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Report Specifications YO u r Re po rt S peCifi Cati O n S

CSA 2026 Key Dates Report Specifications

S&P Global

To better accommodate corporate reporting schedules the
CSA 2026 follows a new approach.

Companies can reserve a 2-month participation window that
best meets their own reporting cycle and project planning
needs.

The 2026 CSA questionnaire opened for all companies on
April 1st.

For more details, please see the timeline for the CSA 2026

Key 2026 CSA Score Release Dates:

»  Mid-July 2026 — first score release

» November-December 2026 — final participation window

» April 2027 — Dow Jones Best-in-class Indices and
Scored & Screened Indices membership update

CSA Scores are updated on the S&P Global Capital 1Q Pro
platform and the S&P Global corporate website following
release of the scores.

Company scores are released on a daily basis in line with
established CSA "continuous" score release processes and
procedures and may be adjusted, for example, as a result of
a Media and Stakeholder Analysis (MSA) case or re-
assessment request.

Benchmarking data for 2023 - 2026:

* Source: Corporate Sustainability Assessment
(CSA), S&P Global CSA Scores

* Industry: Sample Industry

* Universe: All Dow Jones Best-in-class Indices
Eligible companies assessed until date/ All invited
listed companies assessed until date

+ Date: as on July 13, 2026

Your company data:
+ Date: as on July 13, 2026

Media & Stakeholder Analysis:
+ Date: as on July 13, 2026

This report presents the blended scores approach. The
approach combines the scores for peers from the previous
methodology year, while the peer scores for the current
methodology year are not yet available due to different
participation windows. As a result, you will see information
for peer companies based on the 2025 CSA depicted in

grey.
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https://www.spglobal.com/sustainable1/en/csa/participation/csa-timeline
https://www.capitaliq.spglobal.com/
https://www.capitaliq.spglobal.com/
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/solutions/data-intelligence-esg-scores
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/solutions/data-intelligence-esg-scores

wrensews Company Benchmarking Report Structure and Components

Visualization of Company’s Results and Top Areas for Improvement
» Performance overview, score heatmap and key developments

} » Score analysis with respect to industry peers on total, dimension and
criterion level

Management « Top areas for improvement and impact on CSA Total Score

Summary

Focus on CSA Elements
} » CSA Materiality concept
* CSA Disclosure analysis
* S&P Global Media and Stakeholder Analysis (MSA)

Understanding of CSA Performance at Granular Level

« Dimension, criteria and question statistics

» CSA expected practice, assessment focus and detailed gap analysis for
each question of the report

» Peer practice examples for the identified gaps

Governance & Economic Dimension: Criteria and Questions

Environmental Dimension: Criteria and Questions

Detailed }
Results

Social Dimension: Criteria and Questions

} Company Comments’ Analysis
Guidance on using the comment field in the CSA questionnaire

Additional

Analysis Statistics
} Additional charts and tables providing additional insights on:

* Company’s performance compared to Industry and Dow Jones Best-in-
class Indices Members
» Top five questions with the highest weight and weighted gap
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vensgementsummey Sample Company Sustainability Performance Overview

Total CSA Scores in Sample Industry Overview
Sample Company demonstrates consistent progress in sustainability performance

Company Score YooY since 2023, scoring two points higher this year.
Company 1 83 +1 . . . . .
Company 2 75 . At the Dimension level, the company achieved the highest score in the
pany Governance & Economic Dimension (+3 points), contributing 23 out of 33 possible
Company 3 g i points to the Total Score.
Company 4 68 il The company also improved in the Social Dimension (+2 points), with scores
Company 5 68 +3 increasing in four criteria but decreasing in Human Capital Management (-3
Company 6 66 +2 points). Meanwhile, in the Environmental Dimension (+1 point), the company
Sample Company 63 * +2 scored higher in six criteria but recorded score reductions in Product Stewardship
Company 7 63 1 (-11 points). . . . .
Company 8 61 +2 Overall, a gap equivalent to 37 potential points remains across the three
dimensions to positively impact the Total Score.
Company 9 61 +1
ALL DIMENSIONS GOVERNANCE & ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIAL
Score Score Score Score
100 100 100 100
80 80 80 80
60 60 60 60
40 40 40 40
== Company score
=== |ndustry average 20 20 20 20
T il
I op quartile . ; ; .
2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026

Bottom quartile
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Management Summary

How to interpret the Heatmap?

The table provides a color-coded
view of the 2026 scores of
individual companies. Top scores
are green, lower scores turn
orange. It shows leading
companies, and your closest
competitors based on total scores.

The table allows you to quickly
analyze your relative
performance compared to these
companies.

* Revised after announcement of
2026 CSA Scores

S&P Global

Score Heatmap

Total CSA Score

Governance & Economic Dimension

Business Ethics

Corporate Governance
Information Security
Materiality

Policy Influence

Responsible Atrtificial Intelligence
Risk & Crisis Management
Supply Chain Management
Tax Strategy

Transparency & Reporting
Environmental Dimension
Biodiversity

Climate Strategy

Energy

Environmental Policy & Management
Product Stewardship

Waste & Pollutants

Water

Social Dimension

Customer Relations

Human Capital Management
Human Rights

Labor Practices

Occupational Health & Safety
Privacy Protection

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Management Summary

S&P Global

Key Developments

Governance & Economic

Dimension

From the three dimensions assessed, Sample
Company achieved the highest score in the
Governance & Economic Dimension
(69-61-68-71).

Out of ten criteria assessed, scores rose in
five criteria, with the company gaining more
than 10 additional points in criteria that were
impacted by the recent methodology changes.

Conversely, the company scored lower in
Policy Influence (-22 points), particularly due
to a reporting gap in data in the question
contributions & Other Spending, thus affecting
the score weight. As a result, a gap of 9.6
points remains in this dimension to positively
impact the Total Score.

Environmental Dimension

Sample Company illustrates a gradual
increase in the Environmental Dimension for
three years since 2023 (58-56-58-59).

The company scored upwards of 80 points in
criteria such as Water (+15 points) and
Climate Strategy (+6 points).

However, a decrease was recorded in
Environmental Policy & Management (-8
points), specifically due to a gap in the
reported environmental violations. In addition,
a gap of 7.8 points from the Total Score
remains in Product Stewardship (-11 points),
accounting for several gaps across questions.
Consequently, the company has yet to close a
gap of 13.9 points from the Total Score in this
dimension.

