
 

  
 
 
  

CLIMATE-RELATED FINANCIAL 
DISCLOSURES – TCFD 
 
2025 



 

1 
 

 

Contents 
 

Our conviction ......................................................................................................................... 2 

1. Governance ..................................................................................................................... 4 

2. Strategy ........................................................................................................................... 7 

2.1. Transition Risks ......................................................................................................... 7 

2.2. Physical Risks ............................................................................................................ 9 

2.3. Opportunities ......................................................................................................... 10 

2.4. Impact of climate-related risks and opportunities on the organization’s businesses, strategy 

and financial planning ........................................................................................................ 12 

3. Risk Management ........................................................................................................... 15 

3.1. Identification and assessment of climate-related transition risks ................................... 15 

3.1.1. Integration of climate-related risks in the organization’s risk management framework 15 

3.1.2. Identification and assessment process of transition risk .......................................... 16 

3.1.3. Identification and assessment process of physical climate risks ................................ 17 

3.2. Management of climate-related risks ......................................................................... 19 

3.3. Climate-related risks integration in the company’s risk management framework ............ 20 

4. Metrics and Targets ........................................................................................................ 21 

4.1. Transition risks ........................................................................................................ 21 

4.1.1. Paris Agreement Assessment ............................................................................... 21 

4.1.2. GHG Emissions ................................................................................................... 23 

4.1.3. Sectoral Approach & Exclusion criteria .................................................................. 25 

4.2. Physical climate risks ................................................................................................ 27 

4.3. Targets ................................................................................................................... 29 

5. Annex ........................................................................................................................... 31 

5.1. Transition Risks Methodology ................................................................................... 31 

5.2. Temperature Assessment ......................................................................................... 31 

5.3. Limitations .............................................................................................................. 32 

 
 
 
 
 
  



 

2 
 

 

Our conviction 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) published in 2023 the Synthesis Report of its 

Sixth Assessment Report (“AR6”) on climate change. This report presents the most advanced and 

recent knowledge on global warming, while emphasizing Human activities’ unequivocal responsibility. 

 

Increased Transition Risks: In this report, the IPCC points out that greenhouse gas emissions due to 

human activities have warmed the climate at an unprecedented rate: with global surface temperature 

reaching 1.1°C above 1850-1900 in 2011-20201. In all reference RCP scenarios, the IPCC estimates with 

high confidence that global warming will reach 1.5°C by the early 2030s. The sixteenth Emissions Gap 

Report shows global warming projections well above Paris Agreement temperature target, and that 

each year of inaction makes the path to net zero by 2050 steeper, more expensive and more 

disruptive2. Limiting this warming to 1.5°C and 2°C by 2100 remains technologically possible but will 

only be possible by drastically accelerating the reduction in GHG emissions now, to: 

o reduce net global CO2 emissions to zero. 

o sharply reduce other greenhouse gas emissions. 

As stated by the Emission gap report : “On the tenth anniversary of the Paris Agreement, the message 

is clear: only decisive, accelerated GHG emission reductions can align the world with the goals of the 

Paris Agreement and limit the escalation of climate risks and damages that, already today, are severe, 

and hit the poorest and most vulnerable the hardest. “ 

Increased Physical Risks: The IPCC's 6th Assessment Report also attests to the increase in exposure to 

physical climate risks, which will occur more frequently with increased intensity making them more  
complex and difficult to manage. Weather and climate-related extremes caused economic losses of 

assets estimated at EUR 738 billion in the 27 Member States of the EU over the period 1980-2023, 

with over EUR 162 billion in costs from 2021 to 2023 alone3. 

 

The AR6 also points out that current global financial flows are insufficient to meet global climate goals. 

Incidentally, the European Commission estimates that an average annual investment of €1.25 trillion 

until 20304 will be necessary to reach EU Climate Goals as stated in the Fit-for-55 objectives5 and 

 
1 IPCC, 2023: Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change 2023: Synthesis Report (A.1) 
2 https://wedocs.unep.org/rest/api/core/bitstreams/4830e1a8-14c0-44a5-a066-cdd2ba5b3e10/content 
3 Europe’s environment and climate - EEA 
4 European Central Bank 
5 Fit-for-55 package is a set of proposals ensuring that EU policies are in line with the climate goals agreed 
by the Council and the European Parliament 

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_SPM.pdf
https://wedocs.unep.org/rest/api/core/bitstreams/4830e1a8-14c0-44a5-a066-cdd2ba5b3e10/content
https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/europe-environment-2025/main-report
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpops/ecb.op313~96012901a8.en.pdf?bf9b8426228c1259bcc6ca93d2f267b2
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-deal/fit-for-55-the-eu-plan-for-a-green-transition/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/green-deal/fit-for-55-the-eu-plan-for-a-green-transition/
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RepowerEU6. In this context, Infrastructure and Public sector investments play a pivotal role in 

achieving climate neutrality and resilience.  

 

Rivage Investment’s perspective on this observation: As a leading and proactive portfolio 

management firm specializing in project finance across Europe, Rivage Investment identified early on 

the emergence of climate-related financing needs within the infrastructure sector and actively 

leverages opportunities arising from the shift towards a low-carbon economy by contributing to the 

development of climate change mitigation solutions.  
 

Aware that Infrastructure as a physical asset is specifically exposed and vulnerable to climate-related 

risks (both physical and transitional through increased dependency on fossil fuels, locked-in emissions 

and undue exposure to physical climate risks), Rivage Investment developed a robust climate-related 

risk assessment and management process tailored to its investments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Even though the TCFD disbanded in October 2023 following the completion of its work, Rivage 

Investment chose to continue to follow the TCFD recommendations which are now integrated into the 

ISSB Standards. In this report, Rivage Investment follows the recommendations of the Task Force on 

Climate-related Financial Disclosure to efficiently reflect on our climate strategies and our governance 

process, while transparently disclosing our efforts to align our business with the objectives set by the 

Paris Agreement to the company’s stakeholders. 

  

 
6 RepowerEU is a set of proposals to end European dependencies on fossil fuels  

Background and objectives of this Report 

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal/repowereu-affordable-secure-and-sustainable-energy-europe_en
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1. Governance 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rivage Investment is an independent asset management company created in 2010. It combines 
expertise in European infrastructure and French public sector debt financing. To achieve this, Rivage 
Investment brings together a multidisciplinary team of experienced professionals. 
 
Rivage Investment emphasizes agility, integrity, and financial innovation, enabling it to build high-
performing portfolios while taking into account the dual materiality (impact and vulnerability to 
Environmental Social and Governance factors of its investments.  
 
Rivage Investment counts in its clientele many of Europe’s leading institutional investors, particularly 
in the insurance, pension and retirement sectors. Our priority is to meet the expectations of our 
investors and the challenges of sustainability. 
 
Rivage Investment is managed by Hervé Besnard (CEO) and Claire Gobert (General manager). Their 
role is to design and oversee the implementation of the company’s operating strategy. They sit on 
several committees (investment committee, compliance & control committee, ESG & Impact 
committee, risk committee, valuation committee, etc.) which are held regularly and whenever 
necessary, along with other relevant senior staff members.  
 
The Company is organized into 8 departments: 
 
 

 
 
 

Investments & 
Portfolio 

management

Fund 
Distribution ESG & Impact Middle Office

Fund 
Valuation & 
Accounting

Compliance, 
Internal 

Control & Risk

IT & 
Quantitative 

Development

Corporate 
support 

functions
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Rivage Investment’s Executive Management body is responsible for the Company’s ESG & Impact 

framework. It oversees and validates the company's climate objectives, integrating climate-related 

risks and opportunities into Rivage’s strategic planning through dialogue within the ESG & Impact 

committee. Additionally, Executive management allocates sufficient financial and human resources to 

support the achievement of Rivage’s climate goals and targets.  

