and resilience benefits. It also assesses 
the transaction's governance and transparency. TEs provide a relative ranking of financings 
globally. 

 
13. A TAO provides a point-in-time second-party opinion on a financing transaction's alignment 

with the GBP or GLP, and results in an opinion of either "aligned" or "not aligned." These 
opinions relate only to the governance and transparency of a transaction and do not include a 
benefits assessment.  
 

14. Because these external reviews and opinions serve different purposes, they can be provided 
alone or in combination. For example, a TE could include a TAO. Similarly, if an issuer has a 
thematic financing framework, it could receive a FAO, but also TEs to assess the benefits of 
individual transactions.   

 

Framework Alignment Opinion Analytical Approach   
15. In our FAO, we provide a second-party opinion about whether a sustainable debt framework 

aligns with the Principles and results in an opinion of "aligned" or "not aligned." Our opinion 
assesses whether a framework is consistent with the four components of the Principles: 
– Use the proceeds for eligible green or social projects;  
– Use clear criteria in selecting projects for funding; 
– Manage and track proceeds; and  
– Commit to regular reporting of environmental and/or social impact and use of proceeds. 

 
16. In addition to Principle alignment, S&P Global Ratings' FAO provides a mapping of the 

framework with the Sustainable Development Goals. In this section of the report, we compare 
the issuer’s SDG alignment disclosure with established ICMA SDG mapping (which maps green 
project categories in the Principles, to the SDG targets). This section is informational only and 
does not affect the FAO. 



 
Transaction Evaluation Analytical Approach  
17. A TE is a point-in-time opinion, in part based on the expected environmental or resilience 

benefit of projects financed by a transaction. A TE score is based on a weighted average of 
three scores: governance, transparency, and benefits. Based on the TE type, the benefits score 
will be the environmental benefit (Green) or resilience benefit (Resilience) score.  

 

Chart 2 

 

 

 
18. The governance score assesses what steps have been taken to measure and manage the 

impact of the proceeds of the financial transaction, including project selection, use of 
proceeds controls, benefits assessment, and independent verification. 

 
19. The transparency score focuses on the quality of disclosure regarding management of 

proceeds of the financial transaction and desired environmental and/ or resilience benefits. 
 
20. The environmental benefits score reflects the environmental benefits of the use of proceeds 

over the life of the financed projects, taking into consideration the types of projects financed 
and their location.   

 
21. The resilience benefits score reflects the estimated reductions in the costs of expected 

damages that projects achieve.  
 



22. The overall TE, on a scale of 0-100, consists of a weighted average of benefits, governance, 
and transparency. The weights are 60% for benefits (environmental or resilience), 25% for 
governance, and 15% for transparency. We believe there have to be efficient governance 
processes for the proceeds to achieve their intended benefits and, as such, we deem them 
relatively more important than reporting and disclosure. We therefore weight the governance 
score more heavily than transparency. 

 
23. When calculating the total score, we cap both governance and transparency scores at the level 

of the benefits score. We believe poor transparency and governance may negatively affect 
outcomes, but good transparency and governance does not enhance a financing's overall 
environmental or resiliency benefits.  

 
24. This 0-100 score is mapped based on quartiles to get the final E/R score. (see table 1). 

 
Table 1 
 

  

 Green Transaction 
Evaluation  

Resilience Transaction 
Evaluation  

Transaction Evaluation E Score  R Score  

75-100 E1 R1 

50-74 E2 R2 

24-49 E3 R3 

0-24 E4 R4 

 
Governance score  
25. In our governance assessment, we consider whether there are well-defined policies and 

procedures for selecting projects eligible to be financed and preventing proceeds of the 
financial transaction from being used for other purposes than the intended environmental 
and/or resilience benefits. We also assess the seeker of finance's processes for appraising 
and managing environmental and/or resilience benefits, and commitment to complying with 
applicable regulations. 

 
26. Our evaluation of a transaction's governance includes a review of: 

– Percentage of proceeds committed to environmental and/or resilience objectives; 
– Management of proceeds; and  
– Environmental and/or resilience impact.  

 
27. We evaluate each factor within governance and apply fixed weightings to determine the overall 

governance scores on a scale of 0-100. Additional information about these factors is in 
paragraphs 29-31. 

 
28. For transactions that finance green buildings, we also assess whether the projects will be 

certified against industry standards such as LEED, BREEAM, or Green Star. If the project will 
be certified, we assess a stronger score for higher levels of certification (for example, LEED 
Platinum as opposed to LEED Certified).  