Social Dimension

Over the last three years, Sample Company
has shown improvements in the Social
Dimension (52-50-58-60).

This year, progress was made in criteria such
as Occupational Health & Safety (+9 points)
and Human Rights (+8 points), with the
company respectively building on disclosures
related to the OHS policy and human rights.

Moreover, in the Customer Relations criterion,
the company demonstrated an increasing
trend in customer satisfaction over the past
four years despite lacking an annual target to
achieve.

Accordingly, a dimension gap of 13.2 points
remains in this dimension to positively impact
the Total Score.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Management Summary

.Govemance & Economic Dimension
‘Environmental Dimension
.Social Dimension

S&P Global

Sample Industry Materiality Matrix

High

Privacy Protection .
Occupational Health &
Safety

Customer Relations

. ‘ Information Security

Climate Transition &
Physical Risks

= . Corporate Governance & Human Capital

S Human Rights Ethics Management
® o
© .=
N B Tax Strategy Human
= . Rights . S
— o
T S Policy Influence .
g e ‘ . Labour Practices
< ©
w % Responsible Artificial

'g Intelligence

n

< ®

. Product Stewardship
Biodiversity

3

o
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Low Risk & Opportunities: High

Impact on Enterprise value Creation

Industry Drivers

The Sample industry includes companies
producing user-generated digital content
and generating revenues via advertising
on social media, search engines and
review portals. Risks relate to harm
caused by content shared online,
considering the unique position of
platforms in sharing views on diverse
topics. Moderation of harmful or
inaccurate content becomes central.
User audiences are simultaneously
consumers, producers and content
creators. Related issues include personal
data storage and privacy. Innovation
around customer experience demands a
workforce with technical and creative
skillsets, especially in the field of gaming.
Visual media is increasingly mobile
based, often based on freemium
business models that combine
entertainment, social media and e-
commerce.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



rmeeemenzimmy Performance on Criteria with the Highest Weights in the
CSA

Weights

For each industry, CSA scores prioritize
ESG factors based on their expected
magnitude (degree of impact) and the
likelihood of their impact (probability Risk & Crisis Management
and timing of impact) on a company's

financial standing, according to growth, 100
profitability, capital efficiency, and risk

measures. Factors are additionally Human Rights
assessed according to their overall
impact and importance on stakeholder
and the natural environment.

Responsible Artificial Intelligence

Human Capital Management Information Security

Customer Relations Climate Strategy

Product Stewardship Biodiversity

O sample Company
=== |ndustry average score
=== |ndustry best score

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Management Summary

Impact and Contributions on Total Score

On this slide you will find how your

Dimensions' Contribution to the Total Score Impact on Total Score

CSA Score is compiled from scores

achieved for the Governance & Score Dimension and Criteria Weight Impact on Total Score
Economic Dimension, the 100
Environmental Dimension, and the 90 Governance & Economic Dimension -9.6
Social Dimension. o Corporate Governance 71 9 26
Moreover, the table on the right 70 Supply Chain Management 52 4 -1.9
indicates on Dimension and Criterion Policy Influence 23 2 -1.5
level y(_)ur co.mpany's score as well as 60 Risk & Crisis Management 75 3 08
the weight within the overall Corporate 50 i . .
Sustainability Assessment (CSA). A Business Ethics 86 6 0.8
combination of the gap in score and the 40 Materiality 67 2 -0.7
yve|ght provides you with the potephal 30 Product Quality & Recall Management 76 3 -0.7
impact on the total CSA Score which 20
can be achieved if all gaps would have Tax Strategy 71 1 0.3
been closed 10 Information Security 84 2 -0.3
0 Transparency & Reporting 100 1 0.0
Governance Environmental Dimension 59 34 -13.9
Overall . Environmental Social Ga
W overal M oo, M Env | = P product Stewardship 2 1 EE
Biodiversity 23 2 -1.5
Top 3 Strengths Sustainable Raw Materials 32 2 -1.4
1. Transparency & Reporting Climate Strategy 89 12 -1.3
5 Wat Waste & Pollutants 55 2 -0.9
' ater Energy 69 2 -0.6
3. Information Security Environmental Policy & Management 85 2 -0.3
Water 80 1 -0.2
Top 3 Challenges [ Social Dimension 60 33 -13.2
* Revised after announcement of 1 i Human Capital Management 66" 10 _
2026 CSA Scores - Product Stewardship Customer Relations 44 5 -2.8
2. Human Capital Management Labor Practices 55 5 2.3
Note that strengths/challenges are the . Occupational Health & Safety 70 7 -2.1
criteria with the smallest/biggest 3. Customer Relations .
: . - Human Rights 58 4 -1.7
weighted gap relative to the industry
best in the criterion. Privacy Protection 52 2 -1.0

S&P Global

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Management Summary

For more details on the MSA
Methodology, please see the
MSA Methodology Guidebook

S&P Global

Media & Stakeholder Analysis

Overview

Impact Summary MSA Score Impact (out of 100)
Total Score Impact XXX
Environmental Dimension XXX
Criterion XXX
Social Dimension XXX
Criterion XXX
Governance & Economic Dimension XXX
Criterion XXX
Methodology

The Media & Stakeholder Analysis (MSA) forms an integral part of the S&P Global’s
Corporate Sustainability Assessment (‘CSA’) and enables to monitor companies’
sustainability performance on an ongoing basis by assessing current controversies with
potentially negative reputational or financial impacts.

MSA consists of:

» Reviewing news stories with potential negative impacts on 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).

+ Identification of cases that might cause financial and reputational damage to the
company, as well as negative impacts on stakeholders and the environment.

