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1. Executive summary

Coverage and focus
The Chartis report ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and
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Vendor LandscapeVendor Landscape assessed the environmental, social and governance (ESG)

data, scoring and analytics required for investment management,  and the

vendors addressing the ESG market across the full spectrum of issues. Although

ESG data is still varied in its consistency, standardization and accuracy, steady

improvements are being made across suppliers. In addition, regulators and

frameworks are consolidating and unifying into a more productive, structured

hierarchy that is benefitting asset owners/investors on a global scale as they

seek to assess elements of ESG risk in their investments more effectively.

This report considers ESG climate metrics, scoring methodologies and vendor

offerings, focusing on providers of climate/carbon data/greenhouse gas (GHG)

data and analytics. It examines the key market issues facing firms and investors,

considers the vendor offerings, and provides advice for users and providers in

this growing market.

Future Chartis ESG reports will take a closer look at other important issues,

including:

Analytical tools for ESG in investment management.

Portfolio construction and rebalancing.

Disclosure and analysis of sustainable bond data.

ESG performance attribution.

Regulatory updates, time frames and implementations.
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ESG loan portfolio analysis, including probability of default analysis.
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The current state of ESG climate data
Banks, investment managers, asset owners, and pension and insurance funds

are seeing demand from stakeholders and regulators for quantitative

measurement of ESG exposure in their loans, portfolios and funded investments,

specifically climate risks and carbon/GHG emissions.

Requiring organizations to disclose climate impact metrics has become a focal

point of companies’ policies, as well as regulatory, market and technological

attempts to tackle climate change. Current and future constraints on emissions,

either directly by restricting emissions or indirectly through carbon budgets, will

have a material financial impact on organizations. Companies with significant

emissions are likely to be affected more by this transition risk, with potentially

higher costs of capital attainment, difficulty in acquiring funding, regulatory

restrictions/fines and reluctance from investors to hold questionable climate-

negative assets.

Beyond regulation, current investors – ranging from the largest institutional

investors (pension funds, insurance companies, endowments, municipalities and

sovereign funds) to retail investors – are beginning to vote with their dollars,

expressing concern for the extent to which their investments adhere to climate

ESG policies and principles. When evaluating investment assets, investment

managers are increasingly assessing ESG climate physical and transition risks to

satisfy stakeholder scrutiny, regulatory pressure and longer-term performance

metrics. Corporations and investment managers must now address several

components of physical and transition risks, including:

Physical risks

Rising temperatures.

Droughts.

Wildfires.

Floods.

Hurricanes/cyclones.

Water hazards.

Transition risks

GHG/carbon emission controls. 

Carbon offsets/pricing.
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Regulatory compliance. 

Litigation. 

Reputation issues. 

Technology. 

This report focuses on elements of GHG/carbon emission controls and carbon

offsets/pricing within the transition risk category.

This report uses Chartis’ RiskTech Quadrant  to explain the structure of the

market. The RiskTech Quadrant  derives from a comprehensive methodology of

in-depth independent research and a clear scoring system to explain which

solutions can meet an organization’s needs. The RiskTech Quadrant  does not

simply describe one solution as the best – rather, it has a sophisticated ranking

methodology that shows which solutions would be best for particular buyers,

depending on their implementation strategies.

This report covers the following vendors of climate investment data and

analytics:  Arabesque, Arcturus, Bloomberg, Carbon4 Finance, Cervest, Climate

X, Climavision, Dun & Bradstreet, Emmi, Entelligent, FactSet, Fitch Solutions,

FutureProof, Iceberg Data Lab, IdealRatings, ISS ESG, Jupiter Intelligence,

Moody’s, MSCI, Refinitiv, right. based on science, S&P Global Trucost, Sust

Global, Sustainalytics, Tata, Urgentem and XDI.

We aim to provide as comprehensive a view as possible of the vendor landscape

within the context of our research. Note, however, that not all vendors we

approached provided adequate information for our analysis, and some declined

to participate in this research.
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2. Market landscape

Context: a growing need, but a variety of models
Climate risk is an emerging area of risk that impacts a variety of stakeholders

across the financial and investment ecosystem. It has arisen as the product of a

growing consensus among academics and policy-makers that climate change is

®
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real, so physical and transition risks must be addressed at both the corporate and

investment management levels.

Risk theorists at regulatory and voluntary standards bodies – and in-house risk

personnel at vendors – have been keen to leverage climate modeling to qualify

the various components of climate risk and quantify their potential impact on

individual assets and multi-asset portfolios.

Physical climate and GHG-related transition risks have become major

components of portfolio risk for investment managers, and should be evaluated

quantitatively. But climate evaluation models and scoring methodologies can vary

widely. Since many investment managers have determined that they cannot

depend on a single model, they have resorted to building consensus models out

of several data feeds and models, and/or developing their own climate risk

models in-house from raw data (in a similar way to how they approach ESG

scoring more generally).

Climate science in practice: how climate modeling maps to

climate risk

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ChangeIntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in 2018, global

warming must not exceed 1.5°C to avoid the catastrophic impacts of climate

change. The current trajectory indicates that global warming is likely to hit 3.5°C

by mid-century, past a tipping point that could catalyze the acceleration of climate

change.

Scientific bodies such as the IPCC, as well as standalone academic initiatives

and regulatory authorities such as the International Energy Agency (IEA), are

producing vast amounts of climate risk analysis and factor models. However,

there is no consensus around which elements of these vast corpuses of

information to use, and this has led to diverse modeling approaches among end

users.

Key issues in the market
As a result, several climate risk issues are emerging on the user side of the

market.

The science-industry climate gap

While corporates and investors do generally make use of the data and models

from scientific sources, out-of-the-box data and models tend not to be fit for
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purpose. Companies have therefore become reliant on vendors to refine the

methodologies of data collection and climate risk qualification and quantification.

Industry and ‘open-source’ associations (such as OS-Climate) are increasingly

calling on accounting and risk-management governing bodies and regulators to

‘white-box’ and standardize the core mathematics around carbon accounting and

climate risk qualification. Moreover, one important critique from the industry is

that vendor methodologies are not broadly comparable, due to the intricacies of

data collection and risk modeling. Not only does this make it difficult for firms to

identify which methodologies to adopt (and to ensure they are up to date), it also

creates challenges in assessing counterparty climate risk with precision.

A lack of regulatory alignment

Policy-makers are attempting to drive the global response to climate risks

through such initiatives as carbon pricing, nationally determined contributions

(NDCs) and energy transition subsidies. However, a lack of consensus around

national requirements for climate policy is creating significant uncertainty around

the transitional risks that firms will face in tackling climate risk.

