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Terms and Definitions

Company Response Rating: The rating of the company’s response to a wrongdoing. It is categorized in four
ratings (None/Very Limited, Limited, Adequate, Comprehensive) reflecting type and quality of mitigation,
prevention and remediation measures taken by the company in response to the controversy, as well as the
degree of transparency in communicating such measures to its stakeholders.

Controversy: In the context of the MSA methodology, a controversy is a publicly reported event related to
environmental, social, or governance (ESG) issues that may lead to adverse impacts on the environment,
society, or on a company’s operations, reputation, or financial performance.

Depreciation plan: MSA cases typically follow a standard depreciation plan in which the initial Impact Rating of
the case (i.e. Severe, Major, Medium, or Minor) drops in severity in the subsequent assessment cycle, until it
becomes inactive. Relevant updates usually prevent depreciation in the subsequent assessment cycle.

Double materiality: The MSA uses a double materiality approach whereby a sustainability issue is considered to
be material if it presents a significant impact on society or the environment and/or a significant impact on a
company’s value drivers, competitive position, and long-term shareholder value creation.

Event: A specific negative incident involving a company, identified in reputable media sources and/or other
credible public sources, including but not limited to governmental and non-governmental organizations, legal
materials, as well as industry publications. Events are identified, tagged and summarized by S&P Global’s
proprietary controversies screening model on a daily basis.

Impact Rating: The overall Impact Rating of an MSA Case is determined following a rules-based approach. It
can be Minor, Medium, Major or Severe, reflecting the nature of the incident as well as the scale and severity of
the incident’s impact on the company, its stakeholders or the environment.

MSA Case: An MSA Case is created by expert research analysts if, according to the MSA methodology, a
company is considered responsible for a material negative event, revealing that the company’s actions are
inconsistent with its stated policies and commitments, accepted best practices or regulations. An S&P MSA case
does not determine corporate legal responsibility or liability, nor does it assign judgement on corporate behavior.

MSA Multiplier: A value derived from the combination of Impact Rating and Company Response Rating via a
predefined matrix that is used to adjust affected CSA criterion scores and thereby determine the overall ESG
Score impact of an MSA Case.

Relevant Updates: Relevant updates are the latest pieces of information about a controversy that suggest that
the incident covered in the MSA case is still active and might still pose a negative impact on the company, its
stakeholders, or the environment (e.g., in the form of new lawsuits, operational disruptions, dismissals, greater
impact on stakeholders or the environment than initially assessed, among others).

Responsibility: Refers to the extent to which a company can be reasonably linked through credible proxies to a
negative event. In the MSA context, this does not always imply a legal finding of liability or a court-established
indictment. Rather it reflects documented indications of corporate involvement, such as court decisions,
regulatory findings, fines, settlements, credible investigations, or evidence of breach of policy, law, or widely
accepted standards.

S&P Global Corporate Sustainability Assessment: The Corporate Sustainability Assessment (CSA) is an
evaluation conducted by S&P Global. It assesses the sustainability performance of companies across various
industries. The CSA evaluates companies based on a wide range of environmental, social, and governance
(ESG) criteria. It covers areas such as climate change, resource management, labor practices, human rights, and
corporate governance. The assessment process involves collecting and analyzing data from companies, as well
as conducting industry-specific research.
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S&P Global ESG Score: The S&P Global ESG Score measures a company’s performance on and management
of material ESG risks, opportunities, and impacts informed by a combination of company disclosures, media and
stakeholder analysis, modeling approaches, and in-depth company engagement via the S&P Global Corporate
Sustainability Assessment (CSA).

S&P Global Media and Stakeholder Analysis (MSA): S&P Global's Media and Stakeholder Analysis (‘MSA”)
enables S&P Global to monitor companies’ sustainability performance on an ongoing basis by assessing current
corporate controversies with potentially negative reputational or financial impacts. The MSA should not be
interpreted as a determination of the truth, merit, or legal validity of any controversy. The assessment is derived
from publicly available reporting and other credible sources, without independent verification through on-site visits
or direct investigative activities.

S&P Global’s proprietary controversies screening model: S&P Global’'s proprietary Al and machine learning
controversies screening model aggregates and pre-screens content from global, local and regional news sources,
governmental and non-governmental organizations, legal materials, as well as industry publications, among
others, based on pre-defined filters.

Thematic tag: MSA Cases cover a range of 39 MSA thematic tags, including issues such as corruption, fraud,
bribery, labor and employment conditions, occupational health & safety incidents, human rights violations, or
environmental violations. MSA thematic tags are mapped to the principles of the UN Global Compact (UNGC)
and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
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Introduction and Context

S&P Global monitors companies’ sustainability performance on an ongoing basis by assessing current corporate
controversies with potentially negative reputational or financial impacts. The main objective of the controversy
analysis is to gain insight into a company’s ability to mitigate financially material and reputational risks, as well as

negative impacts on stakeholders and the environment, whilst protecting their shareholder value.

S&P Global’s Controversy Analysis is rooted in the Media and Stakeholder Analysis (‘MSA’), which also forms an
integral part of the S&P Global Corporate Sustainability Assessment (‘CSA’). Once a relevant event is identified
through S&P Global’'s proprietary controversies screening model, an MSA case may be opened by the research
analyst and evaluated during the S&P Global MSA Review, which is performed on an ongoing basis. The opening
of an MSA case occurs if there is a media and/or stakeholder story of a company being involved in a specific
negative event where its actions are inconsistent with its stated policies and goals, and/or if they expose a failure
of management or company systems and processes.

The S&P Global Controversy Analysis considers a range of news stories that potentially have negative impacts
across a company’s governance, environmental, and social (ESG) dimensions including subject matter of the ten
United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) principles and of the seventeen Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs). MSA cases can cover issues such as corruption, fraud, bribery, labor and employment conditions,
occupational health & safety incidents, data breaches, unethical marketing practices, supply chain issues, human
rights violations, and environmental violations, among others. Exhibit 1 displays S&P Global’'s 39 MSA thematic
tags. For a mapping of the MSA thematic tags and the UNGC principles and SDGs, refer to Appendix Ill.

Exhibit 1: MSA thematic tag
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S&P Global’'s Controversy Analysis currently covers over 20,000+ companies.' These companies are screened on
an ongoing basis and assessed for corporate controversies.?2 Around 12,500 of these companies are also part of
the universe of companies assessed as part of the CSA. For companies part of the CSA, MSA cases might
negatively impact the companies’ ESG Scores.

Public dissatisfaction or accusations regarding legitimate business activities are not considered justification for MSA
cases. This includes activities that may be perceived as controversial among certain groups (e.g., investments in
tar sands or palm oil), or when a company is mentioned alongside peers as part of broad general criticism of an
industry (where multiple companies are named, but no single company’s responsibility is clear).

