
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

24 September 2021  

Call for feedback by the Platform on Sustainable Finance on the draft report on 
preliminary recommendations for technical screening criteria for the EU 
taxonomy –  Swedish Bankers´ Association´s  (SBA) response. 

This response is limited to comments on the parts regarding Animal production 1.1, 
Crop Production 1.2 and Forestry 1.3 and the answers of SBA are marked with red 
below. 

 
Animal production 1.1 and Crop production 1.2 
 
On which aspect(s) of this activity would you like to comment? 
X The description/boundary of the activity 
X The substantial contribution TSC 
X The DNSH TSC 
 
Description/boundary of the economic activity 
 
What does your comment about the description/boundary of the activity 
concern? 
   The granularity of the activity 
X The boundary of the activity 
X The clarity with which the activity has been defined 
 
Please provide a brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well as 
supporting evidence (including links to published journals and articles) for 
your selection: 
 
The significant geographical variety in local and regional conditions for sustainable 
farming management systems around Europe is not enough deliberated. The great 
variety of climatic, mineralogical, and biological differences across EU, and also 
within member states, makes it almost impossible with a general solution, when it 
comes to natural activities such as forestry and farming.  
 
 
Substantial contribution technical screening criteria (TSC) 
 
Do you consider the set by the proposed ambition level substantial 
contribution criteria to be appropriate? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please provide an alternative suggestion with a brief scientific/technical 
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explanation and rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to 
published journals and articles) for your suggestion: 
 

The taxonomy does not adequately acknowledge the need for national competence 

and to priorities the right activities that contributes to increased sustainability in the 

best way based on regional conditions and prerequisites. Research and 

technological improvement for nature and economy within farming are often 

specialised for prerequisites in geographical areas.  

 
Are there any key factors which have been omitted from the draft proposed 
substantial contribution criteria or that need better defining that should be 
addressed? 
 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify the missing aspects or the improved definitions together with a 
brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well as supporting 
evidence (including links to published journals and articles) for your 
suggestion(s) 
 
A serious attempt at designing this type of criterions would need to be scaled down 

to at least national level and be carried out by experts with academic and sector-

specific knowledge as well as practical experience from production in that region.  

 
Do you have any major concerns with respect to the ability to implement (e.g. 
technical feasibility) the proposed substantial contribution criteria? 
 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the ability to implement the proposed 
substantial contribution criteria, together with a brief explanation and 
rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to published 
journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
The suggested criterions are presented without appropriate impact assessment 
quantifying potential consequences on environmental, social, and economic 
sustainability aspects.  
 
In addition, the extensive details, use of non-existing definitions, extensive reporting 
and verifications will make it extremely difficult both for farmers and banks to be able 
to comply and use the taxonomy, meaning that there is a large risk that it will not be 
used in practice. The structure of the taxonomy and its requirements mean that it will 
be difficult for a small-scale farmer to use the taxonomy.  
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Do you consider that the rationale and scientific evidence on which the 
proposed criteria are based is sufficient and robust? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the sufficiency and robustness of the 
rationale and scientific evidence, together with a brief explanation and 
rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to published 
journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
We agree with the comments made by the Royal Swedish Agricultural Academy (Sw. 
Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien, KSLA.  
Platform on Sustainable Finance – Draft report on criteria for the EU Taxonomy 
(ksla.se) 
 
Do the criteria for the activity represent the state-of-the-art in technological 
and/or practice terms? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the criteria for the activity, together with a 
brief explanation and rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links 
to published journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
We agree with the comments made by the Royal Swedish Agricultural Academy (Sw. 
Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien, KSLA.  
Platform on Sustainable Finance – Draft report on criteria for the EU Taxonomy 
(ksla.se) 
 
 
Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) technical screening criteria (TSC) 
 