Regulators globally have been reluctant to take proactive climate action within

their borders to mitigate the current effects of climate change. In an effort to make

countries responsible for mitigating the carbon within their borders and commit to

achieving the Paris-aligned temperature goals, Article 6 of the Paris Agreement

establishes the NDC framework. Nevertheless, there is still significant diversity

around such transitional policies as carbon pricing (implementing a ‘cap-and-

trade’ scheme on GHG emissions or a tax on activities that emit GHGs). As of

2021, 24 countries had implemented emissions trading schemes (ETS).

Furthermore, numerous countries and regional jurisdictions have already

implemented some method of carbon taxation. But these efforts represent a

significant minority of nations globally, and these schemes cover less than one-

third of world carbon emissions.

Predicting the future

The uncertainty around climate policy means that firms must, in effect, predict

how climate policy may be instigated, and what they will be responsible for

directly when it comes to implementing national net-zero targets. While countries

are required to set net-zero goals, organizations such as the Science Based

Targets initiative (SBTi) have called on leading companies to implement net-zero

programs voluntarily in anticipation of more broad regulation.

3
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The true transitional costs will only be implemented after some time, however,

due to a lack of consensus around how to approach such components of net zero

as purchasing carbon offsets and distributing direct responsibility among

companies and investors, rather than governments. This leaves companies and

investors having to simulate a wide variety of scenarios to account for the

potential costs of transition, which then feed back into broader integrated

transitional-physical risk models.

A confusing proliferation of voluntary frameworks

Industry is keen for policy-makers to step in with climate risk disclosure and

management rules, but, instead, a growing array of voluntary standards-makers

have emerged to provide frameworks for disclosing climate risk and developing

approaches to mitigate it. A lack of consensus around climate disclosure

standards has created opportunities for asset operators to engage in activities

such as deficient reporting, greenwashing and environmental accounting fraud.

While there has been some progress in counteracting this, there is still room for

further refinement, although recent actions to mandate climate risk disclosure

from key global regulators, including the Securities and Exchange Commission

(SEC), indicate a trend toward the homogenization of reporting and risk

management standards.

To their credit, certain national and regional governments, including the European

Union, have led the way in tackling greenwashing by corporates and investment

managers alike.  Some governing bodies, including the European Central Bank

(ECB) and the Bank of England (BoE), have also begun to integrate climate risk

analysis into the stress-testing activities they undertake to meet their regulatory

obligations, and this has stimulated the adoption of climate risk modeling

capabilities by financial institutions that provide credit. These regulatory

frameworks have yet to migrate to capital markets and the buy-side, however.

In order to cover gaps in government carbon accounting and climate risk

methodologies for investment use cases, providers of voluntary frameworks have

attempted to offer methodology solutions around such subjects as GHG

accounting, climate risk management and the broader integration of carbon

emissions and climate risk practices into corporate sustainability frameworks.

The GHG Protocol

GHG Protocol

GHG Protocol

GHG Protocol

GHG Protocol

GHG Protocol

GHG ProtocolGHG Protocol and the Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial

Task Force on Climate-Related FinancialTask Force on Climate-Related Financial

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)

Disclosures (TCFD)Disclosures (TCFD) have emerged as the clear winners in carbon accounting

and climate risk management and disclosure, respectively.

While these protocols have emerged as the clear winners in the areas of carbon

4
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and climate, other frameworks historically have competed with them, including

the Carbon Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB), carbon and climate-related

offerings from the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the Sustainability

Accounting Standards Board (SASB). Certification-based standards around

carbon accounting also include ISO 14064 from the International Standards

Organization, in addition to offerings from GRESB (previously the Global Real

Estate Sustainability Benchmark) for real-estate companies and Underwriters

Laboratories (UL) for consumer products. Furthermore, intermediaries such as

the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) and the United Nations Global Compact

(UNGC) aggregate corporate sustainability reports.

Asset managers are under pressure to deliver nuanced climate

risk investment strategies

Investment managers are under ever-growing pressure:

From asset owners, to implement climate risk assessment and mitigation

controls.

From national and regional regulators, to align with sustainable finance

requirements.

From local authorities, to resist the urge to divest from environmentally

unfriendly industries at a local level.

Pressure on investment managers also stems from the broader ESG investing

movement, in which responsible asset owners and peer institution alliances for

banking and asset managers are motivating financial firms to adopt carbon

accounting and climate risk programs. Net zero-aligned asset managers have

also conformed voluntarily to a variety of commitments, including full

decarbonization of client portfolios by 2050. Asset-owner and net zero-aligned

asset-manager commitments also demand that firms implement active ownership

strategies to drive change across their portfolios.

With all of the activity to standardize carbon accounting and climate risk,

investors face significant issues in determining how to assess the climate risks

presented by the various asset classes in which they invest. But they must do

this to meet the requirements of their clients and other stakeholders, including

regulators, their own investors (especially if the asset manager is publicly traded)

and, increasingly, climate activists. Specifically, they face pressures and

challenges in several areas:
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Pressure from the UN and other agreements driving ESG and climate risk

integration. At this stage, most major asset owners are signatories to the

voluntary commitments to responsible investing developed by the UN, including

the Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI), the UNGC and the Net-Zero

Asset Owner Alliance. These agreements call on asset owners to wield their

tremendous quantities of capital for global benefit by advocating that their asset

managers and investments adopt responsible business practices across all

facets of ESG risks.

Asset managers must implement end-to-end climate risk programs.

According to a recent 

recent 

recent 

recent 

recent 

recent 

recent recent Risk.net

Risk.net

Risk.net

Risk.net

Risk.net

Risk.net

Risk.netRisk.net study

 study

 study

 study

 study

 study

 study study, only 50% of buy-side investors are

integrating climate risk into their investing workflows. As asset managers face

pressures from their clients, regulators, partners and others to integrate climate

risk, they must adopt end-to-end climate risk assessments (i.e., ‘qualification’)

and quantification workflows. Since some of these capabilities have not yet

been standardized, the climate risk function is thought to sit best within the

areas of financial risk or quantitative portfolio management.

Asset managers must adjust their portfolios according to investors’

policies. While it may seem to be in the interest of most institutional clients that

firms mitigate climate risk, asset managers must adapt to their clients’

preferences around managing and mitigating climate risks in their portfolios.

Some clients may want to fully divest from carbon-intensive businesses, while

others may seek to retain these investments as part of broader economic

development mandates.