Data Sources and Collection

Corporate controversies are monitored on an ongoing basis through S&P Global’s proprietary controversies
screening model, which, based on pre-defined filters, aggregates and pre-screens content from global, local and
regional news sources, governmental and non-governmental organizations, legal materials, as well as industry
publications, among others.3

The Media & Stakeholder Analysis (MSA) relies on publicly available information and third-party sources. MSA
analysts do not perform independent field investigations, interviews, or original evidence-gathering, and they do
not attempt to adjudicate factual disputes.

The presence of an allegation, report, regulatory action, court filing, settlement, or other source in an MSA
assessment indicates that a credible source has reported the matter; it does not constitute a finding that the
allegation is true, that legal liability has been established, or that any party is culpable. Language in the MSA
describing corporate involvement should be read as an analytical characterization based on available sources,
not as legal determination.

In addition to the analysis of publicly available sources, S&P Global reaches out to companies with an MSA Case
to give them the opportunity to provide relevant information about their actions taken in response to the negative
event. While information shared by the companies is used for the assessment of the Company Response Rating,
it is treated as fully confidential.

Methodology Overview

An MSA case is created if there is a media and/or stakeholder story of a company being involved in a specific
negative event, revealing that the company’s actions are inconsistent with its stated policies and commitments,
accepted best practices, and / or regulations. An MSA case typically exposes a failure at a company’s
management level and / or gaps in systems and processes, such as risk management systems and operational
controls, resulting in violation of laws and regulations and damage to stakeholders and the environment.

Opening an MSA Case
When a controversial incident is flagged, the decision to open an MSA case is based on (1) company

responsibility, (2) incident materiality and (3) timing. At least one of the following conditions must be fulfilled in
each category to open an MSA case:

"The covered universe will be expanded stepwise to an overall 28,000+ companies.

2 S&P’s Controversy Dataset is based on the Media & Stakeholder Analysis (MSA) methodology.

2 Prior to March 16, 2026, corporate controversies part of the MSA were monitored, compiled and pre-screened by S&P Global’ s former
partner RepRisk.
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(1) Company Responsibility*:

9)

h)

The incident suggests a breach of company policies, internationally accepted standards or national
or international legislation.

The incident highlights a failure in management or company monitoring systems and processes.

The sources suggest a negligent or willful act, or omission on the part of the company as the main
cause behind the incident.

A court decision holds the company responsible for the incident, or the company has settled outside
of a court ruling.5

A fine on the company has been confirmed by a relevant authority.

Judicial and extra-judicial claims with no ruling will be considered for opening a case when at the
time of the initial filing:

¢ the company’s involvement in the negative event is clear,

e there is either a material impact on the company or on stakeholders / the environment which has
materialized.

Non-judicial substantiated investigations expose the company’s association with a wrongdoing that
has a material negative impact on stakeholders and/or the environment.

A former employee or executive of the company is indicted or convicted if the indictment/conviction
comes with further implications for the company that indicate company responsibility.

In the context of the MSA methodology, company responsibility is also considered through its business
relationships:

)

)

The company is considered responsible for direct and indirect subsidiaries involved in controversial
incidents in which it has a stake of 50% or higher.

The company is considered responsible for its joint ventures, regardless of its role as the operating
or non-operating entity or its share in the joint venture.

The company is considered responsible for wrongdoings committed by an acquired/merged
company, given that certain elements of responsibility and materiality remain for the successor
company.

The company is considered responsible for wrongdoings committed by an investee company if it
holds more than 25% of voting rights, or for controversial projects if it provides project-level finance
or insurance.

m) A franchisor company is considered responsible for the acts of a franchise if the negative event

qualifies as an MSA case for the franchise and the franchisor company has also been explicitly
targeted in relation to the negative event.

4 S&P’s Global Controversies Research Team is not an investigative reporting unit, and as such uses the listed criteria as proxies to establish
the level of involvement or responsibility of a company in a given incident. Note that the term “company responsibility” used by S&P Global
in the context of this methodology guidance does not equal or denote legal liability or responsibility.

5In the event a final settlement closes all outstanding claims, a case will only be opened if it comes with financial materiality or other
elements of materiality, for example: The claims have been proven true through an authoritative investigation; the settlement terms include
measures the company has to take, such as updating policies or processes; the settlement comes with a heightened reputational impact
for the company, or the company admitted to the wrongdoing while settling.
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n) The company is considered responsible for wrongdoings of its critical suppliers and Tier 1 suppliers®,
when the negative event qualifies as an MSA case according to our methodology, and the company
assessed has been explicitly associated with such supplier.

o) The incident suggests a link to human rights abuses in the context of a conflict-affected or high-risk
area’.

(2) Materiality:

The MSA process leverages the concept of double materiality. In this sense, both material negative impacts
on the company (internal materiality) or on non-complicit stakeholders or the environment (external materiality)
will be considered. Confirmation of a negative material impact on either the company or on non-complicit
stakeholders or the environment will be deemed sufficient to consider the materiality element fulfilled. Some
indicators of materiality are listed below:

a) The event may have a financial impact, e.g., through fines, penalties, or settlements.

b) The event may have a reputational impact, e.g., if a specific company faces backlash through
extensive media coverage on the wrongdoing, litigations and/or allegations which are specific to
the company, its activities, products and/or services and go beyond general industry-wide criticism.

c) The event may have a business impact, e.g., if the company is likely to be excluded from doing
business in certain regions or if its license to operate is threatened.

d) The event may have an operational impact, e.g., if the incident causes production stoppages,
operational disruption or the company needs to do product recalls.

e) The event associated with the company’s actions may impact non-complicit stakeholders and/or
the environment?.

(3) Timing:

In addition to the company responsibility and the materiality of the impact, the timeframe of the event needs
to be considered. The timeframe refers to the publication of the news, not to the time in which the incident
occurred. Cases will be opened when the information published refers to recent developments, including if
those recent developments are considered relevant updates to a negative event that happened several years
ago.

6 Critical suppliers are defined as suppliers whose goods, materials, services (including intellectual property (IP) / patents) have a
significant impact on the competitive advantage, market success or survival of the company. Critical suppliers include high-volume
suppliers, suppliers of critical components and non-substitutable suppliers. Tier1suppliers: refers to suppliers that directly supply goods,
materials or services (including intellectual property (IP) / patents) to the company.

Defined as “Areas identified by the presence of armed conflict, widespread violence, including violence generated by criminal networks,
or other risks of serious and widespread harm to people", according to the OECD Due diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains
of Minerals from Conflict-Affected and High-Risk Areas.

S&P Global Sustainablel defines a sustainability issue as material if it presents a significant impact on society or the environment and a
significant impact on the company's value drivers, competitive positioning, and long-term shareholder value creation. Material
sustainability issues can significantly affect an entity's business operations, cash flows, legal or regulatory liability, and access to capital.
They can also significantly improve or undermine an entity's reputation and relationships with key stakeholders, society and the
environment. As such, S&P Global Sustainablel considers double materiality as an integral part of the analysis of corporate sustainability
performance and the resulting S&P Global ESG Scores.