The ESG & Impact Committee is responsible for shaping the company’s ESG & Impact strategy, 
monitoring market trends, reviewing impact investments, and overseeing stewardship initiatives. It 
meets on a quarterly basis to carry out these duties. Its permanent members are the Executive 
managers, the Head of the ESG & Impact team, the Head of the Investments & Portfolio Management 
team, the Head of the Marketing & Sales team, and the Head of the Compliance, Internal Control & 
Risk team. 
 
The Risk Committee is responsible for monitoring all of the company’s risks, including sustainability 
and climate-related risks. It meets on an ad hoc basis (at least once a year) to review risk management 
systems, risk policies and related documentation (such as models and procedures), as well as the risk 
metrics from the past period. It also assesses compliance with internal (procedures, policies) and 
external (regulatory obligations, client policies) requirements related to the implementation of 
climate-related data. Its permanent members are the Executive managers, the Head of the ESG & 
Impact team, the Head of the Investments & Portfolio Management team, the Head of the Marketing 
& Sales team, the Head of the Compliance, Internal Control & Risk team, the Head of the Strategy 
team, the Head of the Fund Accounting & Valuation team, and the Head of the IT & Quantitative 
Development team. 
The identification of potential systemic risks to which the Company and its portfolios are exposed is 
carried out jointly with the Front Office, the ESG & Impact team and the Compliance and Risk team. 
This analysis is renewed periodically as part of the review of the risk management policy, subject to 
validation by the Risk Committee. With regards to its activities, the management company is generally 
exposed to both financial and extra financial risks, including transition and physical climate risks.  
 
The ESG & Impact team, currently composed of 5 people (2 senior analysts, 1 confirmed analyst, 1 
junior analyst and 1 manager) is responsible for assessing and monitoring climate-related KPIs at fund 
and company level (carbon footprint, alignment with the Paris Agreement targets, exposure to fossil 

Company diagram as of October 2025 

Fund Valuation &          

Accounting 

 

Office 

Management 

Hervé Besnard Claire Gobert 

Compliance, Internal 

Control & Risk IT & Quantitative 

Development 

Middle Office 

ESG & Impact 

Corporate Accounting Human Capital Communication 

Public Sector Debt Infra debt & 

Climate Solutions 

Investment Team Fund Support functions  

Corporate Support functions  

Fund Distribution 

Strategy & Business 

Development 

United Kingdom 

Foreign Subsidiaries 

North America 
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fuels, etc.). The ESG & Impact Manager reports to the Executive Management and/or the Risk 
Committee on responsible investment initiatives and actions, as well as any potential critical indicator 
for discussion prior to each investment committee to facilitate informed decision-making. 
 
Performance against climate-related targets is reviewed at least annually (or on an ad hoc basis when 
necessary) by the ESG & Impact team and presented to all relevant internal stakeholders (in particular 
to the members of the ESG & Impact committee, the risk committee and the Investment team) to 
define together key strategic guidelines regarding climate data integration and related targets both at 
fund and company-level. 
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2. Strategy 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All infrastructure assets financed by investment funds managed by Rivage Investment have on average 

a life expectancy of 20 to 30 years, therefore defining our standard planning horizon to 2050. Any risk 

that could materialize before 2030 is considered as short term, while before 2040 is considered as 

medium-term and beyond 2050 as long term. 

 

Infrastructure projects are directly and indirectly exposed to: 

o Physical climate risks.  

o Transitional risks.  

The direct climate risks identified in our portfolio, if not mitigated, will result in reduced project 

operation and consequently, reduced financial performance, increased costs and, potentially, asset 

depreciation. However, we also expect opportunities to arise from climate change, as significant 

financial amounts are required to fund the transition and adaptation plans of our current and future 

investees. 

2.1. Transition Risks 
 

We have identified that our most carbon intensive infrastructure projects are the most exposed to 

transitional risks through increased fossil fuel dependency in their value chain (be it directly, or via 

upstream/downstream activities): 

o in the energy sector: natural-gas powered plants and waste-to-energy plants 

o in the transportation sector: airport, motorways, and fossil-fuel powered rolling stocks 

o in the telecom sector: mobile telecom networks (essentially due to their substantial energy 

requirements to power the antennas). 

 

Transitional risks in infrastructure can translate into declining asset value and reduced returns. Assets 

with high carbon intensity or limited flexibility to adapt to regulatory and market shifts risk becoming 

stranded, while locked-in emissions may trigger costly compliance or retrofitting. For investors, this 
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means that exposure to such assets could undermine portfolio performance over the medium to long 

term as cash flows weaken and capital requirements rise. 

 

These risks and their potential impact are: 

 

Climate-Related Risks Potential Financial Impacts 

Policy and Legal: significant changes (at both EU and country-level) in regulatory factors will 
negatively impact on the value of carbon-intensive assets 

• Increased pricing of GHG emissions due to 
the capping of GHG emissions and the 
gradual phasing-out of free allowances on 
the EU Emissions Trading System Market 

• Changes in tax policies and/or subsidies to 
favor specific sectors and/or technologies 

• Higher reporting and transparency 
requirements (CSRD) 

• Increasing financial costs (higher cost of 
capital…) 

• Write-offs, asset impairment and early 
retirement of existing assets due to policy 
changes 

• Increasing operating costs (carbon tax, 
compliance and data provider expenses to meet 
new reporting expectations…) 

• Decline in investment opportunities due to the 
shrinkage of Rivage’s investment universe 
associated with the expansion of the exclusion 
policy. 

Technology: significant technological breakthroughs in cost-effective and less emissive 
alternatives will put our carbon intensive assets at risk 

• Constant improvement in costs/production 
of renewable energies (solar and wind) as 
well as energy storage technologies will 
accelerate renewables adoption in Europe 

• Emergence of new market trends 
(electrification, hydrogen-based mobility, 
CCS) 

• Stranded assets (write-offs, early retirement of 
existing assets, significant alteration of initial 
financial revenue models) 

• Increased costs for borrowers (R&D expenditure 
in new and alternative technologies, higher 
capital costs) 

• Lower revenues for borrowers (pricing 
competition, reduced demand, loss of market 
shares)  

Market: shifts in customer behavior toward less emissive alternatives 

• Radical shifts in consumer’s habits due to 
stigmatization of high-emitting assets 
(airports, fossil fuel powered rolling stocks) 

• Lower revenues (reduced demand, loss of 
market shares) 

• Increased financial costs (higher capital costs) 

• Stranded assets (write-offs, early retirement) 

Reputation: shifts in consumer preferences toward less carbon intensive portfolios 

• Higher reporting and transparency 
requirements (SFDR, EU Taxonomy, UNPRI, 
Article 29 LEC) increase pressures from our 
stakeholders (customers, competition, 
policymakers, civil society) to drive us to 
reduce the carbon-intensity of our 
investments at a faster pace than anticipated. 

• Decline in investment opportunities due to the 
shrinkage of Rivage’s investment universe 
associated with the expansion of the exclusion 
policy. 

 

In addition, as we approach 2050 (and beyond), we anticipate significant policy interventions aimed at 

limiting demand or preemptively reducing the use of energy-inefficient assets. For critical assets, we 

foresee a growing reliance on new carbon capture technologies to mitigate residual greenhouse gas 

emissions. 
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2.2. Physical Risks 
 

Infrastructure projects are designed by nature to last for decades and are thus nearly impossible to 

relocate. Acute and chronic physical climate risks therefore constitute major risks and opportunities 

for the assets we finance and need to be integrated as early as possible into the development phase. 