Asset managers must rationalize client expectations with firm-wide

policies. Whereas clients have one set of expectations, asset managers and

financial institutions have their own internal requirements. Investors that are

signatories to the Net Zero Asset Managers Commitment, for example, have

pledged to (among other factors) decarbonize all assets under management

(AUM) by 2050, implement a stewardship and engagement strategy, analyze

portfolios for climate risk and net-zero alignment, and report to clients and other

stakeholders.

Active ownership brings action on climate risk. Meanwhile, a lack of clear

requirements has created room for shareholder and stakeholder activists to gain

control over corporate climate agendas and impact corporates’ reputations and

brand equity. This trend is perhaps a net positive for investors, who can exercise

increased latitude around investing in carbon-intensive assets.
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The climate risk management challenge: qualifying and

quantifying climate risk

Climate risk analysis is at the heart of climate risk management programs for

investment management. Chartis outlines the steps of climate risk programs as

follows:

1. Climate risk qualification. Based on a predefined taxonomy of climate risks,

firms map out the various risk exposures of a given asset in terms of physical risk,
transition risk and climate impact. This will vary by the dimensions of a given asset
class, including the markets and industries in which it operates.

2. Climate risk quantification. After mapping out which risks are relevant, the next

step is to model the potential impact of each risk on investments, using a variety of
techniques (see Table 1).

3. Climate risk integration. Once investors have arrived at an expected climate risk

profile,  risk assessments can be integrated directly into portfolios. Some of the
tools and techniques investors use to integrate climate risks into their portfolios
include:

a. Portfolio climate risk assessment. Given that portfolio managers are

responsible for optimizing the risk-return profile for a basket of assets, rather than
individual assets in isolation, they must attach climate risk-weighted exposures to
their portfolios. Managers investing in companies with lower physical risk, for
example, may end up with concentrations of firms in a given industry (such as
technology), which may in turn have an additional set of profiles around transition
risk.

b. Climate value at risk (VAR). Climate VAR models attempt to calculate the

financial VAR due to climate change. These models reduce the risks described
above into a single number or set of numbers to be integrated into multi-factorial
investment models.

5
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Table 1: Techniques for quantifying climate risk

Backward-
looking
analysis

Analysts delineate how the historic performance and picture of an asset may impact the
present value of the asset, in light of current risks. One example of this is using carbon
emissions and carbon intensity to quantify any potential impairment due to transition risk.
Another common example involves examining where an asset’s facilities or operations are
located and overlaying their coordinates onto geospatial visualizations to better understand
the presence of physical risk.

Forward-
looking
analysis

To supplement the partial picture that backward-looking climate risk analysis provides,
companies rely on some of the following methods to understand forward-looking risk factors:

1. Scenario analysis

Firms can model future climate risk by using scenario analysis. This is the process of aligning
future predictions about how an investment will be impacted by climate change to the
scenarios provided by climate science bodies. Some of the major providers of scenario
analysis at present include the IPCC, the Transition Pathway Initiative (TPI) and the
International Energy Agency (IEA). Firms can use scenario analysis to study physical risk
(assets that are likely to become stranded due to sea-level rises and drought), transitional risk
(assets that may become stranded due to the energy transition) and climate impact (the ease
or diN culty of decarbonizing for an investment).

2. Sensitivity analysis

This is closely related to scenario analysis, and examines what will happen if variables in
scenario analysis models are changed.

Technique Description

Source: Chartis Research

Challenges in qualifying and quantifying climate risk

However, investors face significant challenges in their attempts to qualify and

quantify climate risk. Qualification methodologies struggle to move from isolated

risk factor models to integrated transition-physical risk frameworks. Carbon

footprint models face issues of double-counting risks in multi-asset portfolios, as

well as with leveraging both backward-looking and forward-looking data, and

dissecting the relationship between climate risks and market activity.

Since there are no standardized regulations around climate risk, a significant

amount of interpretation has been left to the investment community. Chartis has

noted that investors are experiencing the following challenges in their climate risk

procedures:

Qualification challenges

Integrated transitional-physical risk modeling. While initial models treated

physical and transitional risk as though they were separate subjects, recent

literature from the United Nations Environment Programme Finance Initiative

(UNEP FI) indicates that physical risk and transition risk can be placed at
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opposite ends of the same spectrum. In essence, they are trade-offs: disorderly

transition scenarios will be likely to feature high physical risks and lower

transitional risks (as firms will be less likely to be subject to carbon pricing,

drastic changes in energy transition or market disruption). In cases where

models of physical and transition risk factors are correlated, firms should be

careful to account for these correlations when integrating climate risk factors

into their investment decision-making. On the other hand, their correlation is

likely to mean that climate VAR can be calculated more accurately, as physical

risk and transition risk reduce to a single ‘total cost of climate change’.

Cascading second- and third-order climate risks. If a company’s facilities are

close to the ocean, they may be vulnerable to rises in sea level, but less so for

second- or third-order impacts of climate change. A second-order effect of

climate change, for example, might be forced migration due to rising sea levels,

or a reduction in the arability of land due to an increasing aridity affecting crop

yields. These follow-on effects may be difficult to quantify – a problem that

intensifies when considering the follow-on effects of those changes. Predicting

how changes in migration patterns might impact the demographics of different

areas, for example – and, in turn, how those demographic changes might shift

consumer preferences for a given market – could be a major challenge.

Quantification challenges

Scope 3 carbon emissions and double counting. While Scope 1 and 2 data 
can be drawn relatively accurately from trusted company disclosures (provided 
they are audited), most firms are distrustful of self-reported Scope 3 emissions. 
Some firms have found self-reported Scope 3 emissions to be inaccurate by as 
much as a factor of 10.

At the moment, firms should be wary of the accuracy of Scope 3 emissions 
reporting from corporates, unless the data is in real time and independently 
verifiable. Certain vendors have stepped in with solutions that attempt to de-risk 
Scope 3 emissions data through more rigorous calculation processes. But short of 

real-time, traceable data stores for the key attributes of Scope 3 emissions (fuel 

consumption in logistics, product lifecycle assessment data, etc.), it is unlikely that 

investors will be able to derive Scope 3 emissions with complete accuracy.

In addition, firms holding multi-asset portfolios may experience challenges with the 

double-counting of emissions across different exposures to the same asset. For 

example, an investor holding both equity and debt in a given venture may 
accidentally double-count their carbon emissions for those investments if they are 
not careful.

6
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Integrating backward- and forward-looking climate risk data into

investment models. Climate risk assessment and quantification methodologies 
analyze historic, present and future measures of climate risk. Understanding 
how to weight the value of each dataset can be tricky, particularly as future 
climate risk estimates attempt to integrate several scenarios.