» CSA score adjustment based on evaluation of impact rating, company response rating
and affected CSA Ceriteria.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026

Case Description

Case Name

Impact Rating

Company Response
Rating

Impacted Criteria

Case Description

XXX

XXX

XXX

XXX

XXX


https://portal.s1.spglobal.com/survey/documents/MSA_Methodology_Guidebook.pdf

Management Summary

Summary of Most Relevant Score Improvements from
Last Year

Impact from all 5
Improvements on +1.37
Total CSA Score

Governance & Economic Dimension

Definition: A relevant score

Criterion Question Question Absolute Description
score 2026 y-0-y score
improvement
Risk & Crisis Management 1.4.3 Emerging Risks 100 +50 The company continued to report on emerging risks in FY 2025,
which includes description, impact and mitigating actions of two
risks with the most significant impact on the business in the future.
In FY 2024, only one emerging risk was reported.
Corporate Governance 1.2.8 Board Industry 67 +34 Compared to last year’s response, the company has increased the
Experience number of directors with relevant industry experience from 1 to 2.
Policy Influence 1.6.3 Lobbying and 34 +31 In FY 2025, the company reported its position on public policies
Trade Associations - related to climate change, which aligns with the Paris Agreement.
Climate Alignment This includes a review and monitoring process for trade
associations, and expanding its program to cover more jurisdictions
compared to the previous year.
Materiality 1.3.3 Materiality Metrics 100 +27 Building on the previous year’s response, the company has publicly
for Enterprise Value reported on the targets and metrics linked to executive
Creation compensation for both material issue 1 and 2.
Corporate Governance 1.2.5 Board Gender 85 +22 The share of female directors on the board has increased from 2 to

Diversity

3.

improvement in each dimension is
indicated for questions with the highest
increase, where the absolute score
increase from last year is greater than
10 points.

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026 11



Management Summary

Dimension

Governance
& Economic

Governance
& Economic

Environmental

Social

Social

Definition: A Major Gap is indicated for
questions where the company
achieved 30% or less of the possible
score.

S&P Global

Criterion

Corporate Governance

Corporate Governance

Biodiversity

Labor Practices

Occupational Health & Safety

Question

1.2.3 Non-Executive
Chairperson/ Lead
Director

1.2.10 CEO
Compensation - Long-
Term Performance
Alignment

2.6.3 No Deforestation
Commitment

3.1.7 Workforce Trade
Union and Collective
Bargaining Coverage

3.4.3 Absentee Rate

Score

18

13

Summary: Major Gaps Compared to Expected Practice

Major Gap Description

The company does not have non-executive and independent
Chairperson. The company’s role of Chairperson and CEO is
joint.

The company does not publicly report on the deferral of bonus for
short-term CEO Compensation and the performance period for
variable compensation.

The company has not publicly committed to ending all
deforestation, including gross deforestation. While suppliers and
partners are included within the scope, the company’s own
operations are excluded, and there is no evidence of board or
executive endorsement of the commitment.

The company does not publicly report on the percentage of
employees represented by an independent trade union or
covered by collective bargaining agreements.

The company has an increasing trend of normalized absentee
rate over the last four fiscal years.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026 12



Chapter Content

Please click on the text to go
directly to that section.

S&P Global

Report Guidance

How to Interpret the Question Rationale slide

How to Interpret the Gap Analysis

How to Interpret the Icons for Question Level Gap Analysis

How to Interpret Peer Group Distribution

How to Interpret the Histograms

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Roport Guidance How to Interpret the Question Rationale slide

The rational translates into the CSA Approach that describes
how the methodology addresses the topic, underlying the
aspects considjred to measure a company’s performance.

Question Score 29+  Question Question Rationale
Default question Weight in this > Does the company track its total solid waste recycled/reusead The proper handling of waste can enhance companies’ competitivenass through
: : H Quesfion Weight 0.7% and disposed? reduced costs and environmental liabiliies. It can also lead to companies being
industry CSA questionnaire better prepared for future environmental regulations. This question addresses trends
Y¥-o-Y Change +3 in waste disposal and recycling, specific to each industry, as well as the target set for
Standards & Frameworks the current financial year.
. Average Score 32
The referenced reporting CDP-7.53
Highest Score ‘1 00 CSRD - E5-3 Targets, E5-5 Waste Generation, ES-5 Waste
fram.e(;/vorlés'fotr h'the aspﬁcts —— > Treatment & Recovery
considered In the questions Itselr. -
9 X% of companies in the SFDR - Waste
selected peer group that TNFD - A2, A23, C2
itati i submitted the guestionnaire _
The Quantitative Peer Practice > e otpectbd poaci UNGC - E17, E4
allows an understanding of the required to score 90 or above in
this question.
performance of your peers that g Score Distribution for All Assessed Companies
actively participated in the
* Revised after announcement of 100%
assessment. 2026 G4 Seores
B0%
60%
Company scores may be a0
adjusted in line with established
CSA processes and procedures, 0% L
for example as a result of a 0% —
i 0 10 20 30 40 S0 B0 TO 80 80 100
re-assessment. | Company score

This histogram provides a visualization of the score
frequencies within the company’s industry for both
actively participating and companies assessed
based on publicly available information.

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Report Guidance

Dimension
and Criterion

Environmental Dimension

Waste & Pollutants

Question score 29*

Assessment outcome of CSA
focus area

Full score

Partial score

Zero score (]
Additional information

Mot applicable &)

* Revized after announcement of
2026 CSA Scores

Peer Practice

2.3.2 Waste Disposal (Major Gap)

Aspects

Target

Coverage

Verification

Public Reporting

Trend

Peer Practices are provided to illustrate good business practice in
areas related to the questions in the Corporate Sustainability

Assessment (CSA). They do not offer advice or guarantees for future
assessments and may be subject to change in the event that S&P
Global updates the CSA Methodology. The Peer Practices were

Question Number
(Specific to Industry)

Question
name

!

Focus and Expected practice

™
®

)

R
)

T

Set a credible annual target that is
below the maximum industry threshold

for total waste disposed

Annual target achieved for total waste

disposed

High coverage of data for total waste

disposed

Total waste disposed data verified by a

third party

Waste disposed data is publicly
reported

waste disposed over the last three/four

How to Interpret the Gap Analysis

Alignment of ISSB with CSA expected practices. It

does not provide advice on company’s regulatory

compliance and may be subject to modifications if
S&P Global updates the CSA Methodology

Question has a
score below 30

v

Assessment 1558 Match
(of G54 Expected
Practice)
o The total waste disposed data is not verified by a third O
party
Decreasing frend of normalized total O The company has registered a decreasing trend of
normalized total waste disposed over the last four fiscal O

fiscal years

example for the identified gap

Find more peer practices and dizclaimer here.

Assessment focus icon

chosen randomly from companies that scored above 90 points on a
specific question. Our opinion on the chosen Peer Practices might

change anytime.