 
Percentage of proceeds committed to environmental and/or resilience objectives  



29. The first factor in our governance assessment is the percentage of the total financing amount 
committed to projects with environmental and/or resilience benefits. We view this as an 
indicator of the seeker of finance’s commitment to the beneficial purposes of the financing.   

 
Management of proceeds  
30. The existence of a well-defined selection criteria and protocols to prevent proceeds from being 

used for other purposes gives interested investors greater certainty that proceeds are 
allocated to projects with environmental and/or resilience benefits. We score the governance 
of project selection and proceeds controls on whether the seeker of financing:  

– Has a defined selection criteria based on environmental and/or resilience objectives of 
the financing, and a process to determine whether projects meet those stated 
objectives;  

– Will credit or has credited the net proceeds of the financing to a separate subaccount, 
or has a system to publicly track the proceeds distinct from other funds; 

– Can evidence that proceeds are or will not be used for any purpose outside of the 
eligible asset types identified in the financing's documentation; and 

– Has or will have independent third-party verification that proceeds are allocated to 
eligible asset types. 

Environmental and/ or resilience impact 

31. Our assessment of environmental and/or resilience impact addresses whether the seeker of 
finance: 

– Has measured or will measure the actual or expected environmental and/or resilience 
impacts of the projects being financed. We also look at whether impacts are measured 
for the economic life or full lifecycle of the asset; and  

– Has documented and can evidence its intention to comply with relevant regulations.   
 
Transparency score  
32. The transparency assessment provides insight into the quality of reporting on allocation of 

proceeds and desired benefits of financed projects. High-quality reporting enables investors 
and other stakeholders to understand and evaluate the governance of a transaction, as well as 
determine whether environmental and/or resilience targets and performance are being 
achieved. Although not always available, independent certification of the project performance 
can further bolster stakeholders' confidence, in our view. 
 

33. Our analysis of a transaction's transparency includes a qualitative review of three factors: 
– Use of proceeds reporting and project selection criteria;  
– Impact reporting and disclosure; and 
– External verification of impact data. 

 
34. We evaluate each factor within transparency and apply fixed weightings to determine the 

overall transparency score on a scale of 0-100. Additional information about these factors is in 
paragraphs 35-38. 

Use of proceeds reporting and project selection criteria  

35. Disclosure of the allocation of funds may be more or less detailed and can hamper an 
investor's ability to ascertain a transaction's overall benefit. Four subfactors address whether 



and how frequently the seeker of finance intends to report either publicly or to the providers of 
the financing on: 

– Allocation of proceeds; 
– Ongoing use of proceeds until the financing is fully disbursed; 
– The total signed amount and amount of proceeds allocated to projects related to the 

financing; and 
– Project selection criteria based on environmental and/or resilience objectives.  

 
36. For portfolios of multiple financings, we also score whether the seeker of financing discloses 

the process for including financings or assets in the portfolio.  

Impact reporting and disclosure  

37. A commitment to disclosing the environmental and/or resilience impact of funded projects 
enhances transparency and informs environmentally conscious investors. We score public 
impact disclosure practices on five subfactors:  

– Indicators for the financed projects meet our qualifications for basic, comprehensive, or 
advanced metrics; 

– Actual or expected environmental and/or resilience impacts are quantified and publicly 
disclosed at the project or aggregate level;  

– Impacts are reported annually or less frequently;  
– The impact calculation methodology is publicly disclosed for some or all projects; and 
– Impacts are reported for the economic or full life or the assets or projects.  

External verification of impact data  

38. Without any external verification of environmental and/or resilience impact data, an investor is 
less assured of the entity's claims regarding the transaction’s environmental impact. This 
factor is scored on a single subfactor: whether impact data has external assurance, and 
whether that assurance is provided in line with an assurance standard. 

Environmental benefits score  
39. The environmental benefits scores provide a relative ranking of the environmental benefits of 

projects financed by a given financial transaction (see charts 3, 4 and 5). The score is a 
weighted average of the project’s benefit ranking (see paragraphs 42-45) based on project 
type and location, and the project’s placement within our environmental contribution 
hierarchy (see paragraphs 46-47).  

 

Chart 3 

 



 

40. For financings that involve multiple projects, the total benefits score is a weighted average of 
individual project scores, based on the allocation of proceeds.  
 

41. In situations where the details of the projects to be funded have not been disclosed, or some 
funded projects are not in-scope for benefits analysis, we may assume a worst-case 
allocation scenario or determine an approximate proxy approach, where relevant. 