Firms are attempting to address this challenge by relying on heuristic indicators 
for climate risk in assessing their investments, including carbon emissions and 
stranded assets. Integrating more complex climate risks (such as shifting 
macroeconomic conditions, demographic trends and market risks) requires 
sophisticated quantitative modeling capabilities.

Integrating climate risk into multi-asset portfolios. Whereas individual assets 

have climate risk profiles associated with them, asset classes may also have 

generalizable climate risk profiles. In order to perform portfolio climate risk 
management, investors should weight the risk of different asset varieties in a 
portfolio (equity, corporate fixed income, sovereign fixed income, real estate, 
commodities, etc.) according to a generalized risk profile for a given asset type.

Climate risk and behavioral finance. Investors integrating climate risk also are 
playing a ‘metagame’ with the efficient market hypothesis – i.e., how many other 
investors are integrating climate risk into asset pricing and valuation models, and 

how are they achieving this? This would mean integrating the latest 
benchmarking information on the use of climate risk data on the buy-side, as 
well as analyzing any quantitative studies around how climate risks might impact 

volatility, volume and other financial risk factors. This practice is very much at the 

frontier of current investor and solution capabilities.
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3. Vendor landscape

Overview
Investment managers need to assess their investments for exposure to climate,

carbon and GHG emissions, both for physical risk and transition risk. They must

consume raw data, modeled data, temperature-aligned data and preprocessed

models in order to analyze their portfolios for their climate concentration/footprint.

The resulting portfolio climate assessments are then used for regulatory
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adherence, compliance and reporting to investors and stakeholders.

Vendors focusing on ESG climate data and analytics provide:

Coverage of raw data on carbon output.

Carbon data normalization and standardization.

Carbon data conversion (e.g., temperature alignment).

Analysis of the concentration of carbon data in a financial portfolio.

Climate analysis/models.

The technical infrastructure for data persistence and time series.

An assessment of the climate, carbon and GHG footprint of a portfolio.

The first step in the process is the disclosure of corporate ESG climate data

collected by entities such as CDP, global energy commissions and voluntary non-

financial reporting by corporates. Vendors then aggregate ESG climate data from

multiple sources, before attempting to normalize it and put it into standardized

formats that can be consumed by downstream investment managers, FinTechs

and firms’ proprietary scoring models.

Carbon data challenges
Institutional investors are likely to pressurize corporations to report GHG/carbon

disclosure because of demands from their retail constituents. Asset managers

will have to rank the most responsible ESG climate candidates within industry

groupings, optimizing each asset’s risk/performance return profile within a capital

asset pricing model (CAPM) framework. This will be true both for active

managers and passive index managers that will first need to monitor ESG climate

measurement against established ESG climate indexes and incorporate ESG

index factor-weighted portfolios.

While carbon and GHG data is the most advanced, it also contains the most

discrepancies due to variations in measurement units and measurement

techniques, as well as issues with defining emissions. In addition, carbon and

climate data via data aggregators and scorers is updated at best on a monthly

basis, but for the most part annually or twice a year. A key element in capturing

carbon data is being able to produce an accurate time series (i.e., where a

company has been in the past, where it is now and where it is likely to be in the

future). ESG performance attribution will become one of the most important
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aspects of analyzing and determining whether a company is improving, and

whether the time series projects a realistic path to net zero. Timely and regular

updates within a time series are critical for quantifiable and legitimate climate

modeling.

ESG carbon data products and services on the

market
Unlike financial data, ESG data requires the integration of structured, semi-

structured and unstructured datasets. In addition, the frequency of data collection

and disclosure can be a significant obstacle for investment managers attempting

to evaluate climate risk in their portfolios in an accurate and timely way.

Alternative datasets – from sources such as real-time sensors, satellite imagery,

monitoring cameras, CCTV, digital monitoring devices, social media scanning,

non-governmental organization (NGO) reporting and, increasingly, real-time

monitoring techniques – are filling gaps in detection and oversight.

Table 2 lists the types of ESG climate datasets and the multiple sources, both

private and public, from which corporate data is being obtained. As with those

that address market data, climate ESG data sources will continue to expand as

corporate disclosure becomes more refined and as third-party sources use

technology to monitor entities more precisely. Table 3 outlines major climate ESG

scoring methodologies.
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Table 2: Climate, carbon and GHG data sources

Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center (CDIAC)

Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP)

European Environment Agency (EEA)

EU-US Energy Council

International Energy Agency (IEA)

Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s (MIT) Economic Projection and Policy Analysis (EPPA) model and
En-ROADS

NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies (GISS)

National Climatic Data Center (NCDC)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

Non-financial reports/corporate social responsibility (CSR) reports

Non-governmental organization (NGO) websites

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Main sources

GPS radio
occultation
(GPS-RO)

A technique for measuring and assessing the Earth’s atmosphere. It can help to improve
weather forecasts and climate modeling, and in predicting the weather in space.

Satellite
imagery

Covers global satellite monitoring of metal production, hard commodities, cement plants,
storage sites, water output and overall emissions – both planned and unplanned. Data can
be accessed and monitored in real time.

Geospatial
imagery

Regional-specific satellite and Internet of Things (IoT) monitoring of weather, water tables, 
discharges and ocean/river levels. Real-time data can be integrated with historical time 
series to detect possible trends.

Alternative
sources Description

Source: Chartis Research
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Table 3: Climate data scoring and translation methodologies

Environment
scoring as part of
ESG

Follows TCFD guidelines.

Combines GHG emission disclosure with climate physical risk models.

Weighted scoring.

Climate scoring
specialty
categories

Energy and extractives, global/international alignment.

SpeciWcally measuring GHG emission outputs – Scope 1, 2 and 3.

Combined with alternative data and monitoring sources.

Temperature scoring alignment with the Paris Agreement.

Consensus

Due to variance and non-correlation across suppliers of ESG climate scoring, a
multi-vendor ESG climate rating is assembled, and then a consensus model is
used to normalize it to a single score.

Clients also use raw ESG climate data along with the scoring consensus as an
input into proprietary custom ESG climate models.

Real-time event
signals

Using satellite, geospatial and NGO data, as well as real-time news and sensor
data for carbon, GHG and climate releases.

Custom/proprietary Asset managers bring in multiple climate data sources and ratings and then add
their own in-house modeling, building an overall consensus scoring model.