S&P Global

for maximum points. In
this case for trend of key
indicators.

years. However, the decrease is below the threshold

f f

Company specific information based on
S&P Global’s assessment of the
company’s answer/available information

If the company received
partial or no points, the
reason will be explained in
the assessment column.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Report Guidance

Analysis

Assessment Focus

@ Coverage

m Performance against
~J benchmark

Performance against peers

Performance against target

@ >

Performance over the years

Assurance

Multiyear data

Public Documents

O B o R

Transparency

<

Comprehensiveness

Accountability

Do [

S&P Global

Description of information sought

Appraises the coverage and scope of policies,
programs or KPls

This aspect refers to the evaluation of a key
performance indicators (KPIs) in relation to
predefined standards or best practices within
the industry.

This aspect refers to the evaluation of a key
performance indicators (KPIs) against its peers

Assess if a specified target is achieved

This aspect refers to the evaluation of a key
performance indicators (KPIs) over three- or
four-year’s data.

Data or programs or systems verified by an
independent third party

This aspect refers to the collection of multiyear
quantitative data

Publicly available document supporting
company’s response

Additional credit will be granted for relevant
publicly available evidence

This aspect refers to the policy or program
thoroughly addressing multiple scenarios

This aspect evaluates whether responsibilities
are clearly defined

Assessment

Full score (100)

Partial score (1 to 99)

Score of zero

Additional information

Not applicable

How to Interpret the Icons for Question Level Gap

Description

The company's answer received full
points, or public information was
found

The company's answer did not fully
meet the expected practice, or the
company did not answer the
question, but partial information was
found publicly

The company did not answer the
question, or the answer did not meet
expectations

Additional general or company
specific information on the
assessment approach and result

The question/aspect is not applicable
for the company, resulting in a
relative increase of question/aspect
weights across the other
questions/aspects in this
criterion/question

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026 16



Report Guidance

S&P Global

How to Interpret the Icons of Question Level ISSB Match
Column in Gap Analysis

Alignment Description

This icon indicates a complete alignment between a CSA expected practice at the question level and the
disclosure requirements set forth by the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB). Specifically, CSA
expected practices encompass all qualitative and quantitative information exactly as prescribed by the relevant
IFRS principles.

® Full Match

This icon indicates a partial alignment between CSA expected practices and the topic disclosure requirements
O Partial Match of the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB). In this context, CSA expected practices encompass
some—-but not all—of the qualitative or quantitative information mandated by IFRS.

This icon denotes the absence of alignment between the question-level CSA expected practices and the topic
disclosure requirements of the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB). In this case, the CSA
expected practices do not contain any relevant qualitative or quantitative information corresponding to the
disclosure elements mandated by the applicable principles of IFRS.

O No Match

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



eport Guidance How to Interpret the Peer Group Distribution

Interpretation of this example

Score
Over the four-year period the company’s score
100 improved substantially and the company moved from
Best Score being in the peer group quartile above the median into
20 the top quartile (25% best performing companies). At
c S the same time the average score in the industry
ompany Score dropped and the median and best score values

80 Third Quartile Score stayed more or less constant with a drop in year 2025.
The scores of companies in the top quartile also

70 moved closer together, while the range of scores of
the companies in the quartiles above and below the
median widened.

60

50 Median Score

. .-©O—— Average

40 o oot

30

20 O—— First Quartile Score

10

; O——— Lowest Score

2023 2024 2025 2026

Years

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Report Guldance How to Interpret the Histogram

Percentage of Companies

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

| Company score

S&P Global

10

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Score

100

The Company Score

The score is displayed on the horizontal axis. The
Company’s own score is represented by the black
vertical line.

The Distribution

The score distribution is portrayed as a histogram with
10 buckets (0-9, 10-19, 20-29, ..., 90-100). The
percentage of companies falling in each bucket is
given on the vertical axis.

Interpretation

Comparing the score of the company with the
histogram provides a better understanding of the
company’s position within your peer group. In the
example, you see a concentration of scores in the 70-
80 range (about 45% of peer group companies), and
only about 15% of companies scoring between 80
and 90. The company score is the 60-70 bracket
together with about 25% of peer group companies.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Shepter Sontent Chapter Overview
Understanding the CSA Performance at Question Level

. |
The same analysis and ; Corporate Governance
: . i

SEMEATERING E[FETREEN IS. . i Governanc_e & Risk & Crisis Management

repeated for each of the criteria i Economic —

. . ! . .

included in the report. i Dimension [ Policy Influence |
: ..
i -------------------------- E Environmental Policy &
i i Management
i Environmental i } Climate Strategy

Detailed Results i Dimension i rre—

! i Biodiversity
| L |
C T i [ Labor Practices |
i i Human Capital Development
| Social Dimension | } |_____Human Rights |

Question CSA

MBS ¢ Expected
. . Opportunities: Question P . Criteria Score
Dimension and . Practice, Gap- C
Criterion Overview Impact on Rationale and Analvsis and Distribution
erio ervie Enterprise Overview y (Industry)

Peer Practice

Value Creation
Examples

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026 20



Social Dimension Social DimenSion OverVieW

Dimension Level Scores 2026 Criteria Level Scores
. . Y : Potential Impact Industry best vs.
Company Score  Y-0-Y Dimension and Criteria Weight Score on Total Score company and
— 86 3 average score
Social Dimension 33 60 13.2 I
Company 2 74 -1
Company 3 71 0
Labor Practices 5 55 2.3 I
Company 4 71 0
Company 5 70 -1 _
Your company and closest peers Human Rights 4 58 1.7 ]
Company 6 62 +7
Company 7 61 2 Human Capital Management 10 66 3.4 I
Sample Company 60 +2
Company 8 58 0 Occupational Health & Safety 7 70 2.1 I
Company 9 50 +1
. . Customer Relations 5 44 2.8 I
Dimension Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Industry
100 Privacy Protection 2 52 1 I
80
60
40
= Company score 20
=== Average of top 10 performers 0
[ | Top quartile 2023 2024 2025 2026
(67 companies) (72) (75) (78)

Bottom quartile

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026



Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Impact

* Risk Exposure
« Performance
* Growth

Impact refers to the potential internal
effects of the CSA topic on financial
performance, particularly enterprise value
creation, viewed through double materiality
lens. This slide specifically focuses on
three internal value drivers, risk exposure,
profitability, and growth that have a direct
influence.

