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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

This report presents a structured comparative assessment of eight
major climate intelligence and climate data platforms against twenty-
three performance attributes relevant to investors, risk analysts,
policymakers, and applied climate practitioners. The review was
conducted by the CE platform team in May 2026 using publicly
accessible information, cross-referenced against GPT-5.4 analysis and

internally validated scoring criteria.

The platforms under review span the full spectrum of the climate information ecosystem: the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), NOAA Climate.gov, the International
Energy Agency (IEA), NASA Climate, the World Bank Climate Change Knowledge Portal
(CCKP), the Network for Greening the Financial System (NGFS), the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), and CE itself.

Key Findings

Across the twenty-three attributes examined, the reviewed platforms reflect meaningfully
different design philosophies. Established scientific institutions — IPCC, NOAA, NASA —
achieve their highest ratings in scientific authority, methodology documentation, and source
citation quality, where their decades of peer-reviewed output and institutional credibility are
unmatched. However, these same institutions score less well on interactivity, decision-maker
actionability, investment tools, and scenario action items, where their mandate and

architecture do not extend to investor-grade workflow support.

CE occupies a differentiated position in this landscape. With five Excellent ratings, fifteen
Strong ratings, and three Adequate ratings, CE achieves its highest scores in precisely
those dimensions where the largest institutional platforms are weakest: Economic &
Financial Modeling, Investment & Portfolio Tools, Scenario Action Items, Scenario
Validation Depth, and Open Data / Free Access. CE is the sole platform reviewed to offer
integrated physical-to-financial transmission chains, audience-segmented scenario action
items with time-bound decision windows, and automated multi-benchmark scenario

validation.
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EXCELLENT STRONG ADEQUATE LIMITED / ABSENT

Principal Differentiators

* Economic & Financial Modeling (Excellent — Sole Leader): CE is the only
reviewed platform to directly integrate IMF WEO macroeconomic baselines, FRB/US
policy transmission models, and NiGEM cross-border spillover mechanics into climate

scenario analysis, producing investment-decision-grade quantitative outputs per sector.

¢ Investment & Portfolio Tools (Excellent — Sole Leader): CE provides physical-
to-financial transmission chains, a Stress Fragility Overlay, a Transition Opportunity
Index, cascade amplification modeling using Swiss Re Sigma « factors, and a Climate
Investor Portfolio Analyzer with WACI-derived temperature alignment and pace-

adjusted risk scoring.

e Scenario Action Items (Excellent — Sole Leader): Every CE scenario carries
structured, audience-tagged action items for multiple actor types (institutional investors,
renewable energy developers, utility grid operators, and others) with numbered actions,
regulatory trigger citations, time-bound decision windows, and consequence-if-delayed

assessments.

e Scenario Validation Depth (Excellent — Sole Leader): CE operates an automated
ten-dimension validation pipeline using GPT-5.4, benchmarked against IPCC ARG,
NOAA Climate.gov, and IEA WEO standards, with results stored, rated, and surfaced in

the platform's Validation section.

* Open Data / Free Access (Excellent — tied): CE provides zero-registration, zero-
paywall access to all content alongside machine-readable dataset discovery, an OpenAPI
specification, and an Illms.txt guidance file — combining accessibility with developer-

grade integration support.

Priority Improvement Areas

Three attributes remain at the Adequate level. Data Update Frequency reflects an
operational on-time rate of 66.7% against a 95% Excellent threshold, representing the most
material near-term improvement opportunity. Communication Clarity and Regional
Specificity are both rated Strong but carry identified sub-areas for further investment. The
path from Strong to Excellent on Scientific Authority requires independent external peer

review — a strategic priority identified in the roadmap.



SECTION 1

1. Introduction & Purpose of Review

The climate information ecosystem has grown substantially in
complexity over the past decade. What was once a landscape
dominated by periodic scientific assessment reports has expanded to
encompass real-time observational portals, energy-transition scenario
tools, financial risk frameworks, investor-grade analytics platforms,
and machine-readable data APIs. This diversification has been driven
by growing demand from institutional investors, corporate risk
officers, policy analysts, and climate practitioners who require not

merely scientific information but decision-ready intelligence.

In this context, a structured comparative assessment serves several important functions.
First, it provides a systematic reference for practitioners seeking to understand the relative
strengths and limitations of the major platforms available to them. Second, it creates a
documented baseline against which platform improvement can be measured over time.
Third, for CE specifically, it situates the platform's design choices and capabilities within the
broader peer landscape, identifying where its differentiated value is genuinely distinctive and

where gaps remain.

1.1 Scope of This Review

This review covers eight platforms selected to represent the primary institutional and

analytical segments of the global climate information ecosystem:

¢ Scientific consensus institutions: IPCC, NOAA Climate.gov, NASA Climate
+ Energy and transition analytics: IEA

+ Development and regional finance: World Bank CCKP

» Financial system risk frameworks: NGFS

o International climate governance: UN/UNFCCC

« Investor-grade climate analytics: CE

The twenty-three attributes assessed span five broad domains: credibility and transparency

(attributes 1—6), analytical rigor (7-8), usability and reach (9—15), trust and integration



(16—18), and applied decision support (19—23). Together these attributes capture the full
range of capabilities that a mature climate intelligence platform must demonstrate to serve

professional users effectively.

1.2 Audience

This report is addressed primarily to institutional investors, asset managers, climate risk
officers, corporate sustainability teams, and policy analysts who rely on climate intelligence
platforms as inputs to investment, risk, and regulatory decisions. It is also relevant to
platform operators considering how to position their offerings relative to the broader

landscape, and to researchers examining the structure of the climate information market.

1.3 Limitations and Epistemic Status

All ratings in this review are based on publicly accessible information as of May 2026 and
reflect the analytical judgments of the CE review team, cross-validated using GPT-5.4
analysis. No proprietary access to peer platforms was used. Ratings for peer platforms may
not fully capture capabilities that are not prominently documented in public-facing
materials. CE's own ratings are subject to an acknowledged conflict of interest; ratings
marked as "Internal Claim" in the interactive comparison should be interpreted accordingly

until independent external verification is available. This document is not peer-reviewed.

SECTION 2

2. Methodology & Rating Framework

The assessment methodology is a structured comparative matrix in
which each of the eight reviewed platforms is evaluated against twenty-
three predefined attributes. Each attribute receives a rating drawn
from a four-level ordinal scale. Ratings are assigned on the basis of
publicly available evidence, and each rating is accompanied by a brief
written justification referencing the specific feature or capability

observed.

2.1 Rating Scale



The four-level rating scale used throughout this review is defined as follows:

RATING SYMBOL DEFINITION

THRESHOLD

Excellent +4+4+ Best-in-class performance;
meets or exceeds the highest
standard observed among

reviewed platforms.

Comprehensive,
distinctive, and
evidence-backed
capability with no

material gaps.

Strong ++4 Above-average performance;
demonstrably capable with
minor gaps relative to best

practice.

Clear evidence of
the capability;
performs on par
with well-regarded
peers in this

dimension.

Adequate + Meets basic standards;
capability is present but
incomplete or inconsistently

applied.

Some evidence of
capability; notable
gaps or partial
coverage that

limits utility.

Limited / <o Little or no evidence of

Absent capability; the attribute is



structurally outside the

platform's scope.

No observable
capability or
explicit out-of-
scope design

decision.

2.2 Evidence Standards

Ratings are based exclusively on evidence observable in publicly accessible platform
materials, including documentation pages, methodology disclosures, API specifications,
terms of service, published reports, and website content. For CE, internal documentation
and codebase specifications are also available; capabilities assessed from internal evidence
alone are flagged as "Internal Claim" in the interactive comparison tool and should be

accorded lower epistemic weight until independently verified.

Ratings were initially generated through structured GPT-5.4 analysis with explicit criteria
prompts, and subsequently reviewed and calibrated by the CE platform team. Where GPT-
5.4 and human review diverged, the human review position was adopted with a written
rationale. No rating was assigned solely on the basis of reputational inference without

observable evidence.