Environmental benefit ranking  

42. The benefit ranking provides a relative score compared to similar projects based on the 
specific project type and location.  
 

43. Benefits rankings are calculated for projects using one or more environmental key 
performance indicators (eKPIs) (outcome metrics that will benefit from the financed projects). 
If there is more than one KPI for a project, the total benefit ranking will reflect a weighted 
average of the respective KPI benefit rankings. 
 

44. The benefit ranking indicates the relative net environmental benefit of a project compared to a 
baseline scenario. To derive this ranking, we first consider each project's positive and negative 
impact over its total lifetime relative to the local baseline for relevant eKPIs (see chart 4). For 
example, for a renewable energy project, we estimate the net benefit compared to production 
from the conventional grid considering the carbon emissions, waste creation, and water usage 
associated with the supply chain, operation, and decommissioning. 

 
Chart 4 

 



 
 
 

45. The estimated benefit is compared against modelled results from comparable projects in 
other locations. The score is based on deciles: if the net benefit of the selected project fits 
between the 20th and 30th percentiles of the range of impacts, the project scores 30 out of 
100.   
 

Environmental contribution hierarchy 

46. The contribution hierarchy ranks a project's relative contribution to positive environmental 
outcomes. Each tier of the contribution hierarchy is assigned a score and a weight used to 
calculate the weighted average environmental benefits scores. Tiers with higher scores on the 
contribution hierarchy carry a heavier weight because we believe those projects are 
contributing the most environmental benefit regardless of the benefit ranking. 
 

47. The environmental contribution hierarchies include carbon, land use, waste, and water. These 
hierarchies reflect the relative contributions of different projects to improving the natural 
environment, including natural capital, or the mitigation of negative factors such as pollution 
and climate change over the project's lifecycle (see chart 5). 

 
Chart 5 

 
 
 



 
Combining the benefit ranking and contribution hierarchy scores 

48. To determine the environmental benefits score, we calculate a weighted average of the benefit 
ranking and contribution hierarchy score of each project. The benefit ranking weight is equal 
to 1 minus the hierarchy weight.  
 

49. Table 2 shows a simplified example of a best-in-class fossil fuel project and a worst-in-class 
green energy project before and after application of the hierarchy. 

 

Table 2 

Example: Best-In-Class 
Fossil Fuel Versus Worst-
In-Class Green Energy 
Project 

     

 Benefit ranking (0-100) Benefit ranking weight 
(%) 

Contribution hierarchy 
score (0-100) 

Hierarchy weight (%) Environmental benefit 
score (0-100) 

Best clean coal project  100  40  0  60  40 

Worst green energy project* 10 25 100 75 77.5 

*Projects in the bottom decile ranking receive a score of 10. 

 



Resilience benefits score  
50. The resilience benefits score reflects our opinion of the increase in resilience the project is 

likely to provide for the covered geographical area or asset base (see chart 6). We assess a 
resilience level on a five-point scale, which maps to a score of 0-100 (see table 3). 

 
Chart 6 

  

 

Table 3 

Deriving The Resilience 
Benefits Score  

 

Resilience level  Resilience benefits 
score 

1  100  

2 75 

3 50 

4 25 

5 0 

 

51. The initial resilience level is based on cost-benefit analysis of the project, where the benefit is 
the forecast reduction in the cost of expected damages caused by extreme weather events. If 
we think that the analysis may have materially overstated or understated the benefit, we may 
adjust it before finalizing the resilience level. 
 

52. We may adjust the initial resilience level based on our qualitative view of the adequacy of an 
entity's quantification approach, or for projects in developing countries. These adjustments 
are considered sequentially (first adequacy of quantification approach, then developing 
countries). 

 



Adjustment for adequacy of quantification approach  

53. We may apply a qualitative adjustment to the initial assessment based on whether we view the 
quantification of the resilience benefit as robust, adequate, or less than adequate. This 
adjustment reflects the risk of overstatement and understatement of the benefit relative to 
the initial assessment. This adjustment could be used to reflect a smaller modeling 
uncertainty than in typical quantification approaches, which underlie the calibration of our 
resilience benefit scale. 
 

54. Our qualitative assessment is adequate when no key factor is missed and there are no reasons 
to believe the benefit is overstated. The typical quantification approach is normally assessed 
as adequate and our resilience benefit ratio scale assumes a similar level of modeling 
uncertainty. We therefore make no adjustment when we assess the quantification analysis as 
adequate. 
 