Does the proposed DNSH criteria ensure no significant harm to the 
environmental objective? 
Yes 
No (please comment) 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
What should the performance limit level be in your view? 
Please provide a brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well as 
supporting evidence (including links to published journals and articles) for 
your suggestion: 
 
Are there any from key factors which have been omitted the draft proposed 
DNSH criteria or that need better defining? 
Yes (please comment) 
No 

https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
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Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Do you have any major concerns with respect to the ability to implement (e.g. 
technical feasibility) the proposed DNSH criteria? 
 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
The suggested DNSH-criterions are presented without an impact assessment or 

cost-benefit analyse quantifying potential consequences on sustainability in terms of 

environmental, social, and economic aspects.  

 

The silo-based approach, by addressing each of the taxonomy sustainability goals 

separately, combined with overlapping criterions, in terms of comprehensive DNSH 

criteria, makes it difficult to understand what kind of sustainable and active 

agricultural production that would be compliant with the taxonomy.  

This high and comprehensive set of minimum requirements clearly creates a risk that 

many favorable sustainable farming methods will not qualify for the Taxonomy.  This 

can lower the motivation for environmental change of farmers and discourage the 

every-day improvement of sustainable farming practices.  

 
Additional information 
 
We agree with the comments made by EBF, the European Banking Federation. 
MEDIACENTRE - EBF 
In this respect, please see the comment included under Additional information 
regarding Forestry logging 1.3.  
 
 
1. Comprehensive workload and challenging usability 

The sizeable complexity and magnitude regarding the technical screening criteria 

in the Taxonomy makes it difficult to interpret, implement and evaluate. The 

technical screening criteria are so detailed and far away from the day-to-day 

business of banks that it becomes nearly impossible to ensure proper 

compliance. There is a clear lack of definitions which creates huge uncertainties 

and risk for both arbitrary interpretation and sub-optimisation. 

 

In addition, the majority of EU´s farmers are small holders with limited abilities 

and resources for further administration which makes it even more difficult to 

mitigate the uncertainties and present relevant information to their banks.  

 

The most important enabler of transition to sustainable agriculture are profitable 

and credit-worthy farmers, ready to invest in sustainable farming methods, which 

requires large investments in Best Available Technology (BAT), strong 

https://www.ebf.eu/mediacentre/
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commitment, and belief in the future. To add the comprehensive workload that is 

proposed in the technical screening criteria will harm an already challenged 

industry with moderate/weak profitability.  

 

2. Lack in holistic approach and alignment with Green Deal 

There is a lack in system perspective including not only environmental but also 

economic and social sustainability. A fundamental goal of the Taxonomy is to 

support the realisation of the European Green Deal. The Farm to Fork Strategy 

aims to enable “a shift to a sustainable food system that can bring environmental, 

health and social benefits, offer economic gains and ensuring sustainable 

livelihood for primary producers”.  

 

However, the Taxonomy does not acknowledge and address an adequate 

transition to a sustainable food system in terms of environmental, social, and 

economic aspects. That is ensuring food security and affordability of food, 

besides ensuring transition to sustainable food production, with respect to climate 

mitigation, climate adaption and biodiversity. 

 

Representing the banking industry, committed to act in accordance to “Principles 

of Responsible Banking” (UNEP FI), we have the mission to enable the transition 

to sustainability in accordance with the UN SDG’s and the Paris Climate 

Agreement. In this context, it is challenging with a Taxonomy that does not 

address the solution to “building the food chain that works for consumers, 

producers, climate and environment”.  

 

3. Lack of impact assessment and complexity 

According to the report, “Towards a Sustainable Food System” by the 

independent scientific advice group for policy making (Scientific Advisors, SAM), 

there is a broad scientific consensus on what is needed to achieve a sustainable 

food production. “This includes increasing or maintaining agricultural yields and 

efficiency while decreasing the environmental burden on biodiversity, soils, water 

and air”. The taxonomy does not recognise the need to facilitate the transition to 

adequate sustainable production overall, instead it seems to incentive more 

passive, extensive farming practices, with no/limited requirements on food 

production in relation to land use etc. 