Scoring methodologies

Source: Chartis Research

The competitive landscape for ESG climate data

offerings
As outlined in Chartis’ ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

ESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market andESG Data Aggregators and Scorers, 2022: Market and

Vendor Landscape

Vendor Landscape

Vendor Landscape

Vendor Landscape

Vendor Landscape

Vendor Landscape

Vendor LandscapeVendor Landscape quadrant report, many established vendors provide broad

coverage of ESG data across public and private corporations, sovereign funds,

municipalities, public finance and multiple bond and loan situations.

Climate, carbon and GHG data offerings can come with a variety of options:

Climate data is included, but specific specialty vendors have further developed 
Scope 3 models and offer more depth and functional variety.

The sourcing of data expands beyond corporate disclosure, CDP, US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and European Environment Agency 
(EEA) to bring in alternative data sources (such as NGOs, real-time monitoring 
and video).
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Carbon emissions data is sourced closer to real time, rather than depending on 
monthly or quarterly updates.

Future-state modeling of carbon emissions can be provided.

Climate data vendors: categories, strengths and weaknesses

All ESG climate/GHG data providers

Strengths:

Data sources/corporate disclosure for scopes 1 and 2 are improving, as

corporations are concluding that accurate and complete disclosure can

improve their capital costs and credit standing with banks and investors.

Weaknesses:

At Scope 3, the largest GHG amounts are still extremely inaccurate.

Beyond public sources, vendors depend mainly on corporate disclosure

sources that could be inaccurate and not fully audited.

Financial data providers

Strengths:

Large universe of coverage allows third parties to access data and run

through specialized/targeted models.

Can use prior market data road maps and experience to provide

expansive datasets.

Weaknesses:

Data is raw and depends mainly on public data sources that might have

gaps.

Vendors scale through acquisition, and their datasets/analytics do not

necessarily integrate well.

Credit data providers
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Strengths:

Have established global coverage of both public and private entities. 
Have trained analysts to review climate data and companies.



Can link climate emissions – physical and transitional risks – to credit 
concerns.

Weaknesses:

Credit is their main focus, and they could be usurped by the large data

providers.

They scale through acquisition, so their datasets/analytics are not

cohesive and can result in fragmented data silos.

Portfolio data/analytics providers

Strengths:

Can provide specialized climate data that is specific to industry groups

or regions.

Can provide third-party real-time monitoring data.

Can provide specialized datasets that can be brought into in-house

models.

Weaknesses:

Still depend mainly on public data sources that might have data

gaps and rely on third-party scoring methodologies and weightings.

Firms might be acquired, and companies may struggle to easily validate

or back-test models.

Key takeaways and opportunities for data users and

suppliers
Users do not depend on one ESG climate vendor for data or analytics, instead

ingesting multiple datasets from the EEA, CDP and alternative data sources, both

periodic and closer to real time. Because of the inconsistency of climate data and

scoring, most users currently depend on consensus scoring, whereby multiple

climate scores are aligned with internally developed climate/carbon models.

Page 19 of 36

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32020R0852
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019R2088&from=EN


Smaller investment houses might depend on one vendor and model simply to

adhere to the Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) and/or

stakeholders’ requirements. But while this might be enough to comply with

regulatory guidance, the current data disparity means that depending on one

model and data provider can be problematic.

Most investment managers source their data from multiple vendors, however,

and are developing in-house climate models to aggregate a consensus climate

score. An optimized model that addresses the financial materiality of a portfolio

mitigates risk performance while adhering to investors’ and regulators’ demands.

In their present form, climate data and analytics products are sold by some ESG

vendors, but are not fundamentally integrated into ESG products. Similarly,

corporate carbon emissions tracking, reporting and mitigation solutions form a

separate and rapidly emerging solution set that is not directly integrated into ESG

datasets. It is unclear whether there is standardization across existing data

solutions around the integration of climate scenarios and carbon emissions/net-

zero targets into ESG ratings. Chartis believes that these factors may affect

performance under the emerging physical and transition standards.

Conclusions on the ESG climate data and analytics

landscape
As noted in our previous ESG report

previous ESG report

previous ESG report

previous ESG report

previous ESG report

previous ESG report

previous ESG reportprevious ESG report, while the landscape of ESG climate data

providers is constantly evolving and maturing, it is still at a relatively early stage.

If investment managers want to minimize operational and reputational risk, they

need to carefully research the present issues and inconsistencies in climate/GHG

data and analytics. Although some progress has been made, there are still gaps,

including the following:

1. Climate/GHG data sources and collections of corporate disclosures are not
uniform in their coverage, which can lead to varied scores across similar
corporations within the same industry groups.

2. Scope 3 GHG coverage can be a ‘black-box’ estimate that might erroneously
affect a corporation’s total GHG emissions, to the extent that they do not
accurately reflect true emissions.

3. The availability of alternative real-time monitoring is increasing. This will help firms
audit true corporate disclosure. They can also use it to fine-tune their models more
accurately.

4. The current risk-mitigation model involves consensus aggregation of multiple
vendors combined with in-house development.

5. Carbon offsetting is a developing market, and could cause variation in corporate
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disclosures within similar companies. As a result of this incorrect data, valuation
and perception in the marketplace might not reflect a company’s true value.
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Chartis RiskTech Quadrant  and vendor

capabilities for ESG investment data and

analytics – climate-focused, 2022

Quadrant commentary
The RiskTech Quadrant  for ESG investment data and analytics – climate-

focused, 2022 (see Figure 1) shows category leaders and providers of best-of-

breed, point and enterprise solutions.

Category leaders have broad and deep functionality, technology and content,

and demonstrate a clear strategy for sustainable, profitable growth. Their best-

in-class solutions, with a range of diverse offerings, combined with their

substantial coverage and financial strength, enable them to absorb industry and

regional demand volatility.

Best-of-breed vendors have a competitive solution, but they lack the

comprehensive features and functions of category leaders. Although they

provide a narrower range of service offerings, their market potential and growth

opportunities tend to be strong.

Best-of-breed providers often have best-in-class solutions for specific client

segments and the ability to capture significant market share in those chosen

markets. They are often distinguished by a growing client base, superior sales

and marketing execution, and a clear strategy for sustainable, profitable growth.

High performers also have a demonstrable track record of research and

development (R&D) investment, together with the specific product or ‘go-to-

market’ capabilities needed to deliver a competitive advantage.

Point solution vendors generally have a good business model and value

proposition, but their platforms are still being developed. These firms also may

be establishing third-party data sources or software partnerships to enrich their

capabilities.

By developing comprehensive solutions and using integrated data management

and third-party partnerships, these vendors can expand their completeness of

®

®
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offering, market potential and market share, and have the potential to shift into

other categories.