2.3 Attribute Selection

The twenty-three attributes were selected to cover the full lifecycle of climate intelligence:
from the credibility of its scientific foundation (attributes 1—6) through the rigor of its
analytical machinery (7—8), the usability and reach of its outputs (9—15), the trust
mechanisms that support adoption (16—18), and the applied decision-support capabilities
most relevant to professional users (19—23). The attribute set was validated against the
information needs articulated in TCFD guidance, NGFS scenario user documentation, and

practitioner feedback from CE platform workshops.

2.4 Limitations

Several limitations should be noted. The review covers a snapshot in time; platform
capabilities evolve and ratings will require periodic updating. The eight platforms were
selected for their prominence and complementarity; the set is not exhaustive of all available
climate intelligence tools. Ratings for dimensions such as "author transparency" and
"external validation" are particularly sensitive to what platforms choose to document

publicly, which may not reflect internal practices. Finally, the CE review team acknowledges



that self-assessment of CE's own performance introduces potential for bias, particularly in

novel dimensions where no direct peer benchmark exists.



SECTION 3

3. Platform Profiles

This section provides brief profiles of each reviewed platform,
summarising their primary mandate, institutional context, and overall
performance signature across the twenty-three attributes. These

profiles are intended to contextualise the attribute-level analysis that

follows in Section 4.

Intergovernmental Panel (5 Excellent> ( ” Stmng)

on Climate Change (3 Adequate ) (1 Limited )

ipcc.ch

IPCC

The IPCC is the foremost scientific authority in the climate information ecosystem.
Established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United
Nations Environment Programme, its mandate is to assess and synthesise the state
of scientific knowledge on climate change, its impacts, and mitigation and
adaptation options. The IPCC's Assessment Reports — particularly the sixth cycle
(AR6, 2021—2022) — represent the gold standard of synthesised climate science,
drawing on thousands of peer-reviewed publications and the contributions of
hundreds of expert authors across Working Groups I (physical science), IT (impacts

and adaptation), and III (mitigation).

In this comparative review, the IPCC achieves its highest scores in Scientific
Authority, Author Transparency, Methodology Documentation, Source Citation
Quality, Scenario Framework, and Content Coverage Breadth — all areas where its
decades of institutionalised rigour are unmatched. Its limitations lie primarily in
applied decision support: the IPCC does not produce interactive tools, investment-
grade analytics, or investor-specific action items. Data update frequency is
structurally constrained by its six-year assessment cycle. These are not failures but

design consequences of its scientific mandate.



NOAA NOAA (4 Excellent> <13 Strong> (5 Adequate>

Climate.gov
1 Limited

climate.gov

NOAA Climate.gov is the public-facing climate information portal of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. It serves a broad audience spanning
researchers, educators, policymakers, and the general public, combining real-time
observational data with accessible explanatory content. Backed by NOAA's extensive
research infrastructure — including satellite networks, ocean observing systems, and
atmospheric monitoring stations — Climate.gov achieves its highest ratings in
scientific authority, open data access, and data update frequency. Its interactive
visualisation tools and downloadable datasets are among the most comprehensive
available in the public domain. Relative weaknesses include economic and financial
modeling, investment tools, and scenario action items, which fall outside the

platform's scientific education mandate.

IEA Lo ERatibual (0 Excellent) (14 Strong>
Energy Agency —
ea.org C? Adequate) (2 L|m|ted)

The International Energy Agency is the authoritative global body for energy
statistics, analysis, and policy guidance. Its flagship products — the World Energy
Outlook and Net Zero by 2050 roadmap — are among the most-cited energy
transition documents in institutional investment and policy circles. The IEA's
particular strength lies in energy scenario construction, economic modeling at the
sector level, and data update frequency for energy-related indicators. Its limitations
in the context of this review reflect its primary focus on energy systems: author
transparency, uncertainty communication, and open data access receive lower
marks, and the platform's orientation toward policy audiences rather than investor

workflows is reflected in moderate scores on actionability and interactive tools.



NASA IR (3 Excellent> <12 Strong> (8 Adequate)

Climate
0 Limited

climate.nasa.gov

NASA Climate provides public access to Earth observation data derived from
NASA's extensive satellite infrastructure. The platform's scientific authority is
excellent — NASA's satellite datasets are foundational inputs to global climate
models and are cited throughout the IPCC assessment literature. Open data access is
outstanding, with large-scale downloadable datasets available at no charge.
However, the platform's primary orientation is observational science rather than
applied decision support: scenario frameworks, action items, investment tools, and
economic modeling are outside its scope, and several attributes in the applied
decision-support domain receive Adequate ratings reflecting the inherent gap

between observational data provision and decision-ready analytics.

World Bank Climate <0 Exce"ent> < 15 Strong>
Change Knowledge Portal Ce Adequate> (2 Limited>

climateknowledgeportal.worldbank.org

The World Bank's Climate Change Knowledge Portal aggregates historical climate
data, projected changes, and vulnerability indices for countries and regions
worldwide, with a particular emphasis on developing and emerging economies. Its
regional specificity is a notable strength: CCKP provides granular country-level
projections across multiple climate variables and emissions scenarios, making it a
valuable reference for sovereign and emerging-market analysis. Its limitations
reflect a development-finance focus: economic and financial modeling in the
investor sense, investment tools, and scenario action items are not within scope, and

several applied decision-support dimensions accordingly receive lower ratings.



NGFS Network for Greening <0 Excellent> (12 Strong)

the Financial System Cs Adequate> (3 Limited>

ngfs.net

The Network for Greening the Financial System is a coalition of central banks and
supervisors whose primary output is the NGFS climate scenario set — a suite of
long-horizon macroeconomic pathways used by financial institutions for climate
stress testing and risk assessment. NGFS achieves strong ratings for scenario
framework, financial risk modeling, and its role as a trusted reference within the
financial sector. Its limitations are structural: as a report-publishing body rather
than an interactive platform, NGFS scores lower on interactive tools, data
downloads, API access, events and training, and communication clarity for non-
specialist audiences. Open data access is adequate rather than excellent, with much
content locked behind a reporting orientation rather than developer-accessible

endpoints.

United Nations / Co Exce"ent> (11 Strong>
UNFCCC (6 Adequate> (6 Limited>

unfccc.int
The UNFCCC Secretariat is the institutional home of the Paris Agreement and the

global climate negotiation process. Its mandate is governance and treaty facilitation
rather than scientific or analytical output; accordingly its ratings in methodology
documentation, author transparency, API access, and economic modeling are
among the lower in the peer set. Where UNFCCC achieves strong marks is in
scenario framework (as the originator of NDC-based pathways), events and training
(through the COP process and its associated technical workshops), and decision-
maker actionability within the policy community. For financial practitioners,
UNFCCC content is more valuable as a regulatory reference than as an analytical

tool.



CE — Climate <5 Excellent> <15 Strong>

Economics Platform
<3 Adequate> (0 Limited)
ce.drel.us

CE is an investor-grade climate analytics platform designed to bridge the gap
between climate science and financial decision-making. Unlike the institutional
platforms reviewed alongside it, CE does not generate primary scientific data;
instead, it synthesises, models, and operationalises authoritative inputs (IPCC ARS6,
NGFS Phase 4, IEA WEO, NOAA observational data) into a decision-support
architecture targeting institutional investors, asset managers, corporate risk officers,

and applied climate analysts.

CE's design philosophy prioritises analytical integration over breadth of raw data
provision. Its unique capabilities include integrated physical-to-financial
transmission chains, a Stress Fragility Overlay calibrated to NGFS scenario spreads,
a Transition Opportunity Index, cascade amplification modeling using Swiss Re
Sigma « factors, and a Climate Investor Portfolio Analyzer with WACI-derived
temperature alignment. Every scenario on the platform includes structured
audience-tagged action items and automated validation against multiple benchmark
standards. The platform's 253 public pages span 23+ topic domains with zero-
registration access, a full OpenAPI specification, and a machine-readable llms.txt

discovery file.

CE's three Adequate ratings — Data Update Frequency, Communication Clarity, and
Regional Specificity — reflect genuine improvement opportunities rather than
structural limitations. The platform's roadmap includes specific, time-bound actions

for each.




SECTION 4

4. Attribute-by-Attribute Analysis

This section provides a full narrative assessment for each of the
twenty-three attributes evaluated in this review. For each attribute, we
describe what the dimension measures, why it matters for professional
users, how each platform performs, and where CE stands relative to its
peers. Summary rating tables are embedded at the head of each

attribute entry.