 

An example of a suggested contra productive criteria within agriculture is when 

livestock farmers can’t access “any natural watercourse” without guidance from 

competent authority. This will reduce the willingness of having grazing livestock 

in remote natural pasture areas, which will jeopardise a continued high 

biodiversity in these areas. (Animal production 1.1, DNSH 3:4, p. 12)  
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Other examples are the strict screening criteria (DNSH) regarding no drainage, 

no/limited tillage, very limited allowed pesticides, that would, without flexibility, 

hinder adequate Climate Adaption measures necessary depending on weather 

condition and over a longer-term changed climate – due to the fact that 

agriculture includes biological processes that cannot be fully controlled.  

 

4. Lack of recognition of absolute performance  

The taxonomy applies relative measures for several criterions, i.e. improvements 

or deteriorations from the current state. This may sound reasonable, but it means 

that those who are already performing are disadvantaged as their room for 

improvement is more limited. 

 

 
 
Forestry logging 1.3 
 
On which aspect(s) of this activity would you like to comment? 
X  The description/boundary of the activity 
X  The substantial contribution TSC 
X  The DNSH TSC 
 
Description/boundary of the economic activity 
What does your comment about the description/boundary of the activity 
concern? 
   The granularity of the activity 
X The boundary of the activity 
X The clarity with which the activity has been defined 
 
Please provide a brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well as 
supporting evidence (including links to published journals and articles) for 
your selection: 
 
The inherent and significant geographical variety in local and regional conditions for 
sustainable forest management systems around Europe is not enough deliberated. 
The great variety of climatic, mineralogical and biological differences across EU, and 
also within member states, makes it almost impossible with a general solution, when 
it comes to natural activities such as forestry and farming. We acknowledge the 
approach that the Commission took when developing the climate mitigation 
taxonomy for buildings, with a context specific alternative to use for the energy 
efficiency threshold relating to the top 15% for a building class in each member state. 
A similar solution is even more important for a biological activity that is dependent on 
the natural conditions in each geographical area. Boreal forests in the Nordics differ 
a lot from forests in the central and southern part of EU and it is of utmost 
importance that forest management is adapted to the local conditions and the forest 
management history in the specific area where the forest is located. This means that 
it is not possible to put in place detailed conditions for forest management in the 
taxonomy regarding e.g. what kind of trees and number of species that should grow 
in a specific area, the maximum clear cuts and harvest gaps. To give an example, 
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the requirement that forests over 60 years should not be subject to logging or other 
forestry activities would exclude a majority of the forests in the Nordics from forest 
activity due to natural conditions. 
 
 
Substantial contribution technical screening criteria (TSC) 
 
Do you consider the set by the proposed ambition level substantial 
contribution criteria to be appropriate? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please provide an alternative suggestion with a brief scientific/technical 
explanation and rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to 
published journals and articles) for your suggestion: 
 
The lack of an adequate and broad system perspective taking into account the 
complete value chain and life cycle perspective is illustrated by that the technical 
screening criteria for no significant harm related to “(4) Transition to a Circular 
Economy” is classified as N/A. The draft has failed to apply a necessary value chain 
perspective taking into account also final products and their substitution effects, i.e. 
covering the complete life cycle sustainable benefits. The important substitution 
effect from forest products and its importance for facing out fossil based products 
and the transitioning to a circular economy are not at all covered in the draft. For 
reference, please see link to foundation for the discussion on substation effect and 
LCA of different kinds of biomass in Sweden’s fossil free pathway for forestry  
https://fossilfrittsverige.se/en/roadmap/the-forest-sector/  
 
 
Are there any key factors which have been omitted from the draft proposed 
substantial contribution criteria or that need better defining that should be 
addressed? 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify the missing aspects or the improved definitions together witha 
brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well as supporting 
evidence (including links to published journals and articles) for your 
suggestion(s) 
 