 

Acute risks are already materializing, and we expect them to intensify in the medium and long term, 

while chronic physical climate risks identified in our portfolios are likely to be significant in the long run 

(except for the increase in average temperature, which is short term). 

 

We carried out an assessment of Rivage Investment’s assets using the Altitude by AXA Climate 

platform. The assessment process and methodology is described in the section “3. Risk management”. 

The tables below present the overall exposure of Rivage Investments’s AuM to physical climate risks.  

 

 
2030 2050 

SSP1 - 2.6 SSP2 - 4.5 SSP5 - 8.5 SSP1 - 2.6 SSP2 - 4.5 SSP5 - 8.5 

Chronic risks 

Changing air temperature MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Changing wind patterns LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Changing precipitation 
patterns 

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Water stress HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Sea level rise LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM 

Soil erosion MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Acute risks 

Extreme heat HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Extreme cold - Frost LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Wildfire MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Tropical cyclone LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Storm HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Drought MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH 

Extreme precipitation LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Flood HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Landslide HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Earthquake MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Subsidence MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Source: ALTITUDE by AXA Climate – Assessed based on investments as of December 31, 2024 using financial data from 2024 
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The potential financial impacts associated to the risks most material to Rivage Investments’ assets 

are described in the table below.  

Climate-Related Risks Potential Financial Impacts 

Acute o Reduction in expected revenues (e.g., interruption or slowdown of 
operations following a climate event i.e. forest fires, floods or heat 
waves, lower biomass and CSP productivity due to heatwaves and 
growing water stress)  

 
o Higher costs (the restoration of infrastructure operations following 

damage caused by extreme weather events may lead to unplanned 
maintenance expenditures, high resilience/adaptation costs, high 
insurance premiums and/or reduced insurance availability in high-
risk locations…) 

 
o Write-offs and/or early retirement due to damage, high energy 

requirements or high water intensity (thermal power plants using 
water cooling technologies located in water stressed environments 
are especially vulnerable).  

 
o Decline in investment opportunities (reduction in Rivage’s 

investment universe) 
 

Increased frequency and 
severity of the following 
extreme events: 
 
o Extreme heat 
o Wildfire 
o Storm 
o Flood  
o Landslide 

 

Chronic 

o Water stress  

 

2.3. Opportunities 
 

Although we anticipate a decline in investment opportunities due to the shrinkage of Rivage’s 

investment universe associated with the expansion of the exclusion policy, we believe it could largely 

be offset in the short, medium and long run by opportunities described in the table below.  

Climate-Related Opportunities Potential Financial Impacts 

Resource efficiency 

o Move to more efficient buildings 
 

o Reduced water usage and 
consumption 

o Greater building efficiency reduces exposure to both 
physical and transition risks, while also decreasing 
operational costs through improved energy savings 
such as lower cooling and heating requirements and 
enhanced air flow, particularly in facilities like data 
centers.  

 
o Applying best available practices to activities that use 

water can greatly decrease both water usage and 
losses, leading to reduced costs and fewer 
interruptions caused by water shortages. 

Energy source 

o Use of lower-emission sources of 
energy  
 

o Use of supportive policy incentives  
 
o Use of new technologies 

o Reduced exposure to future fossil fuel price increases 
and to GHG emissions and therefore less sensitivity 
to changes in cost of carbon.  

 
o Increased capital availability (e.g., as more investors 

favor lower-emissions producers) and more 
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The development of new products to fill the financing gap in the fight against climate change is a 

significant component of the Company's strategy over time. Among our five most recent funds, three 

are classified as Article 9 under SFDR, two of them are also certified environmental Impact funds, and 

a fourth fund integrates ESG KPIs in its by-laws.   

 

financing available for renewable electricity 
generation.  

 
o Reputational benefits resulting in increased demand 

for goods/services 

Product and services 

o Development and/or expansion of low 
emission goods and services  

  
o Ability to diversify business activities  

o Expanding business activities by developing lower-
emission alternatives for existing uses such as a 
motorway fuel station network manager adding 
electric vehicle charging stations diversifies 
operations and directly increases revenue.  
 

o The emergence and reinforcement of positive long-
term structuring trends (decarbonization, resource 
efficiency, clean energy source, clean tech, 
digitalization, de-centralized energy, etc.). 

Markets 

o Access to new markets  

o Growing demand for low-energy sources has opened 
market opportunities for low-emission 
technologies—even in countries without 
government subsidies, such as the adoption of 
methanisation in Spain or Greece. 
 

o Rising funding needs in Europe and globally in the 
field of infrastructure and public sector to finance 
the low carbon transition.  

Resilience 

o Participation in renewable energy 
programs and adoption of energy 
efficiency measures 
 

o Resource substitutes /  
diversification  
 

o Retrofitting of assets integrating 
resilience/adaptation planning 

o Increased market valuation through resilience 
planning (e.g., infrastructure, land, buildings) and 
increased reliability of supply chain and ability to 
operate under various conditions.  

o Improving efficiency and reducing emissions lowers 
exposure to transition risks and regulatory changes, 
while cutting operational costs and enhancing long-
term asset value. 

o Smart technologies enable better resource 
management and operational reliability, creating 
cost savings and new revenue streams through 
improved service delivery. 

o Adaptation measures protect assets from physical 
climate risks, reducing downtime and repair costs, 
and can attract premium valuations and partnership 
opportunities.  
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2.4. Impact of climate-related risks and opportunities on the organization’s 

businesses, strategy and financial planning 
 

Following the regular assessment of our climate-related risks and opportunities, Rivage Investment 

has defined a range of targets and actions to support its transition towards a low-carbon economy:  

 

 

➢ Pilar 1: Compliance with the Paris Agreement 

Rivage Investment is committed to comply with the Paris Agreement by 2050. To this end, we have 

progressively amended our Sustainability risk policy to exclude from our investment universe all 

entities that generate 5% (down from 30% previously) or more of their revenues:  

o from thermal coal extraction and/or from power generation via thermal coal extraction 

(“High-Carbon Intensity Coal Entities”); 

o from deep sea drilling and/or tar sands exploitation and/or Arctic oil and gas activities 

and/or shale oil and gas activities (“Unconventional Oil & Gas Entities”); 

o from the development of additional capacities for conventional oil & gas entities 

(“Conventional Oil & Gas entities”) from the year 2024 (together with Unconventional Oil 

& Gas Entities: the “Oil & Gas Entities"). 

 

Finally, a total exit from fossil fuels (conventional Oil & gas) shall be achieved by 2040 (there is already 

no Unconventional Oil & Gas investments). 

 

With High-Carbon Intensity Coal Entities as well as Oil & Gas Entities, a phase out of coal-based energy 

production or extraction is a requirement for any climate scenario compliant with the Paris Agreement 

targets. Therefore, the Policy allows for an exception to its exclusion policy to have investments in 

entities presenting, as reasonably determined by the Company, a quantitative and documented phase-

out of fossil-based energy (extraction or production).  

 

The phase-out pathway shall be in line with what the latest climate science deems necessary to meet 

the goals of the Paris Agreement targets (limiting global warming to well-below 2°C above pre-

industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit warming to 1.5°C). 