For more details on internal value drivers
affecting enterprise value creation, please
refer to the slide on The Concept of Double
Materiality.

S&P Global

Labor Practices
Risks & Opportunities: Impact on Enterprise Value Creation

Performance indicators

Rationale

CSA approach

» Public disclosure of the company’s policy to

Employees are among a company’s most » The criterion focuses on companies’ :
respect labor rights

valuable assets, and strong employee relations policies for managing labor relations,

are critical to operational success—particularly including the associated key performance » Public disclosure of the company's initiatives
in labor-organized industries. Companies indicators (KPIs), ensuring equal aimed at managing labor practices.
should provide safe and healthy working employment and development + Public disclosure of the group-wide non-

conditions and uphold fair employment
practices, including diversity and inclusion, non-
discrimination, equal and fair remuneration,
decent working time, social protection, freedom
of association, and work-life balance. These
labor and human-rights standards should be
applied consistently across all organizational
divisions.

opportunities, and upholding human rights, discrimination and anti-harassment policy

particularly through employee + Public reporting of the gender-based
representation via an independent trade workforce breakdown for different

union or coverage under collective management levels and along with the target
bargaining agreements. *  Workforce Breakdown: Race/ Ethnicity &

» Majority of the information and practices Nationality and coverage of data reported
related to transparency and reporting + Gender Pay Indicators: Equal remuneration

As customer awareness increases,
expectations for companies as responsible
global corporate citizens continue to rise.
Companies are therefore expected to

demonstrate their ability to drive sustainable
business practices through strong, standards-

based performance in how they treat
employees.

should be available in the public domain.

for the average base salaries of women and
men

Workforce Trade Union and Collective
Bargaining Coverage.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

== Company score

=== Average of top 10 performers

I Top quartile

Bottom quartile

S&P Global

Criterion Overview

Criterion Questions

Company Score  Y-0-Y
Company 1 78 +17
Company 2 76 +5
Company 3 75 +4
Company 4 72 -6
Company 5 71 -11
Your company and closest peers

Company 6 57 +10
Company 7 56 +20
Sample Company 55 +2
Company 8 52 +3
Company 9 49 +4

Criterion Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Industry

100

80

60

40

20

2023
(67 companies)

2024 2025
(70) (73)

2026

(78)

Question
Number

3.11
3.1.2
3.1.3
3.14

Question

Labor Practices Commitment
Labor Practices Programs
Discrimination & Harassment
Workforce Breakdown: Gender

Workforce Breakdown: Race/
Ethnicity & Nationality

Gender Pay Indicators

Workforce Trade Union and
Collective Bargaining Coverage

Weight

20
20
15
15

5
15

10

Score

34
39
80
63

30

100

Y-0-Y

Average Weighted gap
criterion score

score
18
8
62
33

26

22

58

-13.2
-74
-3.0
-3.9

-5.0

-6.2

0.0

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026

23



Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score
Question Weight
Y-o-Y Change
Average Score

Highest Score

11% of companies in the
selected peer group that

34

0.8%

18

100

submitted the questionnaire
meet the expected practice

required to score 90 or above in

this question.

S&P Global

3.1.1 Labor Practices Commitment

Question

Does the company have a group-wide commitment to respect
labor rights and is it available publicly?

Standards & Frameworks

UNGC - G2, HR/L2 , HR/L2-1

Score Distribution for All Assessed Companies
100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0% - s I
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

| Company score

90

Question Rationale

The purpose of this question is to evaluate a company's commitment to upholding
fundamental labor rights and ensuring fair treatment across its workforce and supply
chain. By assessing whether companies have public policies or commitments in
place, this question ensures transparency and accountability in areas such as living
wages, working hours, equal pay, and worker protection. Strong labor commitments
are essential for promoting fair working conditions, reducing risks related to
workforce dissatisfaction, and enhancing a company’s social license to operate. A
clear public commitment to labor rights indicates that a company is proactive in
addressing labor issues and aligns its practices with international standards,
contributing to a more sustainable and equitable workforce.

100

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Social Dimension 3.1.1 Labor Practices Commitment

Labor Practices

Aspects Focus and Expected practice
Question Score 34

Policy/Commitment The publicly available labor practices
RO CUED @I G *=]  policy/commitment covers the following
focus area

@ aspects:

Full score + Paying a living wage
Partial score
Zero score () * Avoiding or reducing overtime or

excessive working hours
Additional information

Not applicable )

+ Setting maximum working hours

)

)

Assessment

The company's labor rights policy or commitment does not cover
avoiding or reducing overtime or excessive working hours.

The company reports on the "Prevention of Overwork" by
mentioning the implementation of a time management system to
monitor working hours and the "Work Style Reform” project
initiated in fiscal year 2015 to enhance life with a productive and
creative work style for individuals (Our People webpage).
However, the company's response does not specify any formal
commitment or policy for avoiding or reducing excessive working
hours or overtime to protect employee wellbeing. Therefore, the
response was not accepted.

The company's labor rights policy or commitment does not
include setting maximum working hours.

The company indicates that it offers flexible work arrangements,
including super flextime, a discretionary labor system, and the
abolition of core time (Our People webpage). However, the
response was not accepted as the company does not report an
explicit commitment to a limit on working time, such as maximum
hours per day or week and preferably referenced against legal or
international standards.

ISSB Match
(of CSA Expected
Practice)
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score 34

Assessment outcome of CSA
focus area

Full score

Partial score

Zero score ()
Additional information

Not applicable )

S&P Global

3.1.1 Labor Practices Commitment

Aspects

Policy/Commitment
(continued)

Focus and Expected practice

il
v—
v—
v—

©

The publicly available labor practices
policy/commitment covers the
following aspects:

» Equal remuneration for men and
women

» Paying workers for annual leave

» Setting minimum consultation or
notice periods before mass
terminations

Assessment

The company's labor rights policy or commitment does not cover
(>)
paying workers for annual leave.

The company provides information regarding compensation
practices, including living wages and equal pay for work of equal
value (Our people Webpage). However, the company's response
does not specify the annual leave entitlement for employees,
which is a key aspect of employee benefits that should be
addressed. Therefore, the company's response was not
accepted.

[x) The company's labor rights policy or commitment does not cover
setting minimum consultation or notice periods before mass
terminations.