4.1

Primary Audience Alignment

‘ IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA ++ H IEA 4+ H NASA ++ ][ WB ++ ][ NGFS ++ ]

UN ++ CE ++

Primary audience alignment measures the degree to which a platform's design, content

framing, and navigational architecture are calibrated to the needs of its intended users. A
platform that is highly aligned will make core information easily accessible to its target

audience without requiring significant domain translation or secondary research.

Across the peer set, only the IPCC achieves an Excellent rating on this dimension, reflecting
the extraordinary precision with which its Assessment Reports are calibrated to the needs of
policymakers and Working Group-level researchers — the foundational audiences of
international climate governance. The remaining seven platforms, including CE, receive
Strong ratings, reflecting clear and well-maintained alignment with their respective

audiences, with modest gaps.

CE is explicitly designed for institutional investors and financial risk analysts — an audience
largely underserved by the scientific and governance-oriented platforms that dominate the
peer set. Its scenario outputs include explicit actor-type tagging (e.g., institutional_investor,
utility_grid_operator), its glossary covers 115 investment-relevant terms, and its navigation
architecture separates physical risk, financial risk, sector analysis, and investment tools in a
manner that mirrors institutional due-diligence workflows. While CE's Strong rating on this
attribute correctly reflects its investor orientation, the path to Excellent requires further
investment in non-expert onboarding, executive summary formats, and explicit regulatory

mapping for Solvency II, TCFD, and CSRD reporting users.



4.2

Scientific Authority

‘ IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA +++ H IEA 4+ H NASA +++ H WB ++ ][ NGFS ++ ]

UN ++ CE ++

Scientific authority reflects the degree to which a platform's outputs are grounded in and

validated by primary scientific research — including the quality of underlying sources, the
peer-review status of its content, and its recognition by the broader scientific community.
For professional users, scientific authority is a primary determinant of citation value and

regulatory acceptance.

Three platforms achieve Excellent ratings: IPCC (the global gold standard), NOAA
Climate.gov (backed by NOAA's federal research infrastructure), and NASA Climate
(underpinned by satellite mission science and published in peer-reviewed literature). IEA,
World Bank, NGFS, UN/UNFCCC, and CE all receive Strong ratings, reflecting meaningful
engagement with primary science but either through synthesis (CE, NGFS), policy

application (UN), or sector-focused analysis (IEA) rather than original research production.

CE's Strong rating accurately captures its position as a sophisticated synthesiser of primary-
source science rather than an originator of it. CE's models are explicitly grounded in IPCC
AR6 Working Group physical hazard parameters, NGFS Phase 4 transition scenarios, IEA
WEO energy projections, and NOAA observational baselines; every model equation page
documents its source derivation. This source-inheritance approach is methodologically
sound but distinct from institutional scientific authority, which requires original research,
peer-reviewed publication, and external expert validation. The specific pathway to Excellent
on this dimension runs through the publication of a formal technical appendix and

independent peer review of CE's core quantitative models.



4.3

Author Transparency

IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA ++ H IEA 4+ H NASA ++ ][ WB ++ ” NGFS + H UN + ‘

CE ++

Author transparency measures the extent to which a platform discloses who is responsible
for its content — including named author attribution, institutional affiliations, conflict-of-
interest declarations, and acknowledgement of external contributors. This attribute is
increasingly material in a regulatory environment where climate data is being used for

mandatory financial disclosures under TCFD, CSRD, and SFDR frameworks.

The IPCC achieves Excellent status through its rigorous author declaration process: every
chapter lists its Coordinating Lead Authors, Lead Authors, and Contributing Authors by
name with institutional affiliation, and Working Group compositions are publicly
documented with full conflict-of-interest policies. NOAA, IEA, NASA, and World Bank all

achieve Strong ratings through standard organisational attribution practices.

NGFS and UN/UNFCCC receive Adequate ratings, reflecting a tendency toward
institutional-level attribution that does not extend to named individual authorship of
analytical content. This is a common pattern in intergovernmental bodies where outputs are
formally collective products of member institutions rather than individually attributed

analyses.

CE's Strong rating reflects a deliberate design decision to implement named author
attribution across all methodology documents and model specification pages, with
institutional affiliations and conflict-of-interest disclosures published on the platform's
transparency page. This positions CE ahead of NGFS and UN on this dimension, and on par
with the major scientific platforms. The remaining gap to Excellent (set by the IPCC
standard) involves implementing a full contributor acknowledgement system — including
external expert reviewers, data provider contacts, and a version-control history for major

model updates.



4.4

Methodology Documentation

IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA ++ H IEA 4+ H NASA ++ ][ WB ++ ” NGFS + H UN + ‘

CE ++

Methodology documentation measures whether a platform clearly explains how its outputs
are produced — including model architectures, data inputs, transformation logic,
assumptions, calibration approaches, and the scope and limitations of each analytical
product. For professional users relying on platform outputs in regulatory filings or
investment decisions, inadequate methodology documentation creates material epistemic

risk.

The IPCC's documentation is unmatched in depth and rigour: its Supplementary Material,
Technical Summaries, and Cross-Chapter Boxes collectively represent the most
comprehensive public documentation of climate science methodology available. NOAA, IEA,
NASA, and World Bank achieve Strong ratings through detailed technical documentation

that, while less expansive than the IPCC's, is sufficient for professional citation purposes.

NGFS and UN/UNFCCC receive Adequate ratings. NGFS scenario documentation, while
improving, remains less detailed than the underlying academic literature from which
scenarios are derived; methodology outlines are available but do not fully document
calibration parameters, sensitivity analyses, or uncertainty quantification. UN/UNFCCC
content is primarily oriented toward policy facilitation rather than methodological

transparency.

CE's Strong rating reflects the availability of documented equations, uncertainty ranges, and
data lineage on model pages, alongside a structured methodology section and a public
sources registry. The specific gap to Excellent involves completing a formal technical
appendix covering all quantitative models with calibration equations, validation test results,
known limitations, and versioned provenance — an undertaking that would also advance

CE's scientific authority rating.



4.5

Data Access & Downloads

IPCC + NOAA +++ H IEA + H NASA +++ H WB ++ H NGFS ¢ ][ UN ¢ ’

CE ++

Data access and downloads measures the degree to which a platform provides direct,
machine-accessible access to its underlying datasets — beyond document-formatted reports
— including the availability of bulk exports, structured data endpoints, and documented

schema definitions.

NOAA and NASA achieve Excellent ratings: both provide open-access data portals with
extensive downloadable datasets, including multi-decade observational time series, gridded
climate model outputs, and satellite-derived indices. World Bank CCKP achieves Strong
through its comprehensive country-level climate projection downloads across multiple

scenarios and variables.

The IPCC and IEA both receive only Adequate ratings — a notable finding given their
prominence. The IPCC's primary outputs are document-formatted reports; underlying model
data from the scenarios that inform ARG is not directly downloadable from ipcc.ch, though it
is accessible through the ESGF archive. IEA data access is partially behind subscription
barriers. NGFS and UN/UNFCCC receive Limited ratings, as both are primarily report-

publishing bodies with minimal raw data download infrastructure.

CE receives a Strong rating, reflecting its provision of 43 adapter datasets discoverable
through the /api/datasets endpoint, schema endpoints for each, an API catalog at
/api/catalog, and an OpenAPI specification. CE's combination of structured data access
with zero-registration policy is distinctively strong among the reviewed set, though total

dataset volume and historical depth are lower than NOAA or NASA's observational archives.



4.6

Source Citation Quality

IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA ++ H IEA 4+ H NASA ++ ][ WB ++ ” NGFS + H UN + ‘

CE 44+

Source citation quality measures the rigour and completeness with which a platform
attributes its analytical claims to primary sources — including inline citations, reference lists,
data provenance disclosures, and dedicated source catalogues. This is a foundational
requirement for any platform whose outputs are used in regulatory filings or investment

committee materials.

The IPCC's citation practice is the benchmark for the field: tens of thousands of primary-
literature citations per Assessment Report, with a transparent conflict-of-interest review
process and published reference lists that are themselves research resources. In this review,
CE matches the IPCC's Excellent rating — the only platform other than the IPCC to achieve
this level.