➢ Pilar 2: Development of new products 

In addition, our position as one of the leading project finance asset manager lenders on the European 

continent has enabled us to identify early the emergence of climate transition themes in the 

infrastructure space. It is in this context that we have been able to structure three Article 9 funds (two 

of them are Impact Funds) for our investors in both dedicated or pooled formats.  

o The first fund , set up early 2023 as a dedicated fund, aims to generate returns by investing in debt 

securities linked to high-yield and senior financing for infrastructure corporates and project finance 

companies across Europe and OECD countries. These investments contribute to climate change 

mitigation and adaptation with a strong alignment to the EU Taxonomy. The fund supports the 

Pilar 1: 
Compliance with 

the Paris 
Agreement

Pilar 2: 
Development of 

new products

Pilar 3: Increased 
human, technical 

and financial 
resources

Pilar 4: Increased 
Governance and 
Remuneration
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long-term global warming objectives of the Paris Agreement and is classified as Article 9 under the 

SFDR. It is also classified as an Impact fund that falls within Rivage Investment’s Impact framework, 

which has received certification from Bluemark7.  

  

o In 2021, we conducted a comprehensive market analysis on climate themes and concluded that 

the existing debt offering on the market was not tailored to the financing needs of these new 

emerging sectors and companies. Since then, we have decided to launch a multi-investor growth 

& scale-up debt fund which will finance companies offering climate solutions for the 

decarbonization of the economy, measured by quantified avoided greenhouse gas emissions 

(coupled to a significant alignment with the EU Taxonomy). This second fund is classified as Article 

9 under the SFDR. It is also classified as an Impact fund that falls within Rivage Investment’s Impact 

framework, which has received certification from Bluemark.  

 

o A third Fund was created in early 2024 and seeks a return linked to holding or exposure to loans 

and debt securities relating to infrastructure projects carried out in Europe. The Fund aims to align 

its portfolio with the Paris Agreement objective of limiting global warming in the long term, and 

to achieve a significant proportion of alignment with the Taxonomy criteria. To achieve this, the 

Fund has defined two Impact Indicators covering these 2 objectives. The fund is classified as Article 

9 under the SFDR. 

 

➢ Pilar 3: Increased human, technical and financial resources 

 

o Reinforcement of the ESG & Impact team by hiring 1 analyst and 1 trainee. Since September 

2024, the team consists of 5 people, including 2 senior analysts, 2 junior analysts and 1 ESG & 

Impact Manager (11 years’ experience), i.e., circa 10% of Rivage’s total workforce. 

 

o Creation and operation of an in-house dedicated IT system to better monitor various ESG & Impact 

data. The database is managed by the IT department and the ESG & Impact team supply 

continuously the data which are then consolidated for analysis and reporting purposes.  

 

o Significant financial expenses were allocated to strengthening climate-related awareness and 

knowledge to relevant staff members (including the Executive management, the Investment team, 

the Compliance and Risk team and the ESG & Impact team) via various training sessions with both 

internal and third-party experts (Impact investing, Physical climate risks, 2°C alignment of Rivage’s 

portfolio etc.). 

 

o We have maintained a robust partnership with our data providers (Carbone 4 for carbon-related 

data and Altitude for physical climate risks) for more than three years while working in 

collaboration with them to further improve methodologies and processes. In addition, we 

allocated significant resources to the development of new methodologies to consider biodiversity 

impacts of infrastructure assets. For instance, we collaborated to the BIARA initiative in 2024 and 

2025, which was developed by Carbone 4 jointly with industry players and financial institutions. 

 

 

 

 
7 https://bluemark.co/ 
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➢ Pilar 4: Increased Governance and Remuneration 

Compliance with climate-related objectives is included in Rivage Investment’s remuneration policy. In 

addition, we seek to align compliance with extra-financial criteria with our interests. Hence, the 

performance fees of our two impact funds are directly linked to the respect of climate-related criteria: 

maximum carbon intensity or avoided emissions.  

 

Finally, Rivage Investment formalized a dedicated periodic ESG & Impact Committee (see Governance 

section). This committee comprises members of the Board and managers. It monitors aggregated 

climate-related exposures and trends, and address their potential impacts on the Company’s business 

and strategy. It oversees the execution of Rivage Investment's alignment pathway and associated 

commitments to meet Paris Agreement targets. 
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3. Risk Management 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1. Identification and assessment of climate-related transition risks 
 

Both physical and transitional climate risk assessments have become a cornerstone of Rivage 

Investment’s ESG due diligence. Climate-related risks are among the most scrutinized indicators during 

our ESG due diligence process, reflecting our primary strategy of integrating ESG factors into overall 

risk management practices.  

 

3.1.1. Integration of climate-related risks in the organization’s risk management 

framework 
 

This process involves the assessment of eleven different ESG performance indicators (KPIs). Each 

indicator is given an individual score ranging from 1 to 3 reflecting the level of risk (3 = maximum risk), 

which may be lowered based on the appropriateness of the measures implemented by the borrower 

to mitigate identified risks. The score for each ESG grid indicator is then consolidated for each project 

to establish an equally weighted average score: ESG Risk Score (“ERS”).  

 

In this process, climate-related risks are involved at all levels of the environmental analysis: 

➢ Alignment with the Paris Agreement: The lowest risk (1) is assigned to infrastructure projects in 

compliance with the Paris Agreement and/or, to projects which can demonstrate a potential for 

avoided emissions compared with a counterfactual scenario. Any project that does not comply 

with the Paris Agreement (“surplus emissions”) as per Carbone 4 analysis and/or is within a high-

emitting sector is assigned the highest rating (3). It may be lowered to 2 (medium risk) in the 

presence of credible mitigation measures e.g.: i) contractual commitment to a scientifically 

approved trajectory such as SBTi compatible with the Paris Agreement; ii) decommissioning of 

high-emitting assets in the near future. 

 

➢ Exposure to physical climate risks: any project significantly exposed to physical climate risks and 

as such vulnerable is rated 3 (maximum risk). It may be lowered to 2 (medium risk) if the project 

has set up (or plan to implement in a near future) adequate mitigation measures. Finally, when we 
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deem that the physical climate risks are not material and/or irrelevant, the risk score is lowered to 

1. 

 

➢ Biodiversity: To assess our biodiversity risk, we carry out a qualitative assessment on 6 sub 

indicators including proximity with protected areas, the existence of a biodiversity governance in 

the financed entities and 3 of the 5 environmental pressures on species and habitats identified by 

the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES): 

Change of Land Use, Climate Change and Pollution. The final two pressures—exploitation of 

resources and invasive species—are either not applicable to infrastructure projects or cannot be 

adequately evaluated. Climate change accounts for 17% of this assessment. Whether or not the 

project complies with the Paris Agreement will decrease or increase the climate change risk sub 

KPI and, consequently, the biodiversity risk. 

 

➢ Sustainability and Principal Adverse Impacts (PAI): Sustainable investment (as defined by SFDR) 

means an investment in an economic activity that contributes to 1) either an environmental 

objective, or a social objective, 2) provided that such investments do not significantly harm (DNSH) 

any of those objectives, and 3) that the investee companies follow good governance practices. 

According to our sustainability assessment procedure, one way of considering if a project 

contributes to an environmental objective is whether it is aligned with the Paris Agreement and/or 

can demonstrate substantial life cycle GHG emissions avoidance calculated using internationally 

recognized standards. Similarly, we consider that compliance with the Paris Agreement is a good 

proxy to demonstrate that certain DNSH objectives have been met. Finally, it should be noted that 

climate-related PAIs thresholds (DNSH) are set based on an internal benchmark. 

 

➢ EU Taxonomy: To assess the alignment of our projects to the EU Taxonomy, we carry out a 

thorough analysis to understand whether the project complies with the climate change mitigation 

and/or adaptation objectives set out in the taxonomy. 

 

➢ Controversy check: As any other risks, climate-related controversies are regularly monitored while 

performing our controversy checks. 