Enterprise solution vendors offer an array of capabilities and may have a

distinctive competency that distinguishes them from other vendors. Their market

penetration is relatively undeveloped, however.

Table 4 lists the assessment criteria for this ESG quadrant, while Table 5 lists the

vendor capabilities in this area.

 

Table 4: Assessment criteria for ESG investment data and
analytics – climate-focused, 2022

GHG/Climate data Client growth

Breadth of climate risk coverage Market strategy

Investment and portfolio alignment Growth strategy

Climate risk road map Business model

Technical architecture and infrastructure Financials

Completeness of offering Market potential

Source: Chartis Research
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Figure 1: Chartis RiskTech Quadrant® for ESG investment
data and analytics – climate-focused, 2022

Source: Chartis Research
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Arcturus *** *** **** **** ***
Bloomberg **** **** **** **** ***

Carbon4
Finance **** **** **** **** ***

Cervest *** *** *** *** ***

Climate X *** *** *** *** ***

Climavision ** ** *** *** ***

Dun &
Bradstreet *** *** *** *** ***

Emmi **** **** **** **** ***

Entelligent *** *** *** *** ***

FactSet *** **** *** **** ***

Fitch
Solutions **** **** **** **** ***

FutureProof *** *** *** *** ***

Iceberg Data
Lab **** **** **** **** ***

IdealRatings *** *** *** *** ****

ISS ESG **** **** **** **** ****

Jupiter
Intelligence *** *** *** *** ***

Moody’s **** **** **** **** ***

MSCI **** **** **** **** ****

ReWnitiv *** *** *** *** ***

right. based
on science *** *** *** *** ***

S&P Global
Trucost **** **** **** **** ****

Sust Global *** *** **** **** ***

Sustainalytics **** **** **** **** ***

Tata **** **** *** **** ***

Urgentem *** **** *** *** ***

XDI *** *** *** *** ***

Key: **** = Best-in-class capabilities, *** = Advanced capabilities, ** = Meets industry requirements, * = Partial 
coverage/component capability
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Table 5: Vendor capabilities for ESG investment data and
analytics – climate-focused, 2022

Arabesque **** **** **** **** ***

Vendor GHG/Climate
data

Breadth of
climate risk
coverage

Investment and
portfolio
alignment

Climate
risk road
map

Technical
architecture and
infrastructure



2. Note that references to companies in the text of this report do not constitute

endorsements of their products or services by Chartis.

3. According to the International Carbon Action Partnership (ICAP), the

international body governing ETS roll-out.

4. See the EU’s taxonomy regulationEU’s taxonomy regulationEU’s taxonomy regulationEU’s taxonomy regulationEU’s taxonomy regulation, for example, which lists business

activities that can be classified as ‘sustainable’, and the Sustainable FinanceSustainable FinanceSustainable FinanceSustainable FinanceSustainable Finance

Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)Disclosure Regulation (SFDR), which does the same for investment funds.

5. The climate risks that firms should consider are outlined in Appendix A.

6. The Carbon Trust websiteCarbon Trust websiteCarbon Trust websiteCarbon Trust websiteCarbon Trust website states: “Greenhouse gas emissions are

categorized into three groups or ‘scopes’ by the most widely used international

accounting tool, the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Protocol. Scope 1 covers direct

emissions from owned or controlled sources. Scope 2 covers indirect emissions

from the generation of purchased electricity, steam, heating and cooling

consumed by the reporting company. Scope 3 includes all other indirect

emissions that occur in a company’s value chain.”

Jump to topJump to topJump to topJump to topJump to top
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1. Investment management encompasses asset managers, asset owners, bank

portfolio/loan managers, hedge funds and investment companies.
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Table 6: Climate risk typologies

Physical
risk

All businesses have some kind of footprint in the physical world, whether that is the location
of their facilities, the transit routes leveraged by their supply chains or the geographies where
their target customers reside. Each of these factors is vulnerable to ‘physical’ climate risk
(i.e., the environmental changes and hazards created by shifting climate conditions). The
primary categories of physical risk are listed below.

Acute
physical
risk

Acute physical risks are represented by the increasing occurrence of extreme weather 
events, including hurricanes, tornadoes, wildfires, drought, flooding and even plagues of 
insects. Due to climate change, these events may occur more erratically or in areas where 
they were not present previously.

Gradual
physical
risk

Gradual physical risks are caused by changes in the environment associated with changes in
climate. This could include increased scarcity of water in a locale due to the onset of a more
arid climate, or higher temperatures impacting the varieties of plants that may grow in an
area.

Second-
order
physical
risk

Because of changes in climate and weather, second-order risks include forced migration
(which will change consumption patterns), supply chain disruptions, increased biohazards
affecting human health and other potential consequences.

Transitional
risk

Transitional risks are the second-order effects of governments, the market and customers
responding to climate change. As the focal point of responding to climate change is
decarbonization and carbon emissions, carbon-related risks are at the heart of transition risk
and can serve as a proxy for transition risk.

GHG
emissions

GHG emissions are the foundation of transitional risks. The risks are most impactful on
businesses with naturally high marginal cost curves for GHG abatement. As a foundation for
transitional risk assessment, investors are concerned with accurately quantifying GHG
emissions for all emission scopes.

Policy risk

Policy risks due to climate change include carbon pricing and taxation. These risks emerge 
as potential costs of doing business in a world where governments are pushing markets to 
decarbonize via policy tools. Carbon pricing includes emissions cap-and-trade schemes in 
which companies in some specific sectors are forced to pay for the right to emit. A carbon 
tax is a price on carbon at the point of transacting. Voluntary carbon offsets are not currently 
a policy risk, but may evolve into one if net-zero requirements formalize.

Energy
transition
risk

Energy transition risks reflect firms’ ability to decarbonize power production or purchasing 
decisions to reduce their Scope 1 and 2 emissions. (Although this can also impact Scope 3, 
it will probably be managed more through supply chain risk management.)

Market risk

Market risk includes risk premia placed on carbon-intensive assets, as well as the volatility 
that higher-risk assets may face in the market as investors continue to integrate climate risk 
assessment into their portfolio analysis processes. Market risks are heavily connected to the 
behavioral factors involved in integrating climate risk management into institutional 
investment workflows and the market at large (via low-carbon exchange-traded funds (ETFs) 
and other products).

Second-
order
transition
risks

Some second-order transition risks (including forced migration, impact on underlying
economic demand of climate change and the increased prevalence of novel human diseases
from animals due to wildlife habitat destruction) are poorly understood and documented at
present by major providers.