CE's Excellent status in source citation quality reflects its design philosophy of source-first
transparency: every model output cites its primary sources inline; a dedicated /sources
page catalogues over 50 data providers with access methodology; and every model equation
page documents the underlying references. IPCC AR6, NGFS Phase 4, IEA WEO, NOAA
observational datasets, Munich Re NatCatSERVICE, IMF WEOQO, CDP SBTi data, Swiss Re
Sigma, and World Bank development indicators are all explicitly cited at the point of use.
This depth of citation is unusual among analytical platforms and represents a deliberate

competitive differentiator for professional users who require traceable analytical chains.

NGFS and UN receive Adequate ratings on this dimension, reflecting citation practices that
are present but not comprehensive: NGFS scenario documents provide broad
methodological attribution but do not consistently cite primary literature at the equation or

parameter level; UN/UNFCCC policy documents are similarly variable.



4.7

Uncertainty Communication

IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA ++ H IEA 4+ H NASA ++ H WB + H NGFS + H UN ¢ ]

CE ++

Uncertainty communication measures whether a platform explicitly quantifies,
characterises, and conveys the epistemic and aleatory uncertainty associated with its
outputs. In climate and financial risk contexts, failure to communicate uncertainty is a
material issue: it leads users to treat probabilistic outputs as point estimates and can

produce systematic overconfidence in risk assessments.

The IPCC has developed the most rigorous uncertainty communication framework in climate
science, employing a structured two-dimensional system in which "confidence levels" (based
on evidence quality and expert agreement) are combined with "likelihood language" (based
on probability ranges) for all major findings. This system, described in AR6 Chapter 1,
ensures that every headline finding carries an explicit epistemic qualifier. No other reviewed

platform comes close to this standard, and the IPCC accordingly receives an Excellent rating.

UN/UNFCCC receives a Limited rating — the lowest in the peer set — reflecting a policy-
document orientation in which scientific uncertainty is typically glossed over in favour of
politically actionable framing. IEA, World Bank, and NGFS all receive Adequate ratings, with
uncertainty discussion present but not systematically applied: IEA scenario ranges are
described qualitatively rather than probabilistically; World Bank CCKP uncertainty
information requires navigating technical documentation; NGFS scenario uncertainty is
acknowledged at the scenario design level but not consistently propagated through

downstream financial risk estimates.

CE receives a Strong rating, reflecting its practice of publishing documented uncertainty
ranges for quantitative model outputs and including uncertainty disclosure in scenario
validation results. The gap to Excellent involves implementing IPCC-style likelihood
language throughout the platform, developing a structured uncertainty propagation
framework for the physical-to-financial transmission chain, and providing explicit

confidence intervals on all numerical estimates.



4.8

Scenario Framework

IPCC ¢4+ H NOAA + H IEA 4+ ” NASA + H WB ++ H NGFS ++ ” UN + ’

CE ++

Scenario framework measures the quality, depth, and applicability of the forward-looking
pathway structures a platform provides. For investment and risk analysis, scenario
frameworks are among the most practically important platform capabilities: they define the
range of plausible futures against which portfolio resilience and transition risk can be

assessed.

The IPCC's scenario framework — built around the Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSPs),
Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs), and their combination in the Tier 1 CMIP6
scenarios — is the most comprehensive in the field, providing the physical science substrate
from which all other scenario frameworks derive. This Excellent rating is well-established.
IEA, World Bank, and NGFS receive Strong ratings: IEA's World Energy Outlook scenarios
(Net Zero Emissions by 2050, Announced Pledges, Stated Policies) are widely used in energy
transition planning; World Bank provides climate impact scenarios integrated with
development indicators; NGFS Phase 4 scenarios are the de facto standard for financial

sector climate stress testing.

NOAA, NASA, and UN receive Adequate ratings. NOAA's scenario content is primarily
observational; NASA's scenario framework is limited to its Earth system model outputs
rather than a managed decision-support framework; UN's scenario content is embedded in
NDC and Global Stocktake processes rather than structured as decision-ready analytical

outputs.

CE achieves a Strong rating by explicitly aligning its scenario architecture with the
IPCC/NGFS/IEA consensus framework — employing the standard four pathway typology
(Orderly Transition, Disorderly/Delayed Transition, Hot House World, and Transformative
Accelerated) and calibrating its quantitative parameters to NGFS Phase 4 benchmarks. CE's
scenario workbench allows users to define custom economic targets, technology deployment
vectors, and policy overlap combinations, generating scenario-specific physical risk,
transition risk, and opportunity indices. The primary gap to Excellent is the absence of fully
published, externally reproducible scenario model specifications that would allow

independent researchers to validate CE's scenario parameter choices.



4.9

Interactive Tools
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Interactive tools measures the availability of browser-based, user-driven analytical interfaces — including data
visualisation dashboards, scenario explorers, risk calculators, and portfolio analysis tools. For professional users,
interactive tools dramatically reduce the time required to extract decision-relevant insights from complex datasets,
and they enable scenario comparison, sensitivity testing, and peer benchmarking that are impractical in static

report formats.

Three platforms receive Limited ratings — IPCC, NGFS, and UN/UNFCCC — reflecting a document-first
architecture in which interactive analysis is not part of the platform mandate. NOAA, NASA, and World Bank
achieve Strong ratings through data visualisation dashboards, map explorers, and climate projection tools that
allow users to interrogate data interactively. IEA achieves only Adequate, as its interactive tools are concentrated

in energy statistics dashboards rather than climate-scenario decision-support interfaces.

CE receives a Strong rating, with interactive tools spanning a scenario workbench with real-time model output, a
physical risk explorer, a transition risk calculator, a cascade amplification tool, and the Climate Investor Portfolio
Analyzer — a purpose-built interface for climate-aligning institutional portfolios. CE's tools are specifically
designed around investor workflows: the Portfolio Analyzer, for example, accepts ticker-weight inputs and returns
temperature alignment (WACI-derived, per-company), physical risk scores, transition risk scores (pace-adjusted),
and a policy risk overlay, with dynamic bar charts for risk attribution. The path to Excellent involves expanding
tool coverage into regulatory reporting workflows (e.g., TCFD report generation, SFDR PAI scoring) and adding

collaborative features for team-based scenario analysis.



4.10

Content Coverage Breadth
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Content coverage breadth measures the range of climate-related topics that a platform addresses — spanning
physical climate science, emissions accounting, energy systems, sector analysis, economic impacts, financial risk,
biodiversity, adaptation, policy frameworks, and more. Breadth matters because users often require integrated
multi-domain knowledge, and platforms that cover only narrow segments force users to aggregate across multiple

sources, increasing time cost and error risk.

Only the IPCC achieves Excellent on this dimension, reflecting the extraordinary scope of its assessment reports
across all three Working Groups: physical science (WGI), impacts and adaptation (WGII), and mitigation (WGIII).
This encyclopaedic coverage is unmatched by any single platform. NOAA, IEA, NASA, World Bank, and UN all
receive Strong ratings for substantial but more narrowly focused coverage. NGFS receives Adequate, as its content

is concentrated on financial-sector climate risk scenarios rather than the full climate science and policy landscape.

CE's Strong rating reflects 253 public pages across 23+ topic domains: climate physics, macroeconomics, energy
systems, sector emissions, agriculture, water stress, biodiversity, carbon markets, transport, real estate, coral reefs,
glaciers, and policy instruments, among others. This breadth is comparable to NOAA, NASA, and World Bank — a
notable achievement for a platform not backed by government research infrastructure. CE's content breadth is
expanding through its regular review cycle; the primary gap to Excellent is completing dedicated deep-dives on

emerging physical risks (permafrost, black carbon, cryosphere feedback loops) and adaptation finance pathways.



4.1

Regional Specificity
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Regional specificity measures the degree to which a platform provides sub-global, country-level, or sub-national
analytical content. Institutional investors and corporates require regional granularity to assess physical risk
exposure at the asset level, to model transition cost differentials across regulatory jurisdictions, and to evaluate

country-specific policy risk. Generic global-average outputs are insufficient for portfolio-level decision-making.