~

@
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Exhibit 2: Application of Responsibility, Materiality and Timing MSA Categories
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Assessment of an MSA Case

Once an MSA case is opened based on Responsibility, Materiality and Timing, it is assessed to determine the
incident’s severity (‘Impact Rating’) and the company’s response to the incident (‘Company Response’).

Assessing the Impact Rating

The overall Impact Rating of an MSA Case can be Minor, Medium, Major or Severe, reflecting the nature of the
incident as well as the scale and severity of the incident’s impact on the company, its stakeholders or the
environment. The evaluation of the incident's severity i is determined by assessing the parameters in Exhibit 3
across the relevant Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) dimensions. Each one of these parameters are
also individually assessed on a minor, medium, major, and severe scale, which aggregate up to the final Impact
Rating of the case.

The final Impact Rating of a case is determined by the combination of the assessment of each individual parameter
of the applicable Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) dimension and the assessment of the Reputational
Impact as well as the Involvement Criteria if applicable®, However, broadly speaking, the Impact Rating categories
can be defined as:

Controversies which typically have short-lived, limited, or minor repercussions on the

Minor environment, society or a company’s value drivers or bottom line.
Controversies which typically have moderate and medium-term impacts on the
Medium environment, society or a company’s value drivers or bottom line. While having a moderate

impact, such incidents generally do not portray widespread or severe corporate
misconduct.

Controversies with long-lasting, widespread, and major negative impacts on the
environment, society or a company’s value drivers or bottom line. Major controversies
usually indicate significant levels of corporate governance misconduct. However, while
severe in nature, they typically do not meet the thresholds of the most serious level of
harm.

Controversies with long lasting, extensive, and often irreversible or catastrophic negative
impacts on the environment or society, typically resulting in major financial impact on a
Severe company’s bottom line and value drivers. Generally, includes incidents of a systemic
nature involving the most serious levels of harm and crime and / or corporate governance
failure. Severe cases may also reflect material violations of the UNGC principles.

9 The Involvement Criteria is applicable to cases related to controversies linked to the supply chain, business in conflict or high-risk areas
as well as cases related to Joint Ventures and investee companies or for wrongdoings linked to controversial projects if the linked company
provides project-level finance or insurance.
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Exhibit 3: Impact Rating evaluation parameters

Governance/

o, -
Economic 40% Environmental 30%

Social 30%

Parameters under the Governance & Economic dimension as well as the reputational impact of the case are always
assessed, while parameters under the Environmental and Social dimensions are only evaluated if the nature of the
incident involves social or environmental impacts.

The individual weight of each of the ESG Dimensions is disclosed in Exhibit 5. Since the Governance Dimension
is always applicable to all cases, it has the highest allocated weight. In the scenarios where one or both
Environmental and Social dimensions are not assessed, the weights get distributed to the relevant applicable
dimensions.

Each parameter under the relevant dimensions is assessed on a Minor to Severe scale, based on the nature of the
controversy. Each of the dimensions and parameters within, have weights and a scoring logic assigned. The
selections made by the analysts are computed by an algorithm-based tool that automatically calculates the Impact
Rating of the case.

Exhibit 4 lists a sample of the guiding questions used for the analytical assessment of each dimension, and thus,
the final Impact Rating of a case. Exhibit 5 shows the parameters for the analytical assessment of each dimension
and the underlying scales within each of them.
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Exhibit 4: Sample of guiding questions used for the analytical assessment of the Impact Rating

the controversy affecting few or multiple units / divisions, or is it a compan

s wide
Y

* |sit aone-off incident, or have few similar incidents occurred within the last three
years?
* |sitarecurring or systemic issue?

* Asaresultof the incident, are there any dismissals, criminal convictions, or prison
sentences of employees?

* Isthe incident aresult of poor management oversight?

* Wasthe company’s management aware of gaps or risks and failed to take preventive
action?

*  Was executive management directly involved in the incident?

* Hasthecaseresultedin significant operational costs?

* How does the total cost (fines, settlements, operational costs, etc.)relate to the
company's operating income or similar penalties imposed upon industry peers
within the lastthree years?

* Hastheincident resulted in minimal or no significant disturbance of natural
habitats, or has it resulted in persistent and large-scale environmental destruction?
= Will the remediation take days, months, or rather various years?

* |sthe negative impact restricted to the vicinity of the operations or does it extend to
large terrestrial or marine areas?

* |sthe areaprotected for its recognized ecological value?
* Arethere endangered species affected?

* Has the socioeconomic or physical wellbeing of stakeholders been negatively
affected by the company's actions or products?

* Isthere anindication of a violation of human rights?

* Havevulnerable groups been affected by the negative events?

* How many people have been affected by the incident? |s it a reduced group or on the
contrary has the eventimpacted a large number of people?

* Hastheevent claimed the life of workers?
* How is the number of fatalities compared to the industry average?

* Hasthecompany's reputation been negatively impacted?

* Arereputational impacts observed across all regions where the company operates or
only in some jurisdictions?

Has the case affected the company’s relationship with its key stakeholders, such as
customers and business partners?

Reputational

Impact .

* Hasthe company been associated with a wrongdoing committed by one of its
suppliers? How critical is the supplier far the competitiveness and operational
stability of the company under assessment?|s the supplier a Tier 1 or non-Tier 1
supplier?

* |sthe company directly causing or contributing to human rights abuses in a conflict-
affected or high-risk area? Or is the company indirectly linked to those human rights
violations (e.g., through the supply chain)?
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Exhibit 5: Analytical assessment of Impact Rating parameters

Minor - Single department, business unit or division Minor - Minimal or no significant disturbance of habitat

Extent of the Medium - Few business units, divisions or subsidiaries Scale of Medium - Moderate deterioration of habitat
environmental
Breach Major - Multiple business units, divisions or subsidiaries damage Malor - Major deterioration of habitat

Frequency of the
Breach

Dismissals/Prison
Economic sentences

Governance/

Financial Impact

Severe - Company wide

Miner - Old behaviour
Medium - Repeated behaviour
Major - Multiple repeated wrongdoing

Severe - Systemic

Miner - Low ranking employee
Medium - Management below executive
Major - Executives/ Board Members

Severe - Majority of Executives/Board

Miner - Poor management oversight

Severe - Direct involvement of C-suit/BOD

Minor - 0.5-2% last year Qperating Income
Medium - 52-5% last year Operating Income
Major - >5% last year Operating Income

Severe - >20% last year Operating Income

Geographical
Magnitude

Environmental

Relevance of Area
impacted

Number of People
affected

Severe - Catastrophic loss of habitat, flora and fauna

Minor - Impact at localized/restricted area
Medium - Impact at expanded area
Major - Impact at large area

Severe - Impact at extensive area

Minor - Impacted area with low environmental value
Medium - Impacted area with medium environmental value
Major - Impacted area with high environmental value

Severe - Impacted area with unique environmental value

Minor - Impact on political, labor, consumer rights

Extent of Medium - Executive management failure Severity of Social Medium - Impact on socio-ecenomic rights, moderate health impacts
Management . P . . A
fai?ure T T G M e i Impact* Major - Impact on physical integrity, serious health impacts

Severe - Gross human rights violations

Miner - Reduced number of people affected
Medium - Significant number
Major - Large number

Severe - Widespread or severe in severity

Medium - Normalized number of fatalities in 20% of industry

OHS Fatalities

Maijor - Normalized number of fatalities in 10% of industry

Severe - Normalized number of fatalities in 5% of industry

Reputational Impact

Reputational Impact

Once the ESG dimensions parameters have been assessed, the Reputational Impact is also evaluated. For that,
the relevance of the news that cover the incident together with the number of news replication is considered.
Exhibit 8 shows the parameters of the Reputational Impact assessment.