 

3.1.2. Identification and assessment process of transition risk 
 

Assessment of financed infrastructure assets’ exposure to climate-related transition risks is currently 

carried out by Carbone 4, an expert climate data provider. This assessment relies on the basis of a 

methodology tailored for the infrastructure universe: Carbon Impact Analytics for Real Assets8 

(thereafter “CIARA”). This methodology uses a proprietary temperature increase scenario of +2°C by 

2100 against pre-industrial levels, based on reasonable assumptions resulting from a consensus of 

experts for transition risks. Please refer to the annex for more details on the scenario used by this 

methodology. 

 

The methodology takes into account the evolution over time of the climate performance of the assets 

(both current and prospective carbon emissions) and the trajectory of the scenario (carbon budget). 

Emissions from the entire value chain (Scopes 1, 2 and 3) are included in this assessment.  

 

 
8 CIARA Methodology: https://ciara.carbone4.com/ 
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The climate performance of each of our assets is assessed following a bottom-up approach. The model 

feed on operational data supplied by the Borrower such as production volumes, energy consumption, 

supply sources etc. Operational data is collected from various reports either public or communicated 

directly by borrowers as part of the company’s due diligence process. In case physical data is not 

available, estimations based on financial data are used. 

 

The methodology identifies the specific "end-uses" served by each infrastructure asset (such as 

domestic heating or freight transport). For each end-use identified, the CIARA methodology has 

assigned a specific decarbonation trajectory (carbon budget) in the 2°C scenario which takes into 

account several factors such as national and sectoral decarbonation objectives, market trends or 

regulatory framework. Depending on the granularity of available data, the reference pathway the asset 

is compared to can either be at national or EU-level.  

 

Finally, it compares the climate performance of our infrastructure assets with the 2°C scenario's carbon 

budget. The result per asset is the average annual potential for "surplus" or "avoided" emissions. A 

"surplus" of emissions indicates that the asset would potentially generate greenhouse gases in excess 

of the limits set by the reference scenario (asset temperature > 2°C); conversely "avoided" emissions 

indicate that greenhouse gas emissions potentially generated by the asset are compatible with the 

trajectory of the reference scenario (1.5°C < asset temperature < 2°C). The result is then aggregated at 

portfolio level. These assessments are updated every year. 

 

Alignment of public sector entities (c. 33.4% of total AuM at the end of the year 2024) with the Paris 

Agreement (cities, regions, departments) should in principle result from self-assessment and be 

subject to public disclosures. However, it is apparent that this data is currently only scarcely available 

with over 50% of borrowers failing to produce publicly ESG-related documents of any kind. Entities 

that do measure their environmental performance seldom use single aggregated KPIs, leading to a 

general inability to benchmark investees with one another.  

 

3.1.3. Identification and assessment process of physical climate risks 
 

Exposure to physical climate risks is also carried out for most of our infrastructure debt securities 

currently (or potentially) in our portfolios by an external climate provider, Axa Climate, who provides, 

via its Altitude platform, a risk level (low, medium, or high) for each physical climate risk considered 

significant for the given asset type, depending on its location. The Altitude platform evaluates, in 

accordance with the IPCC definition, physical climate risks based on the following three pillars: 

o Hazard: This can be a physical event or a trend, of natural or human origin, likely to cause 

multiple physical impacts (for example, damage and losses to property, infrastructure, and 

environmental resources, impacts on health, etc.). To satisfy this pillar, the data provider 

covers both chronic risks (changes in air temperature, changes in rainfall patterns, sea level 

rise, water stress, soil erosion, etc.) and acute risks (extreme heat and cold, forest fires, tropical 

cyclones, storms, drought, extreme rainfall, flooding, landslides, earthquakes, land 

subsidence). 

This climate data solution calculates 30-year averages (monthly, seasonal, and annual) around 

2000, 2020, 2030, 2035, 2040, 2045 and 2050 to monitor the evolution of climate risks over 

time. Climate risks are calculated for three emissions scenarios: SSP1-2.6 – Optimistic scenario 

(temperature increase stabilizes at around 1.8°C by the end of the century); SSP2-4.5 – "Middle 
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of the Road" scenario (this realistic scenario should lead to warming of about 2.7°C by the end 

of the century); and SSP5-8.5 – "High Reference" scenario (this pessimistic scenario should 

lead to warming of about 4.4°C by the end of the century). 

 

o Exposure: This refers to the presence of people, species or ecosystems, infrastructure, 

economic, social, or cultural assets in places and contexts that may be affected by hazards. An 

assessment is made of how hazards affect assets and property at the local level. 

 

o Vulnerability: This refers to the propensity or predisposition to suffer adverse effects. 

Vulnerability encompasses a variety of concepts and elements, including sensitivity or 

susceptibility to harm and the lack of capacity to cope and adapt. 

 

These physical climate risks could result in significant revenue losses or capital expenditures for the 

borrowers, and particularly within Rivage’s geographic investment universe (Europe). Therefore, they 

are integrated into Rivage’s ESG framework according to the following process: 

- Assessment of the level of physical climate risk face by the investments, carried out by the 

external data provider Axa Climate via its Altitude platform, according to the methodology 

presented above; 

- Systematic integration of this measurement into the risk management evaluation of the 

investments.  

o In this respect, the SSP5-8.5 scenario, representing the highest level of forcing, would 

lead to the most pronounced climate change, where hazards would evolve most 

unfavorably and thus the risk level would be greatest. Consequently, it was deemed 

more relevant by the Management Company to use this reference trajectory to assess 

the maximum exposure to physical climate risks faced by the Fund’s Investments.  

o The vulnerability parameter used by Altitude in the risk level equation is generic to the 

asset’s sector of the infrastructure assessed. As an asset manager, we have access to 

more granular and asset-specific information. This enables us to adjust the level of risk 

measured by Altitude depending on each asset’s technical characteristics and on the 

adaptation measures implemented by the borrower.  

- Engagement initiatives with the borrower in conjunction with the management team, in the 

event a material physical climate risk is identified for which no adaptation measures have been 

implemented. 

In 2024, we commissioned an ad-hoc study from AXA Climate’s analysts to carry out a deep dive 

analysis of vulnerabilities and associated mitigation measures of Rivage’s main investment sectors. This 

assessment was performed conjointly with the ESG & Impact Team which was included in the literature 

review and assessment of adaptation measures. The delivery was a tool that identifies the most 

effective mitigation measures based on sector and climate risk exposure. The tool also provides a list 

of key questions or data to ask or gather from our investments to assess whether the risk can be 

considered mitigated.  

 

Qualitative assessments are also carried out at sector and asset class levels to identify current and 

future systemic climate-related trends (limits on emissions, carbon taxes, technological breakthroughs, 

shift in consumer demand etc.) that may impact the value of our portfolios. The qualitative 

assessments are carried out internally by our ESG & Impact analysts and the Investment team, using 
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public data ranging from IPCC to NGO reports, as well as public datasets on climate risk exposure, in-

house research, technical datasheets. 

3.2. Management of climate-related risks 
 

Rivage Investment applies several levels of control to manage climate-related risks. 

 

Firstly, at asset level, sector level and portfolio level, the ESG & Impact team and the Investment team 

monitor relevant climate-related risks likely to arise due to the worsening impacts of climate change 

within the framework of periodic review of credit analysis. Quantitative assessments are carried out 

by our climate data provider in collaboration with the ESG & Impact analysts, while qualitative 

assessments are carried out by both the ESG & Impact team and the Investment team. 

 

Secondly, the Investment team is primarily responsible for ensuring compliance with the Company’s 

investment guidelines. Our climate-related investment guidelines are defined in our Sustainability 

policy. In particular, the Investment team must comply at all times with our exclusion list which 

prohibits any investment in projects or companies that generate more than 5% (down from 30%) of 

their revenues from several high-emitting sectors or are involved in new development/exploration 

projects associated with these high-emitting sectors.  