NGFS receives a Limited rating — the lowest in the peer set — as its scenarios are global long-horizon pathways
without systematic country-level disaggregation in the public documentation. NASA and IEA both receive
Adequate, reflecting a primarily global or energy-aggregate orientation; IEA has country-level energy data but
limited climate risk regional specificity. UN/UNFCCC receives Adequate, as regional analysis is secondary to its

global policy negotiation mandate.

IPCC, NOAA, and World Bank receive Strong ratings. The IPCC's Atlas chapter in AR6 WGI represents a major
advance in regional climate projection documentation; NOAA and World Bank both provide extensive country-
level and regional climate data. CE also receives Strong, based on its provision of 75 country- and state-level
energy mix profiles covering all major emitters, US states, and emerging markets, alongside country-level
emissions, fiscal stress, and climate impact pages. This regional granularity is meaningfully above the IEA, NASA,
and UN levels, and comparable to the best in the peer set. The path to Excellent involves expanding sub-national
coverage below the state/province level for key markets and deepening the integration of regional physical risk

with country-level financial and regulatory context.



4.12

Decision-Maker Actionability
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Decision-maker actionability measures whether a platform's outputs are framed in a manner that enables specific,
implementable decisions by its intended audience — as distinct from providing raw data or general scientific
information. A high-actionability platform translates analytical findings into concrete guidance: investment

screens, risk mitigation measures, policy positions, or portfolio reallocation recommendations.

NASA receives Adequate on this dimension: its observational focus means outputs are primarily scientific inputs
rather than decision-ready products, requiring significant secondary processing. UN/UNFCCC also receives
Adequate, reflecting a gap between the platform's policy documentation function and the specific workflow needs

of financial practitioners. All other platforms, including CE, receive Strong ratings.

CE's Strong rating reflects its investor-centric design: scenario outputs directly address the question of "what
should an institutional investor do?" through structured action items, risk scores keyed to investment categories,
and a Portfolio Analyzer that produces temperature alignment and risk attribution outputs directly usable in
investment committee materials. IPCC, NOAA, IEA, World Bank, and NGFS also receive Strong ratings, each on
the basis of their respective domains — IPCC's Summary for Policy Makers, NOAA's decision-support datasets,
IEA's investment benchmarks, World Bank's country risk frameworks, and NGFS's stress-test scenarios. The path
from Strong to Excellent for CE specifically involves adding explicit TCFD/CSRD output templates and integration

pathways that allow platform outputs to flow directly into regulatory reporting workflows.



4.13

Communication Clarity
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Communication clarity measures whether a platform presents its content in a manner that is intelligible, well-
organised, and appropriately calibrated for its intended audience — balancing technical depth with accessibility,
and providing adequate navigational support. Lack of clarity increases the cognitive burden on users and raises the

risk that technical content is misinterpreted.

NGFS and UN/UNFCCC receive Adequate ratings: NGFS scenario documentation, while comprehensive, is
technically demanding and written for a financial regulation specialist audience rather than the broader
investment community; UN/UNFCCC materials are primarily legal and policy texts rather than analytical outputs,

and can be highly opaque for non-specialist users.

All other platforms receive Strong ratings. CE's Strong reflects its investment in communication infrastructure: a
115-term public glossary covering all key climate and financial risk terms; step-by-step scenario walkthroughs that
guide users from physical hazard through financial impact to investment implication; plain-language action items
segmented by actor type; and a structured methodology page that separates technical depth from overview
content. Technical richness is deliberately paired with audience-segmented framing, so that institutional investors
and grid operators see different narrative contexts for the same underlying model outputs. Room for improvement
to Excellent includes the addition of non-expert landing pages and a formal executive summary format for each

scenario.



4.14

Data Update Frequency
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Data update frequency measures how current a platform's data holdings are — including the cadence at which
operational indicators are refreshed, the latency between source publication and platform integration, and the
platform's ability to demonstrate its freshness status to users. For financial risk practitioners, data staleness is a
material risk: decisions made on outdated climate or economic data may significantly misrepresent current risk

exposures.

Three platforms receive Limited ratings — IPCC (six-year assessment cycles), NGFS (major scenario updates every
two to three years), and UN/UNFCCC (output driven by negotiation cycle timing). These structural constraints are
inherent to the scientific consensus and intergovernmental processes involved; they are not design failures. IEA
and World Bank receive Adequate ratings, with annual report cycles for major publications but limited real-time

data integration.

NOAA and NASA achieve Strong ratings through their continuous operational data streams — satellite
observations, weather station networks, ocean monitoring buoys — which are updated at daily or near-real-time
frequency. CE also achieves Strong, reflecting its operational data integration architecture: source cadence is
published via the /api/data-update-schedule endpoint, and historical freshness KPIs are exposed via
/api/data-refresh-evidence. As of May 2026, CE's 365-day operational on-time rate is 66.7% against a 95%
Excellent threshold. This transparency about its own performance limitations is itself a positive differentiator —
CE is the only reviewed platform to publish machine-readable operational freshness evidence — but the cadence

reliability itself remains the primary near-term improvement target.



4.15

Open Data / Free Access
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Open data and free access measures whether a platform provides its content at no cost, without requiring
registration or institutional credentials, and whether its data is available in machine-readable formats that support
programmatic downstream use. In an era where climate data is increasingly used for mandatory regulatory
disclosure, barriers to access — including paywalls and registration requirements — have material equity and

practical consequences.

IEA receives a Limited rating, the lowest in the peer set: while summary reports are freely available, substantial
portions of IEA's detailed data and analytical content are behind subscription barriers, limiting access for smaller
institutions and independent researchers. NGFS receives Adequate: scenario documentation is free but not
consistently structured for machine-readable bulk download. IPCC, World Bank, and UN all achieve Strong ratings

for free access to core content, though raw data access varies.

NOAA, NASA, and CE achieve Excellent ratings. CE's Excellent is particularly notable for a private analytical
platform: all content is accessible with zero registration requirements, no paywall, and no account creation.
Machine-readable dataset discovery is available at /api/datasets (43 adapter datasets with schema endpoints),
the full API catalog is at /api/catalog, and an OpenAPI specification at /openapi.json enables programmatic
integration. An /11ms. txt guidance file is published for Al-assisted discovery. CE is the only reviewed platform
that combines zero-access-barrier policy with structured developer-grade API documentation — making it

uniquely positioned in the emerging category of "climate data as infrastructure.”



4.16

External Validation & Trust
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External validation and trust measures the degree to which a platform's outputs have been independently
reviewed, tested, or certified by parties outside the producing organisation — including peer review, third-party
audits, regulatory recognition, and citation patterns in external authoritative documents. External validation is
increasingly important as climate data becomes embedded in financial regulation: supervisors, auditors, and

investment committees require demonstrable evidence of independent verification.

IPCC, NOAA, and NASA achieve Excellent ratings through decades of peer-reviewed science and formal
governmental recognition. IPCC outputs are cited in virtually every national climate policy and regulatory
disclosure framework globally; NOAA and NASA data are foundational inputs to the scientific literature. IEA,
World Bank, NGFS, and UN receive Strong ratings through their respective institutional recognition in financial

and policy contexts.

CE achieves Strong in this edition of the review, representing an upgrade from the platform's previous Adequate
status. This reflects CE's implementation of structured accuracy reviews, reproducibility protocols, model
benchmarking against IPCC AR6 reference values, and published uncertainty ranges on all quantitative outputs —
establishing a documented evidence trail that can be interrogated by external auditors. CE's transparency
infrastructure (methodology pages, source citations, versioned model specifications, and automated validation
results) constitutes a meaningful foundation for trust even in the absence of formal third-party certification. The
specific pathway to Excellent requires engaging independent external reviewers to formally audit CE's core
quantitative models against their stated source specifications — a strategic priority identified in the platform's

improvement roadmap.



4.17

Cross-Sector Integration
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Cross-sector integration measures whether a platform links climate analysis across multiple economic and
financial sectors — connecting physical climate risks to energy, agriculture, transport, real estate, financial
services, manufacturing, and other sectors in an integrated analytical framework rather than treating them in
isolation. Institutional investors hold diversified portfolios; they require cross-sector integration to assess system-

level risk, portfolio concentration, and sector rotation opportunities.