Exhibit 6: Analytical Assessment of Reputational Impact as part of Impact Rating Assessment.

Reputational Impact
Relevance of the News

Outreach

Involvement Criteria

For cases related to the supply chain, business in conflict, joint ventures, investee companies or project-level
finance, an additional assessment step to evaluate the Involvement Criteria is performed. The Involvement
Criteria aims at factoring in the proximity between the company under assessment and the wrongdoing, in situations
where the company is not directly responsible for the incident. Exhibit 9 displays the different assessment scales
within the Involvement Criteria.

Exhibit 7: Analytical Assessment of Involvement Criteria as part of Impact Rating Assessment

Limited Involvement Medium Involvement Significant Involvement Direct Involvement
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a. Supply chain controversies:

For controversies linked to a company’s supply chain, the MSA methodology uses the concepts of proximity and
criticality to determine the level of involvement of the assessed company (“sourcing company”) in the incident.

In the context of the MSA methodology, Proximity is defined as the distance between the supplier and the sourcing
company. Suppliers can be classified as direct (Tier 1) and indirect suppliers (non-Tier 1).

The Criticality element is quantitatively and / or qualitatively determined.

e Quantitively:
o interms of the supplier’s share of sale to the sourcing company; and/or
o the purchasing volume of the sourcing company

¢ Qualitatively, by assessing:

o the commodity/service involved: The commaodity or service supplied is considered “critical” to the
sourcing company when it is essential to create value for its customers and could compromise its
market’s position in case of a supply shortage,

o the supply market: the structure and composition of the supply market,

o and the existence of strategic partnerships or alliances: These partnerships can take the form of
interoperability (independent companies can share information/processes and work together to
achieve greater efficiency), or when the supplier is able to provide to the sourcing company a
competitive advantage thanks to its critical capability (know-how, technical capability, cost
reduction, increased efficiency).

b. Business in conflict controversies

For controversies related to Business in Conflict, the methodology relies on the concepts of direct and indirect
involvement and applies to human rights-related controversies arising in situations of conflict and/ or high-risk
areas'0. Direct involvement is understood as the type of engagement where the company or its representatives are
portrayed as the main direct responsible of the violation, while indirect involvement is considered as a secondary
form of participation where the company or its representatives reportedly contribute to the acts of violence
perpetrated by another actor (e.g., by providing financial or logistical assistance, by engaging in partnerships with
the perpetrator or its allies that may facilitate the abuses). Mere operational presence in a conflict area with no
indication of business links to the perpetrator, is not considered within the scope of the methodology.

c. Joint Venture controversies:
For cases related to Joint Ventures, the involvement criteria are determined by the role of the company in the
Joint Venture (i.e. operating entity vs. non-operating) or the share the company holds in the Joint Venture (i.e.
maijority shareholder vs. minority shareholder). This approach leverages the concepts of level of control and
strategic or operational leverage.

d. Investing, financing and insurance

For controversies related to alleged investing, financing and insurance of companies and/or projects linked to
adverse impacts (e.g. environmental, social, or governance), the degree of control (given by the percentage of

0 Defined as “Areas identified by the presence of armed conflict, widespread violence, including violence generated by criminal networks,
or other risks of serious and widespread harm to people", according to the OECD Due diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains
of Minerals from Conflict-Affected and High-Risk Areas.
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investment in the project) or the criticality of the financing provided (given by the amount provided through financing
and/or underwriting the project) determines the assessment of the involvement criteria.

Assessing the Company Response

The evaluation of response actions taken by the company is a key component of the MSA assessment. For this
part of the assessment, companies with a new MSA case are contacted and given the opportunity to respond with
relevant information and plans to address the issue, minimize negative impacts, and prevent reoccurrence.
Companies with existing MSA cases which receive updates, are contacted at the discretion of the S1 Sustainability
Research Analyst when such developments are considered to require further clarification. Any information provided
by the companies in the client portal in the context of an MSA case is confidential and not publicly disclosed.

In case the company does not reply, the company response is assessed based on public information only.

The overall company response will be evaluated and categorized in four ratings (1 — 4) as described in Exhibit 8,
reflecting the type and quality of mitigation, prevention and remediation measures taken by the company in
response to the controversy, as well as the degree of transparency in communicating such measures to its
stakeholders.

Exhibit 8: Rating of Company Responsel!

There is no indication that the company has taken any measures, or the measures
None or very limited taken are very limited and do not sufficiently address the consequences of the
negative event.

The company has taken measures that are deemed to address the negative event
2 Limited only partially. Generally, a limited response does not include measures considered
across all the relevant areas of the company response assessment.

The company has taken measures that are deemed adequate as a response to the
negative event. However, the measures either do not address all relevant
assessment areas or they lack the expected level of comprehensiveness to fully
tackle the negative event and/or prevent its future re-occurrence.

3 Adequate

The company has taken measures that are deemed comprehensive and holistic as
a response to the negative event. Such measures address all relevant assessment
areas and are considered robust enough to tackle the consequences of the negative
event and prevent future re-occurrence.

4 Comprehensive

" The described MSA Company Response Rating methodology is applied to MSA cases of companies with ESG Scores 2024 and beyond.
MSA cases which impact previous annual ESG Scores continue to follow the previous MSA Company Response Rating methodology which
can be found in Appendix Il. Cases that impact 2023 ESG Scores and that are set to depreciate as of methodology year 2024 and beyond,
will automatically be mapped to the new methodology labels for the 2024 ESG Scores as follows: ‘1 = No communication and no measures
taken’ (prev. label) corresponds to ‘1 — None or Very Limited (new label); ‘2 — Some communication and no or partial measures taken (prev.
label) corresponds to 2 — Limited’ (new label); ‘3 - Adeguate communication, appropriate measures taken’ (prev. label) corresponds to ‘3
- Adequate’ (new label); ‘4 - Adequate communication, appropriate measures publicly disclosed’ (prev. label) corresponds to ‘4 -
Comprehensive’ (new label). Overall, the new Company Response methodology does not have an impact on the structure of the MSA
formula.
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The Company Response Rating is determined by the evaluation of the parameters in Exhibit 9 & Exhibit 10 covering
the following assessment areas:

o Direct Mitigation/Emergency Response Measures: Emergency response or direct mitigation measures
refer to measures intended to reduce the immediate impact of an incident or negative event (e.g., the
company took emergency measures to prevent a fire from extending to subjacent areas).

e Prevention Measures: Prevention measures refer to measures intended to avoid the future
reoccurrence of an incident or negative event. Such measures include comprehensive plans that
strengthen procedures, policies or systems, training, or that result in restructuring (e.g., the company
updated the discrimination chapter of the Code of Conduct and put in place anti-discrimination processes
to avoid future discrimination issues).