 

Portfolio’s compliance with the exclusion policy is monitored by the ESG & Impact team during the due 

diligence process and is further monitored periodically depending on the risk level of the investment. 

In addition, and as for any other risk, the Compliance, Internal Control & Risk team verifies the 

suitability of current and potential investments before any investment with regard to the different 

statutory constraints set for each fund, of which climate constraints set as per our client’s sensitivity 

to this specific ESG theme. 

 

Following the assessment described supra, any major climate-related risk highlighted will result in 

extensive due diligence of potential mitigation or remediation measures that may lower the initial risk 

score. In the absence of adequate mitigation measures, the ESG & Impact team notifies the front office 

staff in charge of the project/borrower concerned, that an ESG breach or incident has been observed 

(with a copy sent to the Compliance/Risk department) and suggests engaging in stewardship activities. 

The ESG & Impact team also specifies the objectives it wishes to achieve through the engagement 

procedure, which can be summarized as follows:  

o Supporting and improving issuer transparency regarding their exposure to sustainability 

factors; 

o In-depth due diligence regarding exposure to specific risks; 

o Compiling information regarding existing risk management procedures; 

o Management awareness regarding specific climate-related risks; 

o Engagement regarding the respect of contractual agreements covering these themes, etc. 

In the event of an unjustified refusal or if there is a disagreement between the front office and the ESG 

& Impact team, the latter refers to the Investment Committee, which decides on relevant follow-up 

actions.  

 

If the principle of an engagement procedure has been adopted, the ESG & Impact team steers the 

process, in coordination with the Investment team. If the engagement activity result is unfavorable 

(refusal, no reply, or insufficient receptivity/efforts by the borrower), the Investment Committee is 
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consulted to define the methods used to deal with the issue. Our escalation process is deployed on a 

case-by-case basis, in collaboration with the investment management team. It ranges from more 

frequent direct conversations with the investees to divestment and/or litigation. 

3.3. Climate-related risks integration in the company’s risk management framework 
 

In addition, any current and potential systemic climate-related risks identified are escalated to the 

Board and relevant senior staff members and discussed during the ESG & Impact committee when 

deemed necessary. This committee, comprising Board members and key managers from Investment, 

Compliance, ESG & Impact, and Sales, regularly monitors aggregated climate-related exposures and 

trends, and assesses their potential impacts on the Company's business and strategy. More specifically, 

this committee will oversee the execution of Rivage Investment's transition plan and commitment 

towards compliance with the Paris Agreement. 
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4. Metrics and Targets 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This section presents the climate-related metrics and targets applicable to our Infrastructure Debt 

funds. Unless otherwise stated, the consolidated figures disclosed herein exclude cash and cash 

equivalents, which are not considered material to the assessment of climate-related risks and 

opportunities due to their limited exposure profiles. The metrics have been selected in alignment with 

TCFD recommendations and reflect the most relevant indicators for monitoring the climate 

performance of our Infrastructure Debt portfolio. 

 

4.1. Transition risks 
Transition risks result from the transition to a low-carbon economy. It may entail extensive policy, legal, 

technology, and market changes to address climate change mitigation and adaptation requirements 

Depending on the nature, speed, and focus of these changes, transition risks may pose varying levels 

of financial and reputational risk to organizations. 

 

Although transition risks may pose varying levels of financial risks, the magnitude of risks can be 

reduced by developing a framework to identify, quantify and address these risks. The indicators 

presented hereinafter are the indicators that Rivage Investment implements in its climate-related risk 

management framework. 

 

4.1.1. Paris Agreement Assessment 
 

The table sets the alignment gap for each infrastructure debt fund managed by Rivage Investment. Any 

portfolio with an alignment gap > 0 is deemed not aligned with the Paris Agreement target (T°C > 2°C). 

The Coverage indicates the portion of the assets which are included in the calculation; some assets 

may not be included because there is no methodology for that sector, or because it would require too 

much time and costs regarding the infrastructure (such is notably the case of portfolio assets 

composed of numerous underlying projects). 
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Rivage 
Infrastructure 

Funds 
Strategy 

Alignment gap 2°C 
(TCO2)* 

T°C Coverage (%)** 

Fund 5  High-Yield 51 254  3.7  64.1% 

Fund 9  Senior 65 824  3.3  81.1% 

Fund 2  Senior 5 344  3.3  80.5% 

Fund 4  Senior 10 051  3.2  84.4% 

Fund 11  Senior 38 046  2.7  83.3% 

Fund 15  Senior 4 592  2.3  89.9% 

Fund 3  Senior 14  2.0  62.0% 

Fund 8  Senior -8 034  1.9  79.8% 

Fund 10  Senior -56 402  1.7  83.1% 

Fund 1  Senior -3 867  1.7  100% 

Fund 6 High-Yield -62 734  1.6  84.4% 

Fund 13  Senior -13 561  1.6  49.5% 

Fund 14  High-Yield -29 687  1.6  100% 

Fund 12  Senior -2 408  1.6  100% 

Fund 7  High-Yield -11 687  1.5  100% 

Rivage Investment -13 254 2.0 84.3% 

Source: Rivage Investment: Assessment at 31/12/2024 using 2024 data; PCAF methodology; scopes 1, 2 & 3 

*Average TCO2 potentially added or avoided per year 

**The coverage calculation includes money market funds in its baseline. 

 

The process stipulates that the information is disclosed to the ESG & Impact Committee and the 

Executive Management to discuss the best strategy compatible with the funds’ criteria and the Paris 

Agreement. Strategies will depend on the context of the portfolio: for example, there may be the use 

of a sectoral approach to better allocate our investments depending on their potential impact on 

portfolio implicit temperature rise indicator. 
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Source: Rivage Investment: Assessment at 31/12/2024 using 2024 data; PCAF methodology; scopes 1, 2 & 3 

  

 
Source: Rivage Investment: Assessment at 31/12/2024 using 2024 data; PCAF methodology; scopes 1, 2 & 3 

 

4.1.2. GHG Emissions 
Other relevant metrics monitored by the company also include the GHG emissions (scopes 1, 2 and 3) 

to easily identify where to focus our reduction efforts (at both asset and portfolio level) and the carbon 

footprint for comparison/benchmark between funds and peers. 

 

Fund 

Induced PCAF-allocated GHG emissions in TCO2/year 
Carbon footprint 

TCO2/M€ invested 
Coverage (%)* Total emissions 

TCO2 
Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 

Fund 1 13 289  6 315  229  6 745  241 100% 
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Fund 2 110 643  13 610  229  96 805  1 565 86.5% 

Fund 3 8 213  3 012  684  4 517  266 62.0% 

Fund 4 229 054  16 684  469  211 901  3 146 84.4% 

Fund 5 195 008  147 919  3 362  43 727  1 142 64.1% 

Fund 6 615 527  208 564  740  406 223  1 206 84.4% 

Fund 7 81 811  -   -   81 811  1 818 100% 

Fund 8 55 673  17 244  5 449  32 980  176 79.8% 

Fund 9 310 785  108 796  3 878  198 111  570 87.0% 

Fund 10 1 335 017  39 901  1 828  1 293 288  1 574 87.3% 

Fund 11 306 988  47 914  2 723  256 351  730 95.1% 

Fund 12 4  -   4  -   0 100% 

Fund 13 110 122  6 578  572  102 972  640 63.6% 

Fund 14 125 481  154  196  125 130  570 100% 

Fund 15 91 548  20 813  2 562  68 173  458 89.9% 

Rivage 
Investment 

3 589 162  637 503  22 925  2 928 734  968 84.3% 

Source: Rivage Investment: Assessment at 31/12/2024 using 2024 data; PCAF methodology; scopes 1, 2 & 3 