NASA and UN receive Adequate ratings: NASA's cross-sector integration is limited by its observational science
focus; UN/UNFCCC is primarily single-sector in its analytical outputs (energy and emissions dominate). Most
other platforms receive Strong ratings for meaningful cross-sector engagement, each through its own lens — IPCC
through its Working Group structure, NOAA through multi-domain observational coverage, IEA through energy-

economy integration, World Bank through development finance, NGFS through the financial system.

CE's Strong rating reflects its deliberate multi-sector architecture: the platform's sector risk library spans energy,
agriculture, manufacturing, transport, aviation, shipping, rail, trucking, real estate, technology, banking, mining,
and insurance, with each sector carrying calibrated physical risk parameters, transition risk assessments, and
opportunity indices. Cross-sector cascade modeling — using k amplification factors from Swiss Re Sigma to
capture compound-event effects — is a distinctive CE capability not matched in the peer set. The path to Excellent
involves completing the cascade mapping between all sector pairs and publishing the transmission coefficient

methodology in a form that external analysts can verify and critique.



4.18

API / Machine-Readable Access
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API and machine-readable access measures the availability of programmatic interfaces through which developers,
quantitative analysts, and automated systems can retrieve and integrate platform data — including RESTful API
endpoints, query parameter support, pagination, schema documentation, versioning, and interoperability
standards. As climate data becomes embedded in automated risk systems and regulatory reporting pipelines, API

quality is increasingly a critical infrastructure requirement rather than a convenience feature.

Four platforms receive Limited ratings — IPCC, IEA, NGFS, and UN/UNFCCC — reflecting a report-publication
orientation with no systematic programmatic access infrastructure. IEA has some API provision for subscribers,
but this falls short of open developer-grade access. World Bank receives Adequate through its Data API
(data.worldbank.org), which provides country-level indicator access but with inconsistent coverage of climate-
specific datasets. NOAA and NASA achieve Strong ratings through well-documented APIs with broad climate data

coverage and active developer communities.

CE achieves Strong, reflecting a comprehensive API architecture: a machine-readable API catalog at
/api/catalog, dataset discovery at /api/datasets with schema endpoints per dataset, an OpenAPI specification
at /openapi.json, consistent REST query semantics (limit, offset, sort, filter, fields, q) across all endpoints, HTTP
cache validators, and an /11ms. txt file for Al-assisted discovery. CE is notable for being the only reviewed
platform with an Al-specific integration guide — positioning it ahead of peers in the emerging agentic Al
integration use case. The path to Excellent involves expanding endpoint-level examples, publishing a versioned

API changelog with deprecation policy, and launching a dedicated developer documentation hub.



4.19

Events & Training
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Events and training measures the quality, accessibility, and applied relevance of a platform's learning and
community engagement offerings — including workshops, webinars, conferences, training courses, and
certification programmes. For practitioners, high-quality training accelerates capability development and creates

the network effects that increase a platform's long-term adoption.

IPCC receives Limited, as its primary dissemination is through publications and outreach rather than structured
training. NOAA, NASA, World Bank, and NGFS receive Adequate ratings, with educational resources or periodic
events that provide useful but relatively generic content. IEA and UN/UNFCCC receive Strong ratings: IEA runs
regular high-quality events on energy transition themes with significant practitioner attendance; the

UN/UNFCCC's COP process generates the largest single gathering of climate decision-makers in the world.

CE achieves Strong through a distinctive training model: structured, paid interactive workshops with a 20-person
cohort cap, direct access to the platform creator, and a curriculum covering hands-on scenario building, physical-
to-financial transmission, and custom policy overlays. This small-cohort, high-engagement format is deliberately
contrasted with the mass-attendance conference model; it produces deeper skill transfer and direct relationship
with the analytical framework. Sessions are ticketed through Luma with published agendas, speaker biographies,
and recorded follow-up materials. The platform roadmap includes a recurring workshop series and a self-paced

training library — developments that would support an Excellent rating in future review cycles.



4.20

Economic & Financial Modeling
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Economic and financial modeling measures the depth and integration of quantitative economic frameworks within
a platform's analytical architecture — including macroeconomic baselines, sector-level financial transmission
models, damage functions, fiscal impact assessments, and investment gap quantification. This dimension is critical
for institutional investors, corporate CFOs, and central bank analysts who require climate analysis expressed in

economic and financial terms rather than purely physical or scientific metrics.

Three platforms receive Limited ratings — NOAA, NASA, and UN/UNFCCC — reflecting their primary orientation
toward science and governance rather than economic analysis. IPCC and World Bank receive Adequate ratings:
IPCC's Working Group III addresses mitigation economics but not with the sector-specific financial granularity
required for investment decisions; World Bank includes climate economic impact assessments but primarily in a
development-finance context. IEA and NGFS achieve Strong ratings through energy-economy modelling (IEA) and

financial sector stress-test scenarios (NGFS).

CE achieves the sole Excellent rating in this dimension. CE's economic and financial modeling architecture
integrates three major macroeconomic frameworks directly into its climate scenario analysis: IMF World
Economic Outlook baselines provide the macroeconomic starting point; FRB/US policy transmission models
capture the monetary and fiscal channel effects of climate-related shocks; and NiGEM cross-border spillover
mechanics model how physical and transition shocks propagate across linked economies. The CE Balanced
Transition Synthesizer fuses these with physical hazard (IPCC AR6 WG2) and transition pressure (NGFS Phase 4)
to produce sector-level quantitative outputs. Calibration uses Maximum Likelihood Estimation against fifteen
years of Munich Re NatCatSERVICE, IMF GFSR, and CDP SBTi data. This integration depth is unique in the
reviewed peer set and represents CE's most distinctive analytical capability. It is noted that this rating carries an

"Internal Claim" qualifier pending independent technical verification.



4.21

Investment & Portfolio Tools
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Investment and portfolio tools measures the availability of purpose-built interfaces and analytical frameworks

designed specifically for investment portfolio climate alignment — including holdings analysis, temperature
alignment scoring, sector exposure assessment, transition risk quantification at the portfolio level, and stranded
asset risk modelling. This dimension captures the degree to which a platform serves investors at the portfolio

construction and monitoring stage rather than merely at the information provision stage.

Four platforms are effectively absent from this dimension — IPCC, NOAA, NASA, and UN/UNFCCC — as
investment portfolio tools are structurally outside their mandates. IEA and World Bank receive Limited ratings,
providing some investment-relevant insights (IEA's capital expenditure benchmarks; World Bank's sovereign risk
data) but no direct portfolio analysis tooling. NGFS receives Adequate, as its scenario set is used in portfolio stress

testing but the platform itself does not provide interactive portfolio analysis tools.

CE achieves the sole Excellent rating, and the gap between CE and all other reviewed platforms on this dimension
is the largest of any attribute in this review. CE's investment and portfolio capabilities include: (1) physical-to-
financial transmission chains that map hazard scores to sector loss estimates expressed in investment-relevant
metrics; (2) a Stress Fragility Overlay incorporating a sector fragility index, stranded asset risk, and a policy
fragmentation penalty calibrated to the NGFS Delayed versus Orderly scenario spread; (3) a Transition
Opportunity Index quantifying upside potential for clean technology, critical minerals, and adaptation services; (4)
cascade amplification modeling using Swiss Re Sigma « factors for compound-event portfolio stress testing; (5) a
custom scenario workbench supporting named investment theses; and (6) the Climate Investor Portfolio Analyzer
— a browser-based tool accepting ticker-weight portfolio inputs and returning WACI-derived temperature
alignment, pace-adjusted transition risk, physical risk scores, and policy risk overlays per holding and at the

aggregate portfolio level.



4.22

Scenario Action Items
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Scenario action items measures the specificity and usability of the guidance a platform provides to enable its
audience to act on scenario findings — including numbered action steps, actor-type specificity (who should do
what), regulatory trigger references, time-bound decision windows, and consequence-if-delayed assessments.
Generic scenario narratives without actionable guidance leave practitioners responsible for the entire translation

from analysis to decision, adding cost and risk.