Risk factor Description

Source: Chartis Research
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Appendix A: Climate risk typologies
Table 6 lists the key typologies for climate risk, as used in Chartis’ ESG reports.
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Appendix B: RiskTech Quadrant  methodology
Chartis is a research and advisory firm that provides technology and

business advice to the global risk management industry. Chartis provides

independent market intelligence regarding market dynamics, regulatory

trends, technology trends, best practices, competitive landscapes, market

sizes, expenditure priorities, and mergers and acquisitions. Chartis’

RiskTech Quadrant  reports are written by experienced analysts with

hands-on experience of selecting, developing and implementing risk

management systems for a variety of international companies in a range of

industries, including banking, insurance, capital markets, energy and the

public sector.

Chartis’ research clients include leading financial services firms and Fortune 500

companies, leading consulting firms and risk technology vendors. The risk

technology vendors that are evaluated in the RiskTech Quadrant  reports can be

Chartis clients or firms with whom Chartis has no relationship. Chartis evaluates

all risk technology vendors using consistent and objective criteria, regardless of

whether they are a Chartis client.

Where possible, risk technology vendors are given the opportunity to correct

factual errors prior to publication, but cannot influence Chartis’ opinion. Risk

®

®

®

technology vendors cannot purchase or influence positive exposure. Chartis

adheres to the highest standards of governance, independence and ethics.

Inclusion in the RiskTech Quadrant
Chartis seeks to include risk technology vendors that have a significant presence

in a given target market. The significance may be due to market penetration (e.g.,

large client base) or innovative solutions. Chartis does not give preference to its

own clients and does not request compensation for inclusion in a RiskTech

Quadrant report. Chartis utilizes detailed and domain-specific ‘vendor evaluation 
forms’ and briefing sessions to collect information about each vendor. If a vendor 
chooses not to respond to a Chartis vendor evaluation form, Chartis may still 
include the vendor in the report. Should this happen, Chartis will base its opinion 
on direct data collated from risk technology buyers and users, and from publicly 
available sources.

®

®
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Research process
®

Source: Chartis Research

The findings and analyses in the RiskTech Quadrant reports reflect our analysts’ 
considered opinions, along with research into market trends, participants, 
expenditure patterns and best practices. The research lifecycle usually takes 
several months, and the analysis is validated through several phases of 
independent verification. Figure 2 below describes the research process.

Figure 2: RiskTech Quadrant
®

 research process 
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Chartis vendor evaluation forms. A detailed set of questions covering

functional and non-functional aspects of vendor solutions, as well as

organizational and market factors. Chartis’ vendor evaluation forms are based

on practitioner-level expertise and input from real-life risk technology projects,

implementations and requirements analysis.

Risk technology user surveys. As part of its ongoing research cycle, Chartis

systematically surveys risk technology users and buyers, eliciting feedback on

various risk technology vendors, satisfaction levels and preferences.

Interviews with subject matter experts. Once a research domain has been

selected, Chartis undertakes comprehensive interviews and briefing sessions

with leading industry experts, academics and consultants on the specific domain

to provide deep insight into market trends, vendor solutions and evaluation

criteria.

Customer reference checks. These are telephone and/or email checks with

named customers of selected vendors to validate strengths and weaknesses,

and to assess post-sales satisfaction levels.

Vendor briefing sessions. These are face-to-face and/or web-based briefings

and product demonstrations by risk technology vendors. During these sessions,

Chartis experts ask in-depth, challenging questions to establish the real

strengths and weaknesses of each vendor.

Other third-party sources. In addition to the above, Chartis uses other third-

party sources of information such as conferences, academic and regulatory

studies, and collaboration with leading consulting firms and industry

associations.

Evaluation criteria
The RiskTech Quadrant (see Figure 3) evaluates vendors on two key 
dimensions:

1. Completeness of offering
2. Market potential

®

Chartis typically uses a combination of sources to gather market intelligence. These 

include (but are not limited to):
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Figure 3: RiskTech Quadrant
®

Source: Chartis Research

We develop specific evaluation criteria for each piece of quadrant research from

a broad range of overarching criteria, outlined below. By using domain-specific

criteria relevant to each individual risk, we can ensure transparency in our

methodology and allow readers to fully appreciate the rationale for our analysis.

Completeness of offering

Depth of functionality. The level of sophistication and number of detailed

features in the software product (e.g., advanced risk models, detailed and
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flexible workflow, domain-specific content). Aspects assessed include:

innovative functionality, practical relevance of features, user-friendliness,

flexibility and embedded intellectual property. High scores are given to firms that

achieve an appropriate balance between sophistication and user-friendliness. In

addition, functionality linking risk to performance is given a positive score.

Breadth of functionality. The spectrum of requirements covered as part of an

enterprise risk management system. This varies for each subject area, but

special attention is given to functionality covering regulatory requirements,

multiple risk classes, multiple asset classes, multiple business lines and multiple

user types (e.g., risk analyst, business manager, CRO, CFO, compliance

officer). Functionality within risk management systems and integration between

front office (customer-facing) and middle/back office (compliance, supervisory

and governance) risk management systems are also considered.

Data management and technology infrastructure. The ability of risk

management systems to interact with other systems and handle large volumes

of data is considered to be very important. Data quality is often cited as a critical

success factor and ease of data access, data integration, data storage and data

movement capabilities are all important factors. Particular attention is given to

the use of modern data management technologies, architectures and delivery

methods relevant to risk management (e.g., in-memory databases, complex

event processing, component-based architectures, cloud technology, software-

as-a-service). Performance, scalability, security and data governance are also

important factors.

Risk analytics. The computational power of the core system, the ability to

analyze large amounts of complex data in a timely manner (where relevant in

real time), and the ability to improve analytical performance are all important

factors. Particular attention is given to the difference between ‘risk’ analytics and

standard ‘business’ analytics. Risk analysis requires such capabilities as non-

linear calculations, predictive modeling, simulations, scenario analysis, etc.

Reporting and presentation layer. The ability to present information in a timely

manner, the quality and flexibility of reporting tools, and ease of use are

important for all risk management systems. Particular attention is given to the

ability to do ad hoc ‘on-the-fly’ queries (e.g., what-if analysis), as well as the

range of ‘out-of-the-box’ risk reports and dashboards.
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Business model. Includes implementation and support and innovation

(product, business model and organizational). Important factors include size and

quality of implementation team, approach to software implementation and post-

sales support and training. Particular attention is given to ‘rapid’ implementation

methodologies and ‘packaged’ services offerings. Also evaluated are new ideas,

functionality and technologies to solve specific risk management problems.

Speed to market, positioning and translation into incremental revenues are also

important success factors in launching new products.