¢ Remediation Measures: Remediation measures refer to measures aimed at restoring the situation
of individuals or groups harmed by business activities and/or the status of the environment negatively
impacted to the situation/status before the incident or negative event (e.g., the company compensated
the victims and families of a health and safety accident that occurred at its facilities).

e Transparency Measures: Transparency measures refer to measures aimed at publicly disclosing about
the incident or negative event, and the actions taken by the company to tackle its consequences and
prevent further reoccurrence.

o Nature of Response: Nature of response assesses whether a company has taken the measures in the
above areas proactively or as a response to some authority mandate (e.g., the company has proactively
investigated and responded to the discrimination claims raised internally before they were brought before
any authority).

Exhibit 9: Sample of guiding questions used for the analytical assessment of the Company Response Rating

Direct Mitigation/Emergency . .
provention Messures Remediation Measures Transparency Measures

Direct Mitigation/Remediation Measures

If applicable. has the company taken
immediate direct mitigation/emergency
response measures to reduce the negative
effects of a given event?

Nature of Response

Process Measures

As aresult of the incident, has the
company strengthened existing or
adopted new processes/mechanisms that
can prevent the re-occurrence of
wrongdoings?

Policy Measures

As aresult of the incident, has the
company strengthened existing or
adopted new policies that can prevent the
re-occurrence of wrongdoings?

Training Measures

As aresult of the incident, has the
company put in place additional training
on the topic related to the wrongdoing?

Restructuring Measures

As aresult of the incident, has the
company restructured or transitioned
away from the controversial
product/service/activity?

Remediation Measures Taken

If applicable. has the company taken
remediation measures aimed at restoring
the environment or individuals or groups
of individuals that have been harmed by
business’s activities to the situation

they would have been in had the impact
not occurred?

Effectiveness of Remediation

If applicable, have the remediation
measures taken by the company been
effective to remediate the wrongdoing?

Disclosure of Measures

Has the company disclosed the measures
taken in response to the controversy? Is
the disclosure comprehensive enough to
understand the company actions in
relation to the topic? Is the disclosure of
measures publicly available?

In case the company has taken measures, were those measures taken voluntarily or only as a reaction of a mandate from authorities?
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Exhibit 10: Analytical assessment of Company Response Rating parameters

Direct Mitigation/Emergency Response Measures 25% Remediation Measures 40%

No measures in place Mo measures in place

Direct Mitigation/ Mit;:ﬁﬂ;a;:l .
Remediation Measures in place but delayed The company has taken measures
Measures
Measures in place and timely Effectiveness of Measures deemed effective

Remediation Measures not deemed effective

Prevention Measures 25% Transparency Measures 10%

No measures in place Private disclosure only

Reference to existing measures Factual disclosure without details of measures

Process Measures .
Disclosure of

Measures
Comprehensive update/adoption of measures Public partial report on measures

Limited update/adoption of measures Public of financial/legal/production consequences

No measures in place Full disclosure of measures taken

Reference to existing policy measures .
N Proactive measures
Policy Measures Nature of
Update of existing policy measures Response P ——

Intreduction of new policy measures

No new/additional training provided

Training Measures New/additional training to a limited num. of employees
New/additional training to a significant num. of employees
No measures in place

Restructuring Reference to existing measures

Measures Limited update/adoption of measures

Comprehensive update/adoption of measures

Parameters under the Prevention Measures, Transparency Measures pillars and Nature of Response are always
assessed, while parameters under the Direct Mitigation and Remediation pillars are only evaluated if the nature of
the incident requires any of these measures.

Note that the assessment of the Company Response Rating places a higher weight on the quality of the measures
taken to address the incident (i.e. Direct mitigation / emergency response, Prevention and Mitigation measures)
rather than on the communication of such measures (i.e. Transparency and Nature of Response). The individual
weight of each of the Company Response assessment areas is disclosed in Exhibit 12 above. While in case one
or both, the Direct Mitigation and Remediation pillars are not assessed, the weights get distributed to the remaining
applicable dimensions. However, the weight for the Transparency Measures pillar always remains unchanged.

S1 Sustainability Research analysts make the selections for each area based on the type of company response.
Each pillar and parameter are assigned a weight and a scoring logic. Based on the analyst selections, an algorithm-
based tool automatically calculates the Company Response Rating.

Assessing Relevant Updates

After creation, cases continue to be monitored on an ongoing basis to identify relevant updates. Relevant updates
are the latest pieces of information about a controversy that suggest that the incident covered in the MSA case is
still active and might still pose a negative impact on the company, its stakeholders, or the environment (e.g., in the
form of new lawsuits, operational disruptions, dismissals, greater impact on stakeholders or the environment than
initially assessed, among others). Generally, at least one of the three elements below would typically be present
for an update to be considered material:
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e The update demonstrates that the impact on stakeholders or the environment continues or is worse than
what was initially assessed (number of people affected is greater, scope of environmental damage is
bigger, etc.), or indicates new negative impacts.

o The update indicates additional impacts or risks on the company, in the form of new lawsuits, a
significant increase in the number of plaintiffs added to an existent lawsuit, operational disruptions,
dismissals, increased reputational or financial impact, among others.

e The update refers to a relevant stage or decision in an ongoing lawsuit.

Relevant updates may cover different types of events. Some non-exhaustive examples of common types of relevant
updates can be found below:

¢ New/additional similar incidents.

¢ New/additional operational/economic negative impacts on the company.

¢ New/additional protests against the company by relevant stakeholders (workers, communities,
consumers, etc.)

e Substantial increase in scale and magnitude of environmental or social damage.

e Dismissal or resignation of senior executives because of the case.

e Additional judicial/extra-judicial claims or investigations on the matter or similar incidents.

¢ Judicial and non-judicial decisions confirming company’s responsibility in the negative event.
e Significant updates on ongoing legal/judicial processes.

¢ New concluded investigations on the same matter with a negative outcome, linking the company to the
issue.