NASA receives Limited, as its observational mandate does not extend to action-item generation. NOAA and World
Bank receive Adequate: both provide valuable datasets but limited structured actionability. IPCC's Summary for
Policy Makers, IEA's Net Zero roadmap, NGFS's guidance to supervisors, and UN/UNFCCC's NDC process all
receive Strong ratings for producing meaningful policy and sector guidance, though typically at a coarser level of

specificity than investor workflows require.

CE achieves the sole Excellent rating in scenario action items. Every scenario on the CE platform includes
structured, audience-tagged action items simultaneously addressing multiple actor types — including institutional
investors, renewable energy developers, utility grid operators, corporate risk officers, and policy specialists. Each
action is numbered, with a detailed rationale that cites specific live regulatory triggers (e.g., EU Taxonomy
alignment requirements, US IRA incentive schedules, SEC climate disclosure rules), a consequence-if-delayed
assessment, and a time-bound decision window with an explicit hard deadline and leverage rating. Each scenario
also carries a decision implications map that assigns responsible actors to specific required actions with deadline
dates. This level of structured specificity — granular, audience-segmented, time-bound, regulatory-anchored — is
unique among the reviewed platforms and represents a design philosophy built around practitioner workflow

integration rather than information provision alone.



4.23

Scenario Validation Depth
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Scenario validation depth measures the rigour of the processes by which a platform validates its scenario outputs
— including whether validation is systematic or ad hoc, whether it is automated and repeatable, whether it
benchmarks against independent standards, and whether validation results are published and accessible to users.
In a professional context, scenario validation is the primary mechanism by which users can assess the reliability of

scenario outputs before relying on them in investment or regulatory decisions.

IPCC and IEA achieve Strong ratings through rigorous expert peer review processes for their scenario content. The
remaining platforms — NOAA, NASA, World Bank, NGFS, and UN/UNFCCC — receive Adequate ratings,
reflecting scenario validation that is present but not systematically documented or publicly exposed in a way that

allows external auditing.

CE achieves the sole Excellent rating, based on its automated multi-dimensional scenario validation pipeline.
Every scenario published on CE is processed through a ten-dimension automated assessment using GPT-5.4,
benchmarked against IPCC AR6, NOAA Climate.gov, and IEA WEOQ standards. The ten validation dimensions
include: methodology documentation quality, data source citation quality, uncertainty communication, decision-
maker actionability, trust signals, content coverage completeness, navigation quality, scientific consistency,
audience appropriateness, and regulatory alignment. Validation results — including dimension-level ratings and
gap analyses — are stored as structured data and surfaced in the platform's Validation section, enabling users to
inspect the validation record for any scenario. This automated, repeatable, multi-benchmark validation pipeline,

with results publicly available, is not matched by any other reviewed platform.

SECTION 5

5. CE Competitive Positioning

Taken together, the twenty-three attribute assessments reveal a clear
and consistent positioning for CE within the climate intelligence
platform landscape. CE occupies a differentiated segment that no other
reviewed platform fully addresses: the intersection of institutional-
grade scientific rigour, investor-workflow integration, and open-access

developer infrastructure.




5.1 Where CE Leads

CE is the sole Excellent-rated platform in four attributes — Economic & Financial Modeling,
Investment & Portfolio Tools, Scenario Action Items, and Scenario Validation Depth — and
ties for Excellent in Source Citation Quality and Open Data / Free Access. This pattern of
leadership is consistent: CE's differentiating value is concentrated precisely in the
dimensions where the largest and most-established platforms are constrained by their

mandates.

The institutional platforms (IPCC, NOAA, NASA, UN/UNFCCC) are by design optimised for
scientific rigour and public information provision rather than investor-grade decision
support. Financial system platforms (NGFS) are scenario framework providers rather than
interactive analytics environments. CE is specifically architected to fill the gap between
primary-source climate science and the financial workflows that consume it — and this
review confirms that it does so with distinctive depth in economic modeling, portfolio

tooling, actionable scenario outputs, and validation transparency.

5.2 Where CE Competes at Parity

Across the twelve Strong ratings where CE competes on par with major peers, the picture is
one of intentional investment rather than structural limitation. CE's Strong ratings in
Scientific Authority, Author Transparency, Methodology Documentation, Regional
Specificity, Interactive Tools, Content Coverage Breadth, and API Access reflect genuine
capabilities that have been deliberately built to match the standards of the best-in-class
platforms in each dimension. CE's Strong in Data Update Frequency reflects both real
achievement — the publication of machine-readable freshness evidence — and a specific,

measurable improvement target in operational reliability.

5.3 Where CE Has Headroom to Improve

Three attributes remain at Adequate. Data Update Frequency is the most operationally
material: at 66.7% annual on-time against a 95% threshold, the gap is specific and
addressable through operational investment in data pipeline reliability. Communication
Clarity and Regional Specificity are both Strong in this review but carry identified sub-
elements that require further development. No attributes receive Limited or Absent ratings
— a distinction CE shares only with NOAA in the peer set, and notable given CE's smaller

operational scale.

5.4 The Differentiation Thesis

The central differentiation thesis for CE, as confirmed by this comparative review, can be
stated as follows: CE is the only platform in the reviewed peer set that simultaneously

provides investor-grade financial modeling integrated with primary-source climate



science, purpose-built portfolio analysis tools, audience-segmented actionable scenario
outputs, and automated multi-benchmark scenario validation — at zero cost and zero

registration barrier, with developer-grade API access and Al discovery support.

No individual component of this statement is implausible for a well-resourced institutional
platform to replicate. What makes CE's position durable in the near term is the combination
— and the speed of the improvement roadmap relative to the slower update cycles of the

institutional platforms it complements.



SECTION 6

6. Improvement Roadmap

This section identifies the specific improvements required for CE to
progress from its current ratings to higher levels across priority
dimensions. Priorities are ranked by their strategic impact — the

degree to which the improvement would increase CE's utility to

institutional users and advance regulatory credibility.

6.1 Priority One: Data Update Frequency (Strong — Excellent)

This is the highest-leverage operational improvement available to CE. The gap is specific and
measurable: CE's current 365-day operational on-time rate of 66.7% must reach 95% or
above to satisfy the Excellent threshold. The barrier is not methodological — CE already
publishes machine-readable freshness evidence and exposes scheduled update cadences via
API, which is itself a best-practice not matched by peers. The barrier is operational reliability

in the data ingestion and transformation pipeline.

Recommended actions: (1) Implement automated pipeline health monitoring with daily
alerts; (2) introduce redundant source-polling for the ten highest-frequency datasets; (3)
publish a real-time data status dashboard at /status; (4) set a 9o-day rolling on-time target
as an internal milestone before pursuing the 95% annual threshold. Achieving Excellent here
would be a uniquely credible signal: CE would then be the only platform in the reviewed set
providing both zero-barrier open access and high-cadence operational freshness at

institutional reliability standards.

6.2 Priority Two: External Validation & Trust (Strong —
Excellent)

Achieving Excellent in External Validation requires engaging independent qualified external
reviewers to formally audit CE's core quantitative models against their stated source
specifications and to publish a findings report. The models most critical to audit are the
physical-to-financial transmission chain and the Balanced Transition Synthesizer. A credible
first step would be a two-model independent technical review, published openly alongside
CE's methodology documentation, with a formal response to reviewer findings. This would

establish the precedent and process for ongoing external review cycles.



Recommended actions: (1) Identify two to three qualified external reviewers (academic
economists with climate finance specialisation); (2) commission formal reviews of the
transmission chain and synthesizer models; (3) publish review findings and CE responses
openly; (4) establish a twelve-month review refresh cycle. This investment would materially
accelerate institutional adoption by providing the third-party credibility signal that

investment committee processes and regulatory due-diligence workflows require.

6.3 Priority Three: Scientific Authority & Methodology

Documentation (Strong — Excellent)

Both attributes share a common improvement pathway: the publication of a formal,
versioned Technical Appendix covering CE's core quantitative models with calibration
equations, validation test results, known limitations, and provenance for each parameter.
This document would serve multiple strategic purposes: it would be the primary submission
to external reviewers (Priority Two above), would anchor scientific authority claims, and
would materially increase the citation quality of CE's methodology from the perspective of

researchers and regulators.