The suggested criteria are presented without an appropriate impact assessment 
quantifying potential consequences on environmental, social and economic 
sustainability aspects. E.g. there are no impact assessment presented on how the 
proposed criteria will affect a sustainable, economic use of the European forests, or 
how it will affect the objectives of a growing bioeconomy and the transition to a 
circular economy, neither the fact that European forestry and forest industry are 
competing on a global market. An impact assessment regarding the preconditions for 

https://fossilfrittsverige.se/en/roadmap/the-forest-sector/
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practical implementation of the various suggested criteria are also needed since, for 
example, it is unclear what is expected to be done and by whom in the 
forest/agriculture value chain, as well in the financial sector. An impact assessment 
also needs to include effects on the fundamental human rights relating to ownership. 
Further, the consequences for existing sustainable forest management needs to be 
assessed. Nordic forests with low growth and long rotation periods needs stable 
rules and small continuous changes. The implementation of the taxonomy would be 
a complete change in a forest management that has been developed during a 
century.  
 
Do you have any major concerns with respect to the ability to implement 
(e.g.technical feasibility) the proposed substantial contribution criteria? 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the ability to implement the proposed 
substantial contribution criteria, together with a brief explanation and 
rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to published 
journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
The proposed design of e.g. forest management plans (FMP) and the proposed 
compliance routines would create a disproportionate and costly bureaucracy. This 
can lower the motivation for environmental change of forest owners and discourage 
the every-day improvement of the forest management. In the Nordic countries this 
type of plans, but without heavy bureaucracy, are already in place. The details, use 
of non-existing definitions, extensive reporting and verifications will make it extremely 
difficult both for forest owners and banks to be able to comply and use the taxonomy, 
meaning that there is a large risk that it will not be used in practice. The structure of 
the taxonomy and its requirements mean that it will be more or less impossible for a 
small-scale forest owner to use the taxonomy. In Sweden about 50% of the forests 
are family owned with an average of 50 hectares. Family owners give an important 
contribution to biodiversity through their different means of managing the forest, and 
a complex general solution would risk being contra productive rather that increasing 
the biodiversity in the forests. It is also extremely difficult to understand how banks 
financing the small-scale owners would be able to verify compliance with the 
taxonomy. To this extent it is worth noticing that non-listed SME:s are not subject to 
the reporting requirements under the proposed CSRD.  
 
Further, the draft seems not to be based on generally agreed forest-related 
definitions and categories as used by institutions such as FAO FRA and Forest 
Europe, e.g. “forestry logging” should be “sustainable forest management”, the three 
“types” of forests are not generally accepted official definitions and not part of forest-
related reporting. 
 
 
Do you consider that the rationale and scientific evidence on which the 
proposed criteria are based is sufficient and robust? 
Yes 
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No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the sufficiency and robustness of the 
rationale and scientific evidence, together with a brief explanation and 
rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links to published 
journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
We concur with the comments made by the Royal Swedish Agricultural Academy 
(Sw. Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien (KSLA)). Platform on Sustainable 
Finance – Draft report on criteria for the EU Taxonomy (ksla.se) 
 
For example, the effects of an extensive conversion to “close-to-nature-forestry”, and 
a substantial selective logging of old forests, may increase the risk of storm-
damages, bark beetle infections etc. and thereby reduce the resilience of the 
European forest sector to meet the effects of climate change. This has not been 
elaborated on by the Platform.  
 