The main consequence of a relevant update is that the impact rating of the MSA Case remains for another campaign
cycle. If the relevant updates are of a higher severity than those incident details considered for the evaluation of
the initial case, the Impact Rating might typically increase (e.g., from medium to major).
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Applying MSA Cases to the S&P Global ESG Scores

Companies part of the S&P Global’s Controversy Analysis universe might also be part of the CSA. For these
subset of companies, their latest S&P Global ESG Score (‘ESG Score’) will be adjusted as a consequence of an
MSA case. The MSA impact on the ESG Score is determined by the Impact Rating, the Company Response
Rating and the CSA Criteria affected by the incident (‘Affected Criteria’).

Impact Rating

Responsibility Minor
Medium
+ e
.....................................
el 2 W || W) e mp | e
.....................................
+ None/Very Limited
Limited
Timing Adequate

Comprehensive

I-I-

Affected criteria

Any of the relevant CSA criteria
following the MSA Contraversy
tags

Selecting Affected Criteria

The Affected Criteria that are identified will be any of the CSA Criteria. In most cases, the more criteria affected,
the greater the impact on the company’s ESG Score. Incidents can affect any of the 15-30 industry-specific criteria
assessed per company on average, though the following criteria are more commonly impacted in conjunction,
increasing the likelihood of an ESG Score adjustment for these:

o Business Ethics: Impacted when a case involves unethical behavior, i.e., against the company’s code of
conduct or best-practice in business ethics.

e Corporate Governance: Impacted when the company’s executive management or board of directors are
involved in an incident. Such incidents are typically assessed as major or severe in nature.

o Risk & Crisis Management: Impacted when a company’s wrongdoing indicates its risk control
management processes and mechanisms are not effective.

A full list of all criteria may be found in the S&P Global ESG Scores Methodology.

The selection of the Affected Criteria follows a standardized mapping between the CSA Criteria and the MSA
thematic tags (shown in Exhibit 1) depending on the nature of the controversy.
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Determining the MSA Impact on the ESG Score

Once an MSA case has been assessed to determine the CSA Criteria affected by the incident (‘Affected Criteria’),
the incident’s severity (‘Impact Rating’) and the company’s response to the incident (‘Company Response’), S&P
Global will adjust the company’s ESG Scores in two steps:

1) Translate the assigned Impact Rating and Company Response Rating to the corresponding ‘MSA
Multiplier’ using the pre-defined MSA Multiplier Matrix (13).

2) Apply the MSA Multiplier in a fixed formula (14) to calculate the numerical impact on the Affected Criteria
score.

Determining the MSA Multiplier
First, the applicable MSA Multiplier is determined following the MSA Multiplier Matrix below (Exhibit 11). The Matrix
defines the applicable MSA Multiplier depending on the Impact Rating and Company Response rating of an MSA

case.

Exhibit 11: MSA Multiplier Matrix

Impact Rating

Severe Major Medium Minor
None or very limited 0 0.20 0.65
0.80
Company Limited 0.05 0.35 0.70
Response
Rating Adequate 0.10 0.45
0.75 0.90
Comprehensive 0.15 0.55

Severe cases are allocated a lower MSA Multiplier with the objective of increasing the impact on the total score.
Severe cases where no measures from the company have been identified have the highest impact on the affected
CSA Criteria scores, reflecting both the severity of the case and the mismanagement by the company.

If a company has no MSA cases identified, the criteria score will remain unchanged. As previously discussed, the
MSA multiplier is used to adjust criterion scores downward in proportion to the severity of the MSA case/incident.
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Determining Score Adjustment
As a second step, the relevant MSA Multiplier is applied to the score of the affected CSA Criteria.

To calculate the numerical impact on a given Criterion-level score, the MSA Multiplier is applied in a fixed and rules-
based formula, as defined below:

Exhibit 12: Formula to calculate the Criterion-Score impact
Ca = Co * MSAM

Where:

Ca = Final Criterion Score

Co = Original Criterion Score

MSAwm = Multiplier

Exhibit 13 illustrates how the MSA Multiplier is aggregated into the final criterion score.

Exhibit 13: MSA Multiplier impact on final criterion score

Example 1: Example 2:
Major case, none / very limited Company Minor case, comprehensive Company
Response Response
Criterion score (without MSA): 80 Criterion score (without MSA): 80
X X
Multiplier: Multiplier:
0.20 0.9
Final criterion score: 16 Final criterion score: 72

In general, if multiple cases impact the same criterion, the relevant MSA Multiplier is applied individually to each
case, with second and ulterior cases taking the already previously reduced criterion score as an input for the
formula.

An example of this can be seen in Exhibit 14 below for a company with two MSA cases impacting the Human Rights
criterion.

1) Case 1: Impact on indigenous communities — MSA Multiplier of 0.35

2) Case 2: Sexual harassment of female employees — MSA Score of 0.75
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In this case, the final Criterion Score is 23.62, as the two negative score impacts are accumulated.

Exhibit 14: Multiple MSA cases’ cumulative impact at the criterion level

Case 1 MSA Multiplier: 0.35
Criterion score (without MSA) 90

MSA Multiplier 0.35

Final Criterion Score: 31.5
90* 0.35

Case 2 MSA Multiplier: 0. 75
Criterion score (already including Case 1) 31.5

MSA Multiplier 0.75

Final Criterion Score: 23.62
31.5*0.75

For an example of an MSA case impact on the S&P Global ESG Score, see Appendix | - Example S&P Global
ESG Score Adjustment from an MSA Case Assessment.

While an MSA case impact is computed at the level of the affected CSA Criteria, the total ESG Score will typically
also be adjusted as a result of the impact at the criteria level.

ESG Score Maintenance and Communication

If a company’s ESG Score is adjusted following an MSA case, the updated ESG Score and corresponding S&P
ESG Score Report will be published on the company-facing CSA portal and on the client-facing S&P Capital 1Q Pro
Platform. As of August 2024, ESG Scores are updated on an ongoing basis.

Upon concluding an MSA case, the affected company will typically receive an S&P ESG Score Report on the day
the ESG Score is published'?. If changes are made to an existing MSA case because of a relevant update, the
affected company will receive a new ESG Score Report. The Controversies section in the ESG Scores Report
contains the details of the case(s), including the case(s) description, the Impact Rating, the Company Response
Rating, the affected criteria, and the numerical impact on the CSA Criteria scores, ESG Dimensions scores, and
total ESG Score. S&P Capital IQ Pro users can also access MSA case data, including the case(s) description,
the Company Response Rating, the Impact Rating, and the affected CSA Criteria. Any information provided by
companies in the client portal in the context of an MSA case is confidential and not publicly disclosed.
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Duration of an MSA Case

Unless relevant updates are identified, MSA cases typically follow a standard depreciation plan in which the initial
Impact Rating of the case (i.e. Severe, Major, Medium, or Minor) drops in severity in the subsequent assessment
cycle (e.g., major MSA case in year X, goes down to medium in year X + 1, to minor in year X + 2), until it becomes
inactive. Nevertheless, an inactive MSA case can be reactivated if relevant updates are once again identified.