Recommended actions: (1) Draft the Technical Appendix in IPCC Supplementary Material
format; (2) include model specifications, calibration data, uncertainty ranges, and sensitivity
analyses for all major models; (3) assign version numbers with dated changelog; (4) submit
for academic review and publish openly. A draft Technical Appendix would already represent
a step-change improvement in methodology documentation depth even before external

review is completed.

6.4 Priority Four: Author Transparency (Strong — Excellent)

CE's current named-author attribution is already ahead of NGFS and UN. The remaining gap
to IPCC-level Excellent requires implementing a formal external contributor
acknowledgement system — specifically, a published list of external reviewers, expert
consultants, and data-provider contacts who have contributed to or verified platform
content, alongside a versioned acknowledgements log that records the history of major

model updates and the experts who reviewed them.

Recommended actions: (1) Create a Contributor Acknowledgements page documenting all
external experts who have contributed to or reviewed CE content; (2) add reviewer credits to
individual model and methodology pages; (3) publish a model version history with reviewer
credits attached to each major revision. This is a low-cost improvement with high credibility

signalling value.

6.5 Priority Five: Communication Clarity (Strong — Excellent)



The final priority addresses the usability gap for non-specialist users and executive
audiences. CE's current investment in glossary, walkthroughs, and actor-segmented framing
is strong; the remaining gap involves executive summary formats and non-expert landing
pages. Recommended actions: (1) Add a one-page executive summary to each scenario,
suitable for board-level or investment committee circulation; (2) create a "Getting Started"
pathway for users without climate finance training; (3) develop visual scenario summary
cards with standardised layout for each scenario type. These improvements would broaden

CE's accessible user base without reducing technical depth for specialist users.



SECTION 7

~. Conclusions

This comparative assessment has evaluated eight climate intelligence
platforms across twenty-three attributes using a structured, evidence-
based rating methodology. The review yields three principal

conclusions.

~.1 The Peer Set Covers Distinct Mandates with Minimal

Overlap

The eight platforms reviewed serve fundamentally different purposes and audiences. The
scientific platforms (IPCC, NOAA, NASA) are the primary-source foundations upon which all
downstream analysis rests; they achieve Excellent ratings on scientific authority, uncertainty
communication, and data access but receive limited marks on investor-specific dimensions.
The governance platforms (UN/UNFCCC, World Bank) serve policy facilitation and
development finance functions that are structurally different from investment-grade
analytics. The financial system platform (NGFS) provides the scenario architecture that
financial regulators use, but not the analytical tools or transparency infrastructure to support
end-user scenario interpretation. IEA occupies a middle position — strong on energy-

economy modelling, weaker on open access and investor tooling.

This structural fragmentation means that institutional investors currently require
integration across multiple platforms to assemble a complete analytical picture. CE is the

only platform in the reviewed set that explicitly architects to address this integration gap.

7.2 CE Occupies a Differentiated and Currently Uncontested

Segment

CE's rating profile — five Excellent, fifteen Strong, three Adequate, zero Limited or Absent —
is the strongest aggregate performance in the review. More importantly, CE's Excellent
ratings are concentrated in the dimensions that matter most for institutional investors:
economic and financial modeling, portfolio analysis tools, actionable scenario outputs, and
validation transparency. These are also the dimensions on which the institutional platforms
are most constrained by mandate, meaning CE is not in direct competition with them but

rather complementary to them.



This positioning creates a durable near-term advantage: the institutional platforms improve
slowly (IPCC assessment cycles span six years; NGFS major updates occur every two to three
years), while CE operates on an annual improvement cycle. The comparative advantage CE
holds today in investor-grade capabilities is therefore likely to be sustained unless a new
purpose-built investor platform enters the field with comparable depth of financial

modeling, open-access policy, and validation infrastructure.

7.3 Three Targeted Improvements Would Reach Competitive
Ceiling

The review identifies a credible and specific near-term improvement path. Resolving the data
update frequency reliability gap, commissioning external model audits, and publishing a
formal Technical Appendix would together address the three most strategically significant
gaps in CE's current rating profile. No structural redesign is required — these are depth and
verification improvements to capabilities that already exist. If delivered within the twelve-
month window proposed in the roadmap, CE could credibly claim a rating profile that is
unmatched in the reviewed set: five or more Excellent ratings, fifteen or more Strong, and

zero below Strong.

This assessment was prepared by the CE Analytics Review Team using publicly
available data as of May 2026. Ratings reflect the analytical judgement of the
review team and are subject to revision as platforms update. Internal claims
are identified where CE has asserted capabilities that have not yet been
independently verified. Users are encouraged to apply independent judgement
and to consult primary sources cited in this report before relying on platform

ratings in investment or regulatory decisions.



APPENDIX A

Complete Rating Matrix — All 23
Attributes x 8 Platforms

m mmm:

1. Primary Audience Alignment

2. Scientific Authority 2ol oo JEEE £ SR & & IR - RS & S o 4
3. Author Transparency +44 +4 ++ +4 +4 + +
4. Methodology Documentation =~ +44 ++4 ++ ++ ++4 + +
5. Data Access & Downloads + +44 + +44+ 44 & &

6. Source Citation Quality +44 +4 ++ +4 +4 + +

7. Uncertainty Communication ~ 444 +4 + +4 + + o
8. Scenario Framework +4+4 + ++4 + ++ +4 +
9. Interactive Tools & ++ + +4 +4 & &

10. Content Coverage Breadth ~ 444 ++4 ++ ++ ++4 + ++4
11. Regional Specificity ++ ++ + + +4 O +
12. Decision-Maker Actionability +4 +4 ++ + +4 ++4 +
13. Communication Clarity +4 +4 ++ ++ +4 + +
14. Data Update Frequency < ++ + +4 + o &
15. Open Data / Free Access +4 +4+4 < +44 +4 + +4
16. External Validation & Trust 444 444 44+ 444 +4 ++ ++4
17. Cross-Sector Integration ++4 ++ ++ + +4 +4 +

18. APl / Machine-Readable

Access

19. Events & Training & + ++ < <> < +4
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21. Investment & Portfolio Tools
22. Scenario Action Items
23. Scenario Validation Depth
Excellent +4++4
Strong ++4
Adequate 4+

Limited / Absent

ot

++

14

o

ot

S

4+

Iﬂl.-l

|-I‘n

444 Excellent | 44 Strong | 4 Adequate | ¢ Limited | — Absent (not applicable to

mandate)



APPENDIX B

Rating Definitions and Thresholds

RATING DEFINITION EVIDENCE THRESHOLD
Excellent ¢4+ Best-in-class Multiple independent
performance. Sets the corroborating sources; no
standard for the peer material limitations identified;
group. Gaps, if any, are matches or exceeds recognised
minor and do not international standards.
affect utility for

professional users.

Strong ++4 Clearly adequate and Clear positive evidence with
well-developed for identifiable but non-critical
professional use. gaps; professional-grade
Specific improvement output with documented
pathways are methodology; broadly
identifiable but the comparable to peer platforms
current capability is on this dimension.

sufficient for most
professional

applications without

secondary
workarounds.

Adequate 4 Sufficient for basic use Basic coverage evident;
but with material gaps material limitations identified;
that limit professional secondary processing or
application. Users may supplementation typically
need to supplement required for professional-
with additional sources grade use.

or apply significant
caveats when relying
on this platform for the

attribute in question.



Limited ¢ Minimal engagement Only token coverage;

with the attribute. significant gaps or barriers to
Structural or mandate access; typically a structural
constraints are often consequence of platform

the cause. Reliance on mandate rather than design
this platform for this failure.

attribute is not
recommended without
full supplementation

from alternative

sources.

Absent — The attribute is No coverage; not applicable to
structurally outside platform mandate; excluded
this platform's from aggregate scoring
mandate. Not a calculations.

negative finding;
reflects mandate scope

rather than capability.

Internal Claim Qualifier

Where CE has asserted capabilities in categories that have not yet been independently
verified, ratings are accompanied by an "Internal Claim" note in the review evidence log.
These claims are taken at face value in the absence of contradictory evidence but are flagged
to alert users that independent verification has not yet been completed. The primary Internal
Claim in this review applies to the Economic & Financial Modeling attribute (4.20) regarding
MLE calibration methodology and the specific integration of FRB/US and NiGEM

frameworks.
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Subject to revision as platforms update. Not investment advice.