ISSB Match
(of CSA Expected

Practice)

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Social Dimension

3.1.1 Labor Practices Commitment

Labor Practices

Aspects Focus and Expected practice Assessment ISSB Match
Question Score 34 (of CSA Expected
Practice)
Scope of the D\ The scope of the policy/commitment
SRR ST E e Policy/Commitment 6 includes:
focus area 6
Full score * Own Operations O
Partial score

+ Contractors

Zero score Q O

Additional information
« Partners

Not applicable ) O

Peer Practice example for the identified gap

Company: Company 12 (Sample Industry)
Aspect - All aspects - https://www.company12.com/uploads/content/ppl-esg-factbook-2024-25.pdf#{page=55
source: ESG Factbook FY 2024-25, pages 54

Under the headers "Labor Practices Commitment", "Paying a living wage", "Avoiding or reducing overtime or excessive working hours", "Equal
remuneration for men and women", "Paying workers for annual leave", "Setting minimum consultation or notice periods before mass terminations", and
respectively.

Find more peer practices and disclaimer here.
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score
Question Weight
Y-o-Y Change
Average Score

Highest Score

2% of companies in the
selected peer group that

30

0.6%

+15

22

95

submitted the questionnaire
meet the expected practice

required to score 90 or above in

this question.

S&P Global

3.1.6 Gender Pay Indicators (Major Gap)

Question

Does the company track the results of its gender pay gap or
equal pay analysis?

Standards & Frameworks

UNGC - L12, L5, L8

SFDR -Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation - M -
Gender Pay Gap

Score Distribution for All Assessed Companies
100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

Question Rationale

This question assesses a company’s pay practices by evaluating the results of its
gender pay assessments. An increasing number of countries are adopting
regulations that require companies to conduct such pay assessments and disclose
the results, making this topic of high strategic importance. Furthermore, unequal pay
and gender pay gaps threaten a company’s ability to attract and retain women
employees, lower employee engagement and can cause reputational damage.

00/0 -————
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

| Company score

90

100
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score 30

Assessment outcome of CSA
focus area

Full score

Partial score

Zero score ()
Additional information

Not applicable )

S&P Global

3.1.6 Gender Pay Indicators (Major Gap)

Aspects

Executive level

Management level

Non-management level

Public disclosure

Focus and Expected practice

)

()

Equal remuneration of average women
and men base salary at executive level

Equal remuneration of average women
and men base salary (base salary +
other cash incentives) at executive level

Equal remuneration of average women
and men base salary at management
level

Equal remuneration of average women
and men salary (base salary + other
cash incentives) at management level

Equal remuneration of average women
and men base salary at non-
management level

Public disclosure on at least one of the
ratios (executive/management/ non-
management level) of average women
and men remuneration

Assessment

Remuneration ratio is 0.92, which is below the maximum

threshold.

Remuneration ratio is 1.08.

Remuneration ratio is 0.85, which is below the threshold.

Remuneration ratio is 0.86, which is slightly above the lower

threshold.

Remuneration ratio is 0.82, which is below the threshold.

ISSB Match
(of CSA Expected

Practice)

O

o O O O

O
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score 30

Assessment outcome of CSA
focus area

Full score

Partial score

Zero score ()
Additional information

Not applicable )

S&P Global

3.1.6 Gender Pay Indicators (Major Gap)

Aspects

Verification

Coverage

Focus and Expected practice Assessment ISSB Match
(of CSA Expected
Practice)
% Equal pay assessment verified by a third- (%) The company’s equal pay assessment is no =t verified by a
party third-party.

The company indicates that the independent assurance
opinion statement in the sustainability report outlines the
scope and criteria of the assurance engagement for selected
sustainability information (Sustainability Report, page 153).
However, the response is not accepted because 'Gender
Pay Indicators' are not included within the scope of
assurance. Therefore, the response was not accepted.

@ High coverage reported (as a % of FTEs)

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026

O

30



Social Dimension

Labor Practices

Question Score 30

Assessment outcome of CSA
focus area

Full score

Partial score

Zero score ()
Additional information

Not applicable )

S&P Global

3.1.6 Gender Pay Indicators (Major Gap)

Aspects

Gender Pay Gap
Analysis (Difference
between men and
women employees (%))

Gender pay gap public
disclosure

Gender pay gap
verification

Gender pay gap
coverage

Focus and Expected practice

)

30 <

<

Assessment

ISSB Match

(of CSA Expected
Practice)

Low mean gender pay gap The company reports on gender pay indicators following an

equal pay analysis. Please see the previous page.

Low median gender pay gap

Low mean bonus gap

Low median bonus gap

Public disclosure results on gender pay

gap analysis

Gender pay gap assessment verified by
a third-party

High coverage reported (as a % of FTESs)

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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eiomesen 3 4 6 Gender Pay Indicators (Major Gap)

Labor Practices

Peer Practice example for the identified gap

Question Score 30

Company: Company 18 (Sample Industry)
Assessment outcome of CSA Aspect - Women & men salary management level and women & men salary non-management level -
focus area source: https://www.company18.com/en/sustainability/library/ehrd
Full score Social Data webpage

Under the header "Average annual salary"

Partial score
Zero score () External verification - https://www.company18.com/content/dam/santen/global/pdf/en/sustainability/library/esg_databook 2025 en.pdf#page=11

Additional information ESG(Environment, Social and Governance) Data, pages 11 and 23

Under the headers "Average annual salary" and "Independent Practitioner's Limited Assurance Report” respectively.
Not applicable )

Find more peer practices and disclaimer here.
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Social Dimension

Labor Practices

S&P Global

Criteria Score Distribution — Sample Industry

Score Distribution for Companies Actively Participating in the

Descriptive Value

Companies Actively

Companies Analyzed

Assessment Participating  based on Public Data
50% Average Score 48 15
40% Median Score 47 12
30% .

Percentage of companies in
20% the |pdustry for which Not 0% 0%
Applicable was accepted for
10% . this criterion
0% ---. --— NuTberdOf companies 86 232
O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 90 100 analyze
Score Distribution for Companies Assessed based on Public Data
50%
40%
30%
20%
- .
0o __—
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Chapter Content

Please click on the text to go
directly to that section.