55. When we consider the quantification approach robust--implying that it incorporates less 
modeling uncertainty than typical quantification approaches--we would reduce the 
assessment by one (for example, to resilience level 2 from resilience level 3). 
 

56. We may assess the quantification as less than adequate when some factors are not captured 
appropriately or not reflected at all. If the quantification approach is less than adequate, we 
would increase the assessment by one because there may be a considerable risk that the 
resilience benefit is overstated.  

Adjustment for developing countries 

57. We may apply additional adjustments for projects in developing countries.  
 

58. If we believe the benefits have not been adequately captured in the resilience analysis or no 
probabilistic analysis has been performed, we may adjust the assessment upward by one or 
more levels.  

 

Transaction Alignment Opinion Analytical Approach  
59. A TAO is a point-in-time second-party opinion on a financing transaction's alignment with the 

GBP or GLP. These opinions relate only to the governance and transparency of a transaction 
and do not include a benefit assessment. The final outcomes will be a determination that a 
transaction is "aligned" or "not aligned" with the Principles.  
 

60. Alignment with the Principles does not affect a TE score, although adherence to the Principles 
and guidelines will likely be associated with stronger transparency and governance scores.  
 

61. A transaction must meet two conditions for us to consider it aligned with the GBP or GLP:  
– Allocation of proceeds to eligible projects; and 
– Consistency with the Principles. 

 
62. If these conditions are satisfied, we might view a financial instrument as being aligned with 

the Principles.  
 



Allocation of proceeds to eligible projects   
63. All net proceeds must be allocated to projects with green benefits (as defined by the issuer). 
 

Consistency with Principles  
64. The bond or loan must meet the basics of the four components of the GBP or GLP, indicating a 

commitment to: 
– Use the proceeds of the financial transaction for eligible green projects as stated above; 
– Use clear criteria in selecting projects for funding;  
– Manage and track proceeds; and 
– Report regularly on environmental impact and use of proceeds. 

 

APPENDIXES  

Glossary  
 
Asia Pacific Loan Market Association: The Asia Pacific Loan Market Association is a trade 
association in the Asia Pacific that maintains the GLP and SLP and associated guidance. 
 
Environmental Contribution Hierarchy: The contribution hierarchy provides a relative ranking of 
the contribution made by different project types to positive environmental outcomes. 
 
Entity: Refers to the party seeking green, social, or sustainability financing. 
 
Environmental benefits: A project's environmental benefit reflects an improvement in the 
natural environment, including natural capital, or the mitigation of negative factors such as 
pollution and climate change over the project's lifecycle.   
 
Environmental projects: Environmental projects aim to bring environmental benefits and target 
areas such as natural resources depletion, loss of biodiversity, pollution control, and climate 
change mitigation. 
 
Green Bond Principles or Green Loan Principles: These are voluntary guidelines developed by 
ICMA (GBP) and LMA, APLMA, and LSTA (GLP) that clarify the approach for issuance of a green 
bond or raising a green loan, respectively. An issuer or borrower can seek advice from consultants 
and institutions ("second party") with recognized expertise in environmental sustainability to 
review or to help in the establishment of its process for project evaluation and selection, including 
project categories eligible for green bond or loan financing. 
 
ICMA: The International Capital Market Assn. is a nonprofit membership association that 
maintains the GBP and SBP and associated guidance.  
 
Loan Market Association: The Loan Market Association is a trade association in Europe that 
maintains the GLP and SLP and associated guidance. 
 



Loan Syndications & Trading Association: The Loan Syndications & Trading Association is a 
trade association in North America that maintains the GLP and SLP and associated guidance. 
 
Resilience benefits: The forecast reduction in the cost of expected damages caused by extreme 
weather events.  
 
Resilience projects: Resilience projects aim to strengthen the resilience of buildings, critical 
infrastructure, and communities against the risk of extreme weather or longer-term shifts and 
variability in weather patterns caused by climate change. Strengthening flood defenses in coastal 
areas--to protect against the impact of storm surge due to rising sea levels, widely regarded as 
one consequence of climate change--is one example. 
 
Social Bond Principles or Social Loan Principles: These are voluntary guidelines developed by 
ICMA (GBP) and LMA, APLMA, and LSTA (GLP) that clarify the approach for issuance of a social 
bond or raising a social loan. An issuer or borrower can seek advice from consultants and 
institutions ("second party") with recognized expertise in social sustainability to review or to help 
in the establishment of its process for project evaluation and selection, including project 
categories eligible for social bond or loan financing. 
 