Market penetration. Volume (i.e., number of customers) and value (i.e.,

average deal size) are considered important. Rates of growth relative to sector

growth rates are also evaluated. Also covers brand awareness, reputation and

the ability to leverage current market position to expand horizontally (with new

offerings) or vertically (into new sectors).

Financials. Revenue growth, profitability, sustainability and financial backing

(e.g., the ratio of license to consulting revenues) are considered key to

scalability of the business model for risk technology vendors.

Customer satisfaction. Feedback from customers is evaluated, regarding

after-sales support and service (e.g., training and ease of implementation),

value for money (e.g., price to functionality ratio) and product updates (e.g.,

speed and process for keeping up to date with regulatory changes).

Growth strategy. Recent performance is evaluated, including financial

performance, new product releases, quantity and quality of contract wins, and

market expansion moves. Also considered are the size and quality of the sales

force, sales distribution channels, global presence, focus on risk management,

messaging and positioning. Finally, business insight and understanding, new

thinking, formulation and execution of best practices, and intellectual rigor are

considered important.

Quadrant descriptions

Point solutions

Point solutions providers focus on a small number of component technology

capabilities, meeting a critical need in the risk technology market by solving

specific risk management problems with domain-specific software applications

and technologies.

They are often strong engines for innovation, as their deep focus on a relatively

Market potential
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narrow area generates thought leadership and intellectual capital.

By growing their enterprise functionality and utilizing integrated data

management, analytics and BI capabilities, vendors in the point solutions

category can expand their completeness of offering, market potential and market

share.

Best-of-breed

Best-of-breed providers have best-in-class point solutions and the ability to

capture significant market share in their chosen markets.

They are often distinguished by a growing client base, superior sales and

marketing execution, and a clear strategy for sustainable, profitable growth. High

performers also have a demonstrable track record of R&D investment, together

with specific product or ‘go-to-market’ capabilities needed to deliver a competitive

advantage.

Focused functionality will often see best-of-breed providers packaged together as

part of a comprehensive enterprise risk technology architecture, co-existing with

other solutions.

Enterprise solutions

Enterprise solutions providers typically offer risk management technology

platforms, combining functionally rich risk applications with comprehensive data

management, analytics and BI.

A key differentiator in this category is the openness and flexibility of the

technology architecture and a ‘toolkit’ approach to risk analytics and reporting,

which attracts larger clients.

Enterprise solutions are typically supported with comprehensive infrastructure

and service capabilities, and best-in-class technology delivery. They also

combine risk management content, data and software to provide an integrated

‘one-stop-shop’ for buyers.

Category leaders

Category leaders combine depth and breadth of functionality, technology and

content with the required organizational characteristics to capture significant

share in their market.

Category leaders demonstrate a clear strategy for sustainable, profitable growth,
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matched with best-in-class solutions and the range and diversity of offerings,

sector coverage and financial strength to absorb demand volatility in specific

industry sectors or geographic regions.

Category leaders will typically benefit from strong brand awareness, global reach

and strong alliance strategies with leading consulting firms and systems

integrators.
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Advisory services

Advisory services and tailored research provide a 
powerful way for Chartis clients to leverage our 
independent thinking to create and enhance their 
market positioning in critical areas. 

Our offering is grounded in our market-leading 
research, which focuses on the industry and 
regulatory issues and drivers, critical risk 
technologies and leading market practices 
impacting our sector. We use our deep insight 
and expertise to provide our clients with targeted 
market and industry analysis, tailoring content 
to assess the impact and potential of relevant 
regulatory and business issues, and highlighting 
potential solutions and approaches.

Chartis’ advisory services include:

Market dynamics

The markets that our clients – vendors, institutions 
and consultants – address are changing at an 
ever-increasing pace. Understanding the market 
dynamics is a critical component of success, 
and Chartis uses its deep industry and technical 
knowledge to provide customized analysis of the 
specific issues and concerns our clients are facing.

Market positioning

In today’s highly competitive market, it is no 
longer enough simply to have a leading product 
or solution. Buyers must be able to appreciate 
the differentiating capabilities of your brand and 
solutions, and understand your ability to help them 
solve their issues.

Working with our clients, we generate compelling, 
independent co-branded research, targeting critical 
business issues. This helps our clients to position 
their solutions effectively, ‘own’ key issues and 
stand out from the crowd.

Collaborating closely with our clients, we develop 
pragmatic, resonant thought-leadership papers 
with immediate industry relevance and impact.

Our offerings include:

• Co-branded research on key market topics
to provide a unique and compelling point of
view that addresses a key industry driver and
highlights the relevant issues. Reports can
be tailored to varying levels of depth and can
be powered by quantitative survey fieldwork,
qualitative industry interviews, our deep domain
expertise or a blend of all three.

• Chairing roundtables and/or facilitating
events and workshops to support clients in
hosting compelling events that put them at the
heart of the discussion.

• Targeted marketing through our sister
brands, leveraging the power of our parent
group – Infopro Digital – to reach across leading
brands such as Risk.net, WatersTechnology, FX
Week and Central Banking.

Competitor analysis

Our unique focus on risk technology gives us 
unrivalled knowledge of the institutions and 
vendors in the sector, as well as those looking 
to enter it. Through our industry experts, Chartis 
clients can tap our insights to gain a much deeper 
understanding of their competitors and the 
strategies they should pursue to better position 
themselves for success.

Regulatory impact analysis

The analysis and assessment of regulatory 
change and implementation is one of Chartis’ core 
strengths. We can apply our insights to assess 
the impact of change on the market – either as it 
applies to vendors and the institutions they serve, 
or on a client’s specific product and customer 
base. We can also provide insights to guide 
product strategy and associated go-to-market 
activities, which we can execute for internal use 
to drive our clients’ strategy or as a co-branded 
positioning paper to raise market awareness and 
‘buzz’ around a particular issue.

How to use research and services from Chartis
In addition to our industry reports, Chartis offers customized information and consulting services. 
Our in-depth knowledge of the risk technology market and best practices allows us to provide 
high-quality and cost-effective advice to our clients. If you found this report informative and 
useful, you may be interested in the following services from Chartis. 
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ESG Data Aggregators 
and Scorers, 2022: Market 
and Vendor Landscape

Portfolio Management 
Platforms, 2021: Market 
and Vendor Landscape

Algorithmic Trading 
Solutions, 2022: Market 
and Vendor Landscape

Key Trends 2021: Buy-
Side Q3/Q4 Review

Buyside50 2022 Big Bets 2022

For all these reports, see www.chartis-research.com

Further reading
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