 
Do the criteria for the activity represent the state-of-the-art in technological 
and/or practice terms? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Please identify your concern(s) on the criteria for the activity, together with a 
brief explanation and rationale as well as supporting evidence (including links 
to published journals and articles) for your concern(s): 
 
We concur with the comments made by the Royal Swedish Agricultural Academy 
(Sw. Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademien (KSLA)). 
Platform on Sustainable Finance – Draft report on criteria for the EU Taxonomy 
(ksla.se) 
 
 
Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) technical screening criteria (TSC) 
 
Does the proposed DNSH criteria ensure no significant harm to the 
environmental objective? 
Yes 
No  
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
What should the performance limit level be in your view? 
Please provide a brief scientific/technical explanation and rationale as well 
assupporting evidence (including links to published journals and articles) 
foryour suggestion: 
 

https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
https://www.ksla.se/pdf-meta/2021-09-20-ksla-svar-draft-report-on-criteria-for-the-eu-taxonomy/
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It needs to be clarified by the EC how the DNSH criteria under e.g. climate mitigation 
taxonomy should relate to the taxonomy for e.g. biodiversity. How will the various 
TSC for the respective environmental objectives interact with each other?  
 
Are there any from key factors which have been omitted the draft proposed 
DNSH criteria or that need better defining? 
Yes (please comment) 
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
Do you have any major concerns with respect to the ability to implement (e.g. 
technical feasibility) the proposed DNSH criteria? 
Yes  
No 
Don’t know / no opinion / not applicable 
 
It needs to be clarified by the EC how the DNSH criteria under e.g. climate mitigation 
taxonomy should relate to the taxonomy for e.g. biodiversity. How will the various 
TSC for the respective environmental objectives interact with each other?  
 
 
Additional information 
 
We concur with the comments made by EBF, the European Banking Federation. 
MEDIACENTRE - EBF 
In this respect, we would like to highlight in particular the following:  
 
1. The purpose of the EU green taxonomy and other taxonomy related initiatives 

such as the social taxonomy and extended taxonomy is to give more guidance to 

sustainable finance. However, the screening criteria have become so detailed and 

far away from the day to day business of banks that it becomes challenging to 

assess and ensure proper alignment when applicable. We have a multiplicity of 

taxonomy-related documents (climate change mitigation and climate change 

adaption, four additional objectives, extended taxonomy incl. DNSH and Social 

Taxonomy). We would welcome that the Platform could give a holistic picture of how 

they will fit together and understand how a given company’s given activity can be 

analyzed across the lines of all these different taxonomies. 

 

2. The EU Taxonomy Regulation entered into force on 12 July 2020. Mandatory 

reporting under the EU Taxonomy Regulation will apply as of January 2022 for 

climate change mitigation and adaptation and January 2023 for the four other 

environmental objectives. With the delegated act on the four other objectives 

expected to be published in 2022 this hardly leaves any room to incorporate the 

lessons learned from implementing the climate mitigation and adaptation taxonomy 

regulation onto the four environmental objectives delegated act. Considering the 

taxonomy is such a new pioneering piece of legislation, with the potential to have a 

large impact on all parties affected by the taxonomy and lastly, because experience 

https://www.ebf.eu/mediacentre/
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on implementing the taxonomy in practice still needs to be acquired by the parties 

involved which could lead to valuable insights. EBF advocates to extend the 

publishing of the technical screening criteria for the four environmental objectives to 

2023 to allow for incorporation of lessons learned from applying the climate 

mitigation and climate adaptation technical screening criteria. 

 

3. This report uses the same approach as the one for the first two climate objectives: 
static, binary, very ambitious targets based on best performance. It will therefore 
cause similar problems. What we need is a transition taxonomy to accompany our 
clients on a transition path. 
 
4. There is a need to make the taxonomy understandable, more compact and 
manageable. As it is currently drafted it is too complex for both the companies in the 
real economy as well as for the banks financing them. As the EU Taxonomy keeps 
growing and getting quite complicated, there is a need for clear guidance to 
companies in the real economy on how to present the alignment (or eligibility) 
evidence in practice to banks in connection with financing. Banks will generally have 
sectoral expertise, but may not possess the time nor the capability to handle and 
collect all technical more environmentally-geared evidence, unless such is presented 
in a clear and structured format.  
 