For cases or relevant updates identified during the transition period from one assessment cycle to the next or close
to the end of the ongoing assessment cycle, the initial Impact Rating will typically be kept for the subsequent
assessment year before the depreciation plan is triggered (i.e., the depreciation plan will not start in the subsequent
assessment year given the relative newness of the identified MSA case).

For cases linked to companies that are part of the CSA, an MSA Case will typically impact the company’s latest
available ESG Score. In the event an MSA case is identified prior to the release of the company’s ESG Score for
the corresponding CSA assessment year, the company’s ESG Score of the previous CSA assessment year will
be impacted until the new ESG Score becomes available. In this case, the Impact Rating of the case which
impacted the ESG Score of the previous CSA Assessment year will remain the same once the new ESG Score
becomes available (e.g. during the CSA 2024 assessment year a Medium case is created for Company X before
the ESG Score 2024 of the company is available. In this event, the company’s ESG Score 2023 will be impacted by
the Medium case, and as soon as the ESG Score 2024 becomes available it will continue to be impacted by the
Medium case).

Exhibit 2: Fictional example of MSA cases depreciation with and without relevant updates

Depreciation of a major MSA Case published in August 2026 with no relevant updates. For companies part of
the CSA, the Campaign Year of the ESG Score is indicated.

Medium Minor
Major 0 C > No Impact
August 2026 August 2027 August 2028 August 2029
ESG Score 2026 ESG Score 2027 ESG Score 2028 ESG Score 2029

Depreciation of a major MSA Case published in April 2026 with no relevant updates. For companies part of the
CSA, the Campaign Year of the ESG Score is indicated.

Major Medium Minor
Major C C C ) No Impact
March 2026 August 2026 August 2027 August 2028 August 2029
ESG Score 2025 ESG Score 2026 ESG Score 2027 ESG Score 2028 ESG Score 2029

Depreciation of a medium MSA Case published in August 2026 with relevant updates in February 2027. For
companies part of the CSA, the Campaign Year of the ESG Score is indicated.

Material update

v Medium Minor
Medium O O O > No Impact
August 2026 February 2027 August 2027 August 2028 August 2029
ESG Score 2026 ESG Score 2027 ESG Score 2028 ESG Score 2029
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Monitoring and Review

All new methodologies and any material changes to existing methodologies are reviewed and approved by an
independent methodology governance committee.

Assumptions and Limitations

Assumptions: n/a

Limitations:

e Media reporting on ESG-related controversies varies significantly across regions and is influenced by
factors such as press freedom or regulatory environments. This represents an inherent limitation of
methodologies that depend on media-based sources.

e The Company Response Rating of an MSA Case is assessed using both, publicly available information
and, relevant information provided directly by the company when contacted for their MSA Case. However,
not all companies use the opportunity to share details about measures taken in relation to the identified
negative event, which may limit data availability compared to those that respond.

Maintenance/Updates

The MSA methodology is reviewed periodically as appropriate, but at least annually.

Updates and Enhancements

Month/Year of Enhancement Description Impact of change
Enhancement
2026 Added details on Responsibility element Increased transparency.
and involvement criteria. This change did not affect the current MSA methodology,
Added new section describing the or its analytical application.
methodology’s limitations.
As of March 2026, media and stakeholder
stories on corporate controversies are be
monitored through S&P Global’s
proprietary controversies screening model.
Prior to this date, corporate controversies
part of the MSA were monitored, compiled
and pre-screened by S&P Global’ s former
partner RepRisk.
2025 No significant update to the document -
2024 Additional information on different pillars of | Increased transparency
the Impact Rating Updated Company Response Rating methodology for all
Introduction of an updated Company cases affecting ESG Scores 2024 and onwards; increased
Response Rating methodology granularity of assessment.
2023 Introduction of ‘Severe’ Impact Rating New impact rating category better reflects the overall level
category of severity of impact.
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Related Documentation / Appendices

This methodology document gives an overview of the MSA approach and is intended to be read in conjunction with
the S&P Global ESG Scores Methodology, which provides additional detail on the policies, procedures and
calculations described herein.

The MSA Methodology is also a fundamental part of the methodology behind S&P Global's UNGC Screening

Dataset.
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Appendix |

Example S&P Global ESG Score Adjustment from an MSA Case Assessment

The following fictional example demonstrates how the MSA process works in a real-world situation and how
it impacts an S&P Global ESG Score.

In 2030, a major digital publication reports that Company
A'in the Oil and Gas sector has been fined for
improperly disposing of wastewater from petroleum
production into a nearby marine environment. NGOs are
heavily criticizing the company and are preparing to take
legal action. This incident is captured by S1 which
opens an MSA case following the guidance — noting
company responsibility (Company A has a waste °
disposal policy that it violated) and materiality (oil

industry regulation imposes a fine for improper waste

disposal; reputational impact as the incident is covered

by major media; and material impact on the

environment). S1 contacts Company A but it does not

respond privately or publicly nor take any actions to

avoid repeating the incident. °

Exhibit 17 Calcwiation of Company A's odiusted Criterig
scores

Final Criterion

Score

14
(=] Final Criterion

S
The case is assessed by S1 which determined a ‘Major’ core

Impact Rating given the quantity of wastewater
dumped into the marine area, the fine being imposed by
the regulator, and impending lawsuits from multiple
NGOs. Given the lack of any public communication or
action, the MSA case is assigned the ‘None or very 13
limited’ Company Response Rating. Owing to the © (=] Final Criterion
nature of the case, it will impact multiple CSA Criteria, Score
including, but not limited to, the Waste & Pollutants
criterion which contains a question regarding waste
disposal, and the Biodiversity criterion, as the incident has negatively affected a marine environment.

With the assessment of this MSA case complete, S&P Global then adjusts the scores of the Affected Criteria using
the inputs from the Impact Rating and Company Response Rating.

Per the pre-defined methodology, a ‘Major’ Impact Rating and a ‘None or very limited’ Company Response Rating
produces an MSA Multiplier of ‘0.20°. Before the incident came to light, Company A had a fictional score of 70 for
the ‘Waste & Pollutants’ Criterion and a score of 65 for the ‘Biodiversity’ criterion. Combining these numerical inputs
through the pre-defined formula, Company A’s ‘Waste & Pollutants’ and ‘Biodiversity’ fictional Criteria scores are
adjusted from 70 and 65 respectively to 14 and 13 respectively. This is calculated in Exhibit 17.

After adjusting the scores of all Affected Criteria, the S&P Global ESG Score for Company A is updated to reflect
the input of these new Criteria scores. S&P Global informs Company A of the details of the assessment, including
the score adjustments. These details are posted on the company-facing CSA portal and the client-facing S&P
Capital 1Q Pro Platform.
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Appendix Il

Assessing Company Response (Previous methodology)
Evaluation of remedial actions taken by the company includes determining if the company has taken appropriate
measures to mitigate adverse effects and prevent reoccurrence of similar incidents, as well as how transparently it
has communicated such measures to its stakeholders. The Company Response will be evaluated and categorized
as follows:

o No communication and no measures taken

e Some communication and no or partial measures taken

o Adequate communication and appropriate measures taken

o Adequate communication and appropriate measures taken and publicly disclosed
This evaluation is determined through the parameters described in Exhibit 18.