*The coverage calculation includes money market funds in its baseline. 
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Source: Rivage Investment: Assessment at 31/12/2024 using 2024 data; PCAF methodology; scopes 1, 2 & 3 

4.1.3. Sectoral Approach & Exclusion criteria 
Finally, we also monitor our portfolio’s exposure to sectors that we have previously identified as 

particularly exposed to transition risks (T°C > 2): 

o Traditional energy sectors: particularly Oil & Gas logistics & natural gas-powered plants, and 

waste-to-energy plants 

o Traditional mobility assets 

Rivage Infrastructure 
Funds 

Strategy 

% fossil fuel 
exposure  

(revenues > 
5%) 

% waste-to-
energy 

exposure 

% Airports, 
roads, fossil fuel 

vehicles 

% Transition Risks 
Exposure 

Fund 1 Senior 0.0% 14.9% 0.0% 14.9% 

Fund 2 Senior 11.8% 5.1% 11.1% 21.4% 

Fund 3 Senior 0.0% 13.0% 0.0% 33.5% 

Fund 4 Senior 17.1% 21.6% 14.7% 59.7% 

Fund 5 High-Yield 11.0% 0.0% 12.6% 42.3% 

Fund 6 High-Yield 17.9% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 

Fund 7 High-Yield 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Fund 8 Senior 0.0% 11.5% 13.2% 27.1% 

Fund 9 Senior 17.1% 10.3% 26.1% 46.6% 

Fund 10 Senior 15.8% 0.0% 8.6% 12.3% 

45,2%

16,1%

12,2%

6,6%

6,6%

5,4%
7,9%

Financed induced GHGe (PCAF)

Gas storage & distribution

Rail infrastructure and

Rolling stock

Leasing vehicles

Solar energy

Gas CHP

Waste to Energy

Other
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Fund 11 Senior 19.8% 12.0% 29.0% 45.1% 

Fund 12 Senior 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Fund 13 Senior 0.0% 3.6% 14.1% 14.4% 

Fund 14 High-Yield 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Fund 15 Senior 4.3% 12.3% 10.2% 26.8% 

Source: Rivage Investment, as of 31/12/2024 
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4.2. Physical climate risks 
 

Physical climate risks result from the physical impacts of climate change, including both acute events 

and chronic changes. These impacts may disrupt operations, damage assets, and affect the long-term 

value and resilience of investments. 

The indicators presented in this section are based on the assessment of Rivage Investment’s assets 

conducted by via Altitude platform. Only “gross” physical climate risk levels are reported. No table in 

this section reflects risk levels adjusted by Rivage Investment’s ESG team based on asset-specific 

characteristics or adaptation measures. 

 

Rivage 
Infrastructure 

Funds 

Exposure to 
unmitigated 

Physical climate 
risks 

Unmitigated physical climate risks identified 

Fund 1 38% Water stress, Extreme heat, Flood 

Fund 2 46% Water stress, Extreme heat, Wildfire, Landslide, Flood 

Fund 3 29% Landslide, Flood 

Fund 4 36% Landslide, Water stress 

Fund 5 64% Water stress, Flood, Landslide, Extreme heat, Drought 

Fund 6 80% Water stress, Flood, Drought, Landslide, Wildfire, Storm, Earthquake 

Fund 7 0% No risk identified. Only 1 project invested.  

Fund 8 49% Water stress, Extreme heat, Flood, Storm, Landslide 

Fund 9 69% Water stress, Extreme heat, Landslide, Flood, Drought 

Fund 10 42% Water stress, Extreme heat, Lanslide, Flood, Wildfire, Storm 

Fund 11 43% Water stress, Extreme heat, Landslide, Drought 

Fund 12 100% Water stress, Wildfire, Flood, Extreme heat 

Fund 13 48% Water stress, Flood, Wildfire, Changing air temperature, Landslide 

Fund 14 83% Extreme heat, Flood, Water stress, Drought, Storm, Wildfire 

Fund 15 56% Water stress, Extreme heat, Flood, Storm 

Source Rivage Investment: data as of 31/12/2024. % of AuM substantially exposed i) to physical climate risk; and without evidence that 

mitigation measures have been implemented (3 = maximum risk) 
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At the sector level, assets located near coastal areas, long linear assets or multi-assets infrastructure 

projects are the assets most at risk. 

 

Asset 
Type 

Critical physical climate risks Potential damage 

Solar PV 

Flood 
  

Extreme heat 
  

Drought  
 

Wildfire  

Flood can result in panels being torn from their ground support, 
creating a risk of physical damage and mechanical failure as well as 
a risk of erosion of foundations due to water infiltration. 
 
Extreme heat can damage the mounting structures and 
foundation, cells and other materials within the panel, while also 
increasing the electrical resistance of the infrastructure. When 
ambient temperatures rise above 35°C, PV panels can reach 
internal temperatures of up to 70°C, intensifying the risk of thermal 
stress. As per productivity, for each degree increase in panel 
temperature above 25°C, efficiency drops by approximately 0.3% 
to 0.5%.  
 
Drought can impact ground-mounted solar PV by causing ground 
settling or subsidence, which can lead to misalignment of panels. 
 
Wildfire causes a direct risk of physical damage to plant 
components due to contact with fire. Indirect risk of panel 
degradation due to thermal stress, as well as a risk of decreased 
irradiance due to wildfire smokes, leading to reduction of energy 
output. 

Solar CSP Water stress 
Water stress is material for CSP plants given they use water to cool 
the turbines and piping, as well as serving as the fluid for heat 
transfer.  

Road 
Landslide  

 
Extreme heat  

Landslides can cause damage to roads, tunnels, and bridges, from 
small cracks to partial destruction and lead to business 
interruption. 
 
Extreme heat causes asphalt softening of roads and highways, 
reducing carriage capacity. 

Waste Water stress  
Water stress: direct damage to the infrastructure and/or power 
systems 

Wind Extreme heat 

Extreme heat can lead to the expansion of the turbine components 
causing misalignment or stress on joints and connections, 
therefore threatening the overall durability of the turbine. In 
addition, heat waves are often associated with atmospheric 
blocking patterns that reduce wind speed, hence reducing energy 
output. 

Health Landslide  
Landslides present a risk of structural integrity of buildings, with 
potential light to important damage. 

Oil & Gas 
Storm  

 
Flood 

Storms can cause physical damage due to extreme winds and 
associated flash flooding. 
 
Floods can lead to failure of pumping equipment with consequent 
operations interruption and have an impact on buildings and 
physical damage to ground-level components. 
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Several of these risks are likely to be exaggerated, primarily as a result of the following factors: 

o Methodology limitation: the methodology developed by the main provider delivers results as 

granular as the input data provided. In the case of multi-assets infrastructure investments 

(portfolio of assets, telecom towers, etc.) providing GPS location of each sub-asset might not 

be achievable. For such projects, we analyze a broader geographical perimeter, leading to an 

averaging of risk exposure which might be overestimated at asset level in some instances. This 

is especially true for the sea level rise risk exposure (motorway stations and social housings) 

which decreases steeply as you move away from the coast. In addition, there is currently no 

feature available to apply risk weighting within large project portfolios. As a result, a portfolio 

may be classified as highly exposed to climate risk if 20% of its sub-assets are subject to such 

risks, even when these sub-assets represent less than 1% of the total installed capacity or asset 

value.  