S&P Global

Statistics

Top 5 Questions with the Highest Weight
Top 5 Questions with the Highest Weighted Gap

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026

34



Statistics

Question o
Criterion
Number
#The potential impact on the CSA
criterion score which can be achieved if
all gaps were closed is calculated by Materiality

multiplying the score gap with the
weight.

To learn more about these metrics,
please explore your complementary
access to the S&P Global
Benchmarking Database here: CSA
Benchmarking Database

Policy Influence

Human Capital Management

Community Relations

Customer Relations

S&P Global

Question

Materiality Metrics for External
Stakeholders

Largest Contributions &
Expenditures

Human Capital Return on
Investment

Stakeholder Engagement Policy

Customer Relations
Management

Question
Weight

3.0

3.0

2.1

2.1

24

Top 5 Questions with the Highest Weight

Company
Score

56

85

100

100

Best Score

100

100

100

100

100

Relative

to Best

Company

56%

85%

0%

100%

100%

Potential

Impact on CSA
criterion score®

27

8.3

35

20
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statisies Top 5 Questions with the Highest Weighted Gap

Question Question Company Relative Potential

Nurmber Criterion Question Weight Score Best Score to Best Impact on CSA

Company criterion score*
#The potential impact on the CSA
criterion score which can be achieved if
all gaps were closed is calculated by
multiplying the score gap with the
weight.

Risk & Crisis Management Risk Management Processes 3.0 56 100 56% 100

To learn more about these metrics, Environmental Policy &

Environmental Policy 1.8 0 100 0% 23
please explore your complementary Management
access to the S&P Global
Benchmarking Database here: CSA
Benchmarking Database
Human Capital Management Training & Development Inputs 2.0 25 100 25% 35

Employee Development

Human Capital Management Programs

1.3 0 100 0% 49

Occupational Health & Safety OHS Programs 21 0 100 0% 27
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Chapter Content

Please click on the text to go
directly to that section.

S&P Global

Did you know??

Sustainability Benchmarking Services

Additional Service Included with this Report
Your Contact at S&P Global
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Did you know?

S&P Global

Sustainability Benchmarking Services

a Data Analysis Reports

Thematic Data Analysis (T-DAR)

The T-DAR is a report on a specific sustainability topic built in a
modular way, enabling the customer to select three levels of detail
of the analysis to address the need of having a complete overview
and in-depth analysis on a pre-defined ESG topic material for
your company and stakeholders. The data used in the report are
from the CSA and other proprietary databases.

Factsheet and Sample Report >

Data Analysis Report (DAR)

The DAR provides a benchmark against a custom-selected peer
group on data-point-level, including detailed statistical analysis
and descriptive statistics on scores of peer companies.

Factsheet and Sample Report 2>

Visit Sustainability Benchmarking Services to learn more.

m Workshops and Presentations

CBR Workshop

Customized workshop of up to 3 hours with a S&P Global
representative in which the results of your company’s Company
Benchmarking Report (CBR) are presented and discussed with
your company’s selected audience.

Factsheet>

Data Analysis (DAR) Workshop

Customized workshop of up to 3 hours with a S&P Global
representative in which the results of your company’s Data
Analysis Report (DAR) are presented and discussed with your
company’s selected audience.

Factsheet>

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026

38


https://www.spglobal.com/sustainable1/en/csa/sustainability-benchmarking/peer-practices-database
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/thematic-data-analysis-report
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/thematic-data-analysis-report
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#workshops
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#workshops
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#data-analysis
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#data-analysis
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#workshops
https://www.spglobal.com/esg/csa/esg-benchmarking#workshops

Did you know?

S&P Global

Additional Service Included with this Report

R% Debrief Call with Your S&P Global Expert

Debrief call on your Company Benchmarking Report (CBR)

Request your Debrief Call about this CBR with your S&P Global Expert. The
Debrief Call will cover all the questions covered in this report.

1.

2.

6.

7.

Login to the CSA Portal with your company’s administrator account.
Click on and expand the “Frameworks” Tab.
Under CSA, click on the “Benchmarking” option.

Click on the “Request Debrief Call” button on the top right-side of the
page.

Indicate your preferred time slots for your debrief call.
Specify the queries that you would like to cover during your debrief call.

Submit the form.

Please note: Debrief calls shall be requested at least seven business days in advance to
ensure our analysts’ availability. Please understand that S&P Global experts will not discuss
additional topics beyond those of the Company Benchmarking Report.

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Did you know?

S&P Global

Your Contact at S&P Global

Sustainability Benchmarking Services
S1BenchmarkingServices@spglobal.com
www.spglobal.com/esg/csal/esg-benchmarking

S&P Global Switzerland SA
Zurich Branch
Stockerstrasse 33

8002 Zurich

Switzerland

Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026
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Chapter Content

S&P Global

A Glimpse of Add-on CBR Custom Service

Pages 45-50 provide a sample of add-on CBR custom version which offers detailed quantitative
information on your company’s CSA scores relative to a select peer group in the global Dow Jones
Best-in-class Indices universe or in a defined region or country.
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reresemensimmey Sample Company Sustainability Performance Overview —
Peer Group Comparison

Total CSA Scores in Sample Industry

Peer Grou
Company 11 I 3 Highest 70 73 76 79
Company 12 72 +4 'ghes
Company 13 72 +4
Sample Company 66 +5 Average 65 68 70 72
Company 14 66 +10
Company 15 62 -1 Median 66 69 71 71
Company 16 60 +5
Lowest 60 63 69 70
ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE & ECONOMIC SOCIAL
Score Score Score Score
100 100 100 100
80 80 80 60 80
)z/“/ 66 600 70
Ey. /___.--/ 60 47 . 56 B0 5 rerrrerrre——— 60 60 58
39 41
40 40 40 40
== Company score
=== |ndustry average 20 20 20 20
T rtil
I op quartile . ; ; .
2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026 2023 2024 2025 2026

Bottom quartile
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Management Summary

How to interpret the Heatmap?

The table provides a color-coded
view of the 2026 scores of
individual companies. Top scores
are green, lower scores turn
orange. It shows leading
companies, and your closest
competitors based on total scores.

The table allows you to quickly
analyze your relative
performance compared to these
companies.