Sustainability Bond Guidelines: The SBG collectively refer to the Green Bond Principles and 
Social Bond Principles.  
 
Sustainable Development Goals: The SDG are a set of 17 goals adopted by the UN Member 
States in 2015 to establish a shared framework for sustainable human development and 
environmental protection. A number of specific targets are used to measure achievement of the 
goals. 
 

IMPACT ON OUTSTANDING EXTERNAL REVIEWS AND OPINIONS 
There is no change to outstanding analytic framework for Sustainable Finance External Reviews 
and Opinions, so there is no change to existing Sustainable Finance External Reviews and 
Opinions. 
 

REVISIONS AND UPDATES 
On May 11, 2021, we added the SLP to the list of Principles eligible for FAOs, removed language 
pertaining to Social and Sustainability TEs consistent with the decision not to provide these 
opinions, and changed the name of Green TEs for resilience projects to Resilience TEs. We also 
removed a proposal to publish SDGs and SDG targets in TE reports and made some non-
substantive changes to the text.  
 
On Nov. 12, 2020, we changed the name of the article to “Sustainable Finance External Reviews 
And Opinions Analytical Approach” in order to make clear that this was an analytic framework 
document. We proposed an analytical approach for assessing Social and Sustainability TEs and 
requested feedback on the proposed analytical approach. We also proposed changing the name 
of Green TEs for resilience projects to Resilience TEs and requested feedback on this proposal.  
 



We also made a large number of changes to how the article is structured and the nomenclature, 
and moved technical information about how the assessment is calculated to an external 
analytical supplement document "Analytical Supplement: Sustainable Finance External Reviews 
And Opinions Analytical Approach." There is no change to how Green TEs, Resilience TEs, or 
Framework and Transaction Alignment Opinions are assessed; all changes relate to how we 
describe the process. Among changes in nomenclature, we changed the benefit score for Green 
TEs from the “mitigation score” to the “environmental benefits score” and Resilience TEs from 
“adaptation score” to “resilience benefits score” to provide greater consistency throughout the 
document and reflect the expanded scope of Green Evaluations. Everything in the analytical 
approach pertaining to how we assess Green TEs, Resilience TEs, and Framework and 
Transaction Alignment Opinions is final.  
 
On Oct. 16, 2020, we changed the name of this article to "Sustainable Finance External Reviews & 
Opinions" from "Green Evaluation Analytical Approach" to provide transparency on the range of 
offerings S&P Global ratings provides. We also added S&P Global Ratings' new second-party 
opinion on a Social and/or Sustainability Framework's alignment with ICMA's SBP and/or the 
GBP, respectively (collectively the SBG).  
 
On June 5, 2020, we republished this article to incorporate S&P Global Ratings' new second-party 
opinion on a Green Financing Framework’s alignment with the Green Bond Principles and the 
Green Loan Principles. 
 
On April 16, 2020, we republished this article to correct the labeling of the third and fourth tiers of 
the land use hierarchy in tables 2 and 3, and in table 2 some of the hierarchy weights, hierarchy 
scores, and net benefit scores. We also corrected the position of alternative farming technologies 
in our land use hierarchy in paragraphs 115-117, as well as chart and table references. 
 
We previously republished this article on Dec. 4, 2019, to incorporate the agriculture and forestry 
and waste management sectors and the analysis of several new technologies within the existing 
green energy, water, and fossil fuel power plant sectors. 
 
The Dec. 4, 2019, version supersedes "Green Evaluation Analytical Approach," published on April 
26, 2017. 
 
We made the following changes to the version published on April 26, 2017: 

• We have incorporated two additional sectors, agriculture and forestry and waste 
management, and added several new technologies within the existing green energy, water, 
and fossil fuel power plant sectors.  

• The green energy technology sector now includes biomass cogeneration and fuel cells. 
• The water technology sector now includes improved irrigation, biofiltration wastewater 

treatment with energy recovery, and biofiltration wastewater treatment with no energy 
recovery. 

• The fossil fuel power plants sector now includes flue gas desulfurization, cogeneration, oil 
refinery efficiency, and reduced-flaring technologies. 



• We've incorporated three new environmental key performance indicators, including land 
pollution, eutrophication, and air emissions from sulfur oxides, which are used in the net 
benefit ranking for agriculture and forestry and waste management technologies. 

• Hierarchies for agriculture and forestry and waste management projects were developed 
for technologies in these sectors.  
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