 

o Insufficient data: failure to access relevant data is a significant hurdle. Without accurate and 

relevant data, it is impossible to make informed decisions about whether mitigation measures 

are adequate or not and result in the maximum risk rating (3). We will require borrowers where 

we encounter these difficulties to improve their transparency reports to better assess their 

vulnerability, and, where appropriate, lower their risk to 2. 

Physical climate risks identified can also be assessed as irrelevant, not material or mitigated for several 

reasons: 

Type of risk Examples 

Irrelevant: the asset’s context makes it immune 
to some physical climate risks: the probability of 
occurrence and damage is virtually nil 

Underground assets (fiber, metro stations, …) 
are immune to most overground physical 
climate risks (wildfires, droughts, changes in 
precipitations patterns…). 

 
Wind turbines are immune to water scarcity-
related risks. 

Non-material: the asset is exposed to a material 
risk, that can easily be avoided in the event of its 
occurrence 

Solar PV: as access to water will become 
increasingly restricted and expensive (water 
stress), these assets could easily switch to 
efficient dry-cleaning technologies 

Mitigated: the asset is exposed to material risks. 
Adequate mitigation measures have been 
implemented 

Rooftops assets, for example, can be considered 
mitigated for flooding hazards. 
 
It should be noted, however, that for ESG 
analysis, insurance programs are not taken into 
account, in order to consider a risk as mitigated. 

 

4.3. Targets 
 

Following the assessment of all infrastructure funds’ alignment with the Paris Agreement in 2022 and 
2023, Rivage has undertaken to set ambitious targets for its infrastructure funds to ensure our 
continuous contribution to the collective efforts to reach global climate goals. 
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Rivage’s baseline to set its alignment pathway for infrastructure debt funds is the consolidated 
weighted average temperature (including full upstream and downstream Scope 3 data) alignments 
calculated at debt-level by its climate data provider, at June 30, 2023. 

 
The portion of infrastructure projects not covered by the provider’s methodology include: 
 

o Complex projects aggregating different economic activities, lacking sufficient granular data to 
assess alignment;  

o Financings of projects which couldn’t be matched with underlying end-uses identified in the 
reference scenario. 

 
Based on this initial assessment and with an unchanged underlying reference scenario, we expect to 
maintain an overall portfolio temperature well-below 2°C by 2040 through the implementation of 
the following: 
 

↗ Launch of impact funds (Article 9) aligned with the Paris Agreement objectives.  
↗ Strengthening of our fossil fuel exclusion policy gradually. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that revision of the underlying reference scenario could lead to a higher temperature score 
of investees due to the lower remaining carbon budget to reach global climate goals. 
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As of December 31, 2025, the Implicit Temperature rise of the Rivage Investment’s 

portfolio is 2,0°C, thus meeting the target.  

Nevertheless, it is essential to continue our efforts to maintain and improve the 

Temperature, given that each year, the carbon budget is further reduced, making it more 

challenging to reach a low portfolio temperature.  
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5. Annex 
 

5.1. Transition Risks Methodology 
 

❖ Scenario 

Carbone 4, our climate data provider, uses the CIARA methodology, dedicated to assessing the 

temperature of infrastructure projects in Europe. The CIARA scenario has been jointly developed by 

Carbone 4 and Enerdata. The scenario is the synthesis of Carbone 4's optimistic techno scenarios 

(transition based primarily on technological innovations) and sobriety scenarios (transition based on 

resilience, through social and societal changes focused on new prosperity objectives, including the 

growth of social capital and trust).  

 

The IEA (SDS) and CIARA scenarios are similar: many assumptions are shared or very similar. Carbon 

budgets are the same in both scenarios. However, there are two related differences:  

❖ The CIARA scenarios are less 'techno-optimistic' than the IEA's: energy efficiency assumptions are 

less drastic (and therefore less reliant on disruptive technologies, which are currently struggling to 

emerge, such as the Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) deployment assumptions). 

 

❖ In order to remain within the carbon budget in spite of everything, the CIARA scenario is more 

sober than the IEA's: the latter assumes global growth of 3% p.a., irrespective of the underlying 

physical flows. In the Carbone 4 scenario, growth is no longer a scenario-independent input, but 

is linked to the scenario, and therefore more nuanced according to the sector (less growth in the 

highest-emitting sectors).  

Limitation: only one scenario is used. The best practice is to use different climate scenarios, including 

one in which the average temperature is held to below 2 degrees Celsius (preferably to 1.5 degrees 

Celsius) above pre-industrial levels. However, the objectives of a strategic analysis and a CIARA analysis 

are different. 

 

For CIARA, it was decided to develop a single 2°C scenario to facilitate comparability and readability of 

the analyses. Furthermore, as no one knows in which direction the world is heading, CIARA considers 

it more appropriate to refer to a ‘central’ scenario, a synthesis of over-optimistic scenarios and more 

sober scenarios. 

5.2. Temperature Assessment 

 
The climate performance (forward-looking GHG emissions scopes 1, 2 and 3) of each of our assets is 

based on operational, company-specific data, i.e physical data. Examples of data include: 

❖ Energy sector: energy output, capacity (MW), CAGR, length of the distribution network… 

❖ Transportation sector: length of the network, number of locomotives, number of 

passengers/freights shipped, %diesel/electric vehicles… 

❖ Telecommunications: number of households connected, number of telecom towers… 

❖ Social housings: habitable surface area, energy performance of the building… 
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Operational data is collected directly from reports published by the company (operating reports, 

annual reports, sustainability report…). This data falls within the scope of the audit of the companies 

and, therefore, is considered reliable. In case physical data is not available, estimations based on 

financial data are used. 

Carbone 4 then identifies the specific "end-uses" served by each asset, based on their locations. 

For example, a power plant in a specific location could be assigned two different end-uses and 

corresponding weightings: 

❖ specific electricity (for lightning): 50% 

❖ heat for buildings: 50% 

Then, for each end-use identified, the CIARA methodology has assigned a specific trajectory (carbon 

budget) in the 2°C scenario, depending on whether the project is greenfield or brownfield.  

Finally, Carbone 4 compares the climate performance of our infrastructure asset's with the 2°C 

scenario's carbon budget. The output per asset is the "surplus" or "avoided" emissions. A "surplus" 

emissions indicates that the asset generates greenhouse gas emissions in excess of the limits set by 

the reference scenario (asset temperature > 2°C); conversely "avoided" emissions indicate that 

greenhouse gas emissions generated by the asset are compatible with the trajectory of the reference 

scenario (1.5°C < asset temperature < 2°C). The result is then aggregated at portfolio, prorate of our 

invest share. These assessments are updated every year. 

5.3. Limitations 
 

❖ Forward-looking GHG emissions are dependent on various external and internal factors, and are 

therefore, not necessarily accurate. 

❖ Unavailability of data: the methodology requires the collection of a large amount of data regarding 

both the borrowers and the scenarios. Unfortunately, a significant amount of data is currently 

unavailable and/or undisclosed by our investees or at a country level or a sector level for the 

purpose of determining the specific trajectory (carbon budget) in the 2°C scenario. Both the 

provider and Rivage Investment have to rely on proxy and financial estimates to fill in the gaps. 

❖ Quality of data: the model is very sensitive to the quality of data collected. Strengthening the 

control and validation of the data used in the model is essential for a proper assessment. 

❖ Methodology: “No one size fits all”. The methodology is dedicated to infrastructure projects. It is 

not necessarily adequate for corporate companies and complex or unusual infrastructure projects. 

Besides, our projects located in French overseas territories are not covered by the methodology. 

❖ Invest Share: it is used to allocate GHG emissions to Rivage Investments and consolidate the 

temperature at portfolio level. The computation of the invest share can be quite complex, 

depending on the perimeter of the funding, the context, the availability of financial data etc.  

 