Exhibit 18: Rating of Company Response

There is no public information released by the company on the identified case and
there is no indication that measures have been taken to avoid similar cases in the
future.

No communication and no
measures taken

The company has communicated about the issue, and partial measures might have
been taken. However, the measures are not considered sufficient, appropriate,
STl XTIl = [ Wi Il or timely. The measures taken by the company are limited to the specific case and its
partial measures taken short-term consequences. However, such measures are not considered sufficient to
minimize the likelihood that similar issues will reoccur in the future and to address
systemic issues within the company.

The company has communicated about the issue and about the measures taken to
Adequate communication address both the specific case and its short-term consequences as well as the future
and appropriate reoccurrence. The measures are proactive, timely, forward-looking and address the
measures taken issue from a long-term, company-wide perspective to minimize the likelihood of the
issue reoccurring in the future. However, such measures are not publicly disclosed.

Adequate communication
and appropriate measures taken
publicly disclosed

The company has taken appropriate measures as described below, and these have
been publicly disclosed.

The appropriateness of measures depends on the severity of the case, as severe issues necessarily require
particularly robust and more comprehensive sets of actions. Those with the following characteristics are generally
considered insufficient:
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1. Only minimum actions or payments mandated by the courts or authorities.

2. Dismissal of individuals held accountable or the termination of business relationships
without establishing mechanisms to prevent reoccurrence.

3. Include ambiguous statements, e.g., “improvements to internal policies or codes of conduct”, or other
non-specific language regarding improvements to control mechanisms.

4. Payment of voluntary settlements and compensation of victims/damaged parties without
also establishing mechanisms to prevent reoccurrence.

Instead, measures exhibiting the following characteristics are generally deemed appropriate:

1. Proactive, timely and forward-looking actions that seek to address the issue over the long-term, and
which include company-wide controls to minimize the likelihood of reoccurrence beyond just the
individuals held accountable.

2. Comprehensive plans that strengthen specific procedures, policies, or systems. These may include
training, restructuring, enhanced control mechanisms, leadership changes and tools to monitor the
effectiveness of the measures taken. In some instances, they may result in the discontinuation of a
controversial or problematic product line or unit.
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Appendix lli

Mapping of SDGs and MSA thematic tags

SDE1- Mo
poverty

EDME 2- Zero
hunger

5D 3 — Good
health and well-
being

506 4 — Quality
education

5D 5 — Gender
equality

EDE 6 —Clean
water and
sanitation

SDGE T —
Affordable and
clzan energy

5DG 8 — Decent
work and
aconomic growth

Land rights
Indigenous groups

Waste*
Food loss\Waste
Impact on land/soil*

Land rights*
community health B safety*

Anti-competitive practices®
overcharging*
Product/Service guality & safety*

Air pollution*®
Waste®
water pollution & contamination®
Impact on land/soil*
Plastics®

Community health & safety
Impact on consumers*

Anti-competitive practices®
overcharging*
Marketing practices*
Product/service quality & safety*

Child labor

Harassment®
Hurnan Rights*
Discrimination®

Waste*
‘water pollution & contamination®
Overuse of water
Plastics*

Community health B safety*

Overuse of natural resources*®

Anti-competitive practices®*
Owercharging®

Climate change

Freedom of association & collective

bargzining
Child Labor

Forced Labor

Occupational health & safety
Employment conditions
Harassment*
Discrimination®

Tax evasion

S0 0 — Industry,
innovation and
infrastructure

DG 10 —
reduced
inequalities

5D 11 — Reduced
inequalities

5DG 12 -

Responsible
consumption and

production

DG 13 —Climate
action

EDE 14 —Life
below water

500G 15 — Life on
land

SDE 16 — Peace,
justice and strong
institutions

5DG 17 -
Partnerships for
the goals

Climate change

Harassment
Discrimination
Freedom of association & collective
bargaining

Tax ewasion
Financial disinformation & securities
fraud

community health & safety
Indigenous groups

air pollution*
False environmental reporting
Waste
Impact on land/soil*
water pollution & contamination®
Overuse of water
onveruse of natural resources
Food loss/Waste
Plastics

False social reporting

Non-financial misreporting®
Product/service guality & safety*
supply chain

Climate change

‘Water pollution & contamination®
Biodiversity & ecosystems*®
overuse of natural resources*
Plastics*

Impact on land/soil
water pollution & contamination®
Bicdiwersity & ecosystems
overuse of natural resources*
Plastics®

Child labor
Human Rights
Discrimination*
Harassment*

Data privacy)
Security
Financial disinformation & securities
fraud
Embezzlement
Fraud
Terrorist financing
Money l[aundering
Corruption & bribery

nia

*Depending on the nature of the controversy, these MSA controversy thematic tags might or might not be tagged to the respective SDG.
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Mapping of UNGC Principles and MSA thematic tags

_Land rights Air pollution
Indigenous groups False environmental reporting
Impact on consumers Climate change
Community health & safety Waste
Discrimination Impact on land/soil
Harassme l'lt_ _ UNGC Principle 7 Water pollution & contamination
UNGC Principle 1 Employment conditions Biodiversity & ecosystems
Dceoupational health & safety Owveruse of water
Hu I'ﬂ_nan Rights Oweruse of natural resources
Child labor Food loss/waste
Forced labor Plastics

Data privacy,/security Air polluti
ir pollution

False environmental reporting
Climate change

3 -

| d-Land rights . Waste

I'IDI_EEI'!D'-{S EIF_DUES Impact on land/soil
Eo L Water pollution & contamination
Harassment™ L .

. Bicdiversity & ecosystems
Employment conditions* Overuse of Water
A ; - UNGC Principle 8
UNGC Principle 2 Dl:l:upa:cunal h";a_ It: Sisafet',r P Overuse of natural resources
uman Rights Food loss/wasts
Plastics
Data privacy/security™* Land rights*

Indigenous groups*
Impact on consumers*
Community health & safety*

L Freedorn of association & collective -
UNGC Principle 3 B — Climate change
argaining
Oweruse of water
o Oweruse of natural resources
UMGC Principle 9 Plastics
Product/Service quality & safety*
UNGC PrincCiple 4 Forced labor / b Y 4
Anti-competitive practices
Corruption & bribery
) Meoney laundering
UMGC Principle 5 Child labor Overcharging
o Fraud
UNGC Principle 10 Terrarist financing
Tax evasion
L Embezzlement
o Discrimination
UNGC PrincCiple & Financial disinformation & securities
Harassment traud

*Depending on the nature of the controversy, these MSA controversy thematic tags might or might not be tagged to the respective UNGC
Principle.
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