S&P Global

Score Heatmap

Total CSA Score

Governance & Economic Dimension

Business Ethics

Corporate Governance
Information Security
Materiality

Policy Influence

Responsible Atrtificial Intelligence
Risk & Crisis Management
Supply Chain Management
Tax Strategy

Transparency & Reporting
Environmental Dimension
Biodiversity

Climate Strategy

Energy

Environmental Policy & Management
Product Stewardship

Woaste & Pollutants

Water

Social Dimension

Privacy Protection

Customer Relations

Human Capital Management
Human Rights

Labor Practices

Occupational Health & Safety
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Management Summary

Group Comparison

Dimension Level Scores 2026
Company

Company 11
Company 12
Company 13
Company 14
Company 15
Sample Company
Company 16

== Company score
=== Average of top 10 performers

I Top quartile

Bottom quartile

S&P Global

71
69
75
60
58
56
55

Governance & Economic Dimension Overview — Peer

Dimension Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Peer Group

100
80 56
60
41 4
40 39
20
0
2023 2024 2025 2026
(7 companies) (7) (7) (7)
Peer Group 2023 2024 2025
Total Score
Highest 73 73 76
Average 66 68 70
Median 67 69 69
Lowest 55 58 60
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79

72

71

65

44



Management Summary EnvirOnmental DimenSion OverVieW - Peer Group

Comparison

Dimension Level Scores 2026
Company

Company 11
Company 12
Company 13
Company 14
Company 15
Sample Company
Company 16

== Company score

=== Average of top 10 performers
I Top quartile

Bottom quartile

S&P Global

Score

70
69
69
67
65
60
59

Y-o0-Y

+3
+2

+1

-10

Dimension Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Peer Group

100
80 . 60 ™
— U --------
60 58 ------ 60
40
20
0
2023 2024 2025 2026
(7 companies) (7) (7) (7)
Peer Group 2023 2024 2025
Total Score
Highest 78 78 77
Average 66 68 71
Median 66 69 71
Lowest 60 63 69
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72

71
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Management Summary

Social Dimension Overview — Peer Group Comparison

Dimension Level Scores 2026 Dimension Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Peer Group
Company Score  Y-0-Y
Sample Company 76 +11
Company 11 70 0 1
Company 12 69 -4 80 50 65 76
Company 13 68 -3 —_— .
Company 14 68 -2 60 58
Company 15 67 +8 40
Company 16 60 -12
20
0
2023 2024 2025 2026
(7 companies) (7) (7) (7)
Peer Group 2023 2024 2025 2026
Total Score
Highest 70 73 76 79
— Company score Average 65 68 70 72
=== Average of top 10 performers
B Top quartile Median 66 69 71 71
Bottom quartile Lowest 60 63 69 70

S&P Global Company Benchmarking Report for Sample Company, Benchmarking data as on July 13, 2026 46



Social Dimension OverVieW — Peer Group COmpariSOn

Labor Practices

Criterion Level Scores 2026 Criterion Score 2023-2026: Company vs. Peer Group
Company Score  Y-0-Y
Company 11 80 +10
Company 12 80  +16 e
Company 13 79 +11 80
Company 14 76 0
Sample Company 75 +45 60
Company 15 70 -1 40 38 e
Company 16 65 -2 |
20
0
2023 2024 2025 2026
(7 companies) (7) (7) (7)
Peer Group 2023 2024 2025 2026
Total Score
Highest 72 73 76 79
= Company score Average 66 68 71 72
""" Average of top 10 performers
B Top quartile Median 65 69 70 71
Bottom quartile Lowest 60 65 69 70
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S&P Global

Disclaimer

This content (including any information, data, analyses, opinions, ratings, scores, and other statements) (“Content”) has been prepared solely for information purposes and is owned by or licensed
to S&P Global and/or its affiliates (collectively, “S&P Global”).

This Content may not be modified, reverse engineered, reproduced or distributed in any form by any means without the prior written permission of S&P Global. You acquire absolutely no rights or
licenses in or to this Content and any related text, graphics, photographs, trademarks, logos, sounds, music, audio, video, artwork, computer code, information, data and material therein, other
than the limited right to utilize this Content for your own personal, internal, non-commercial purposes or as further provided herein.

Any unauthorized use, facilitation or encouragement of a third party’s unauthorized use (including without limitation copy, distribution, transmission, modification, use as part of generative artificial
intelligence or for training any artificial intelligence models) of this Content or any related information is not permitted without S&P Global’s prior consent and shall be deemed an infringement,
violation, breach or contravention of the rights of S&P Global or any applicable third-party (including any copyright, trademark, patent, rights of privacy or publicity or any other proprietary rights).

This Content and related materials are developed solely for informational purposes based upon information generally available to the public and from sources believed to be reliable. S&P Global
gives no representations or warranties regarding the use of this Content and/or its fitness for a particular purpose including but not limited to any regulatory reporting purposes and references to a
particular investment or security, a score, rating or any observation concerning an investment or security that is part of this Content is not a recommendation to buy, sell or hold such investment or
security, does not address the suitability of an investment or security and should not be relied on as investment or regulation related advice.

The Content should not be relied on and is not a substitute for the skill, judgment and experience of the user, its management, employees, advisors and/or clients when making investment and
other business decisions. S&P does not act as a fiduciary or an investment advisor except where registered as such. While S&P has obtained information from sources it believes to be reliable,
S&P does not perform an audit and undertakes no duty of due diligence or independent verification of any information it receives.

S&P Global shall have no liability, duty or obligation for or in connection with this Content, any other related information (including for any errors, inaccuracies, omissions or delays in the data)
and/or any actions taken in reliance thereon. In no event shall S&P Global be liable for any special, incidental, or consequential damages, arising out of the use of this Content and/or any related
information.

The S&P and S&P Global logos are trademarks of S&P Global registered in many jurisdictions worldwide. You shall not use any of S&P Global’s trademarks, trade names or service marks in any
manner, and in no event in a manner accessible by or available to any third party. You acknowledge that you have no ownership or license rights in or to any of these names or marks.

Adherence to S&P's Internal Polices

S&P Global adopts policies and procedures to maintain the confidentiality of non-public information received in connection with its analytical processes. As a result, S&P Global employees are
required to process non-public information in accordance with the technical and organizational measures referenced in the internal S&P Global Information Security and Acceptable Use policies
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Conflicts of Interest

S&P Global is committed to providing transparency to the market through high-quality independent opinions. Safeguarding the quality, independence and integrity of Content is embedded in its
culture and at the core of everything S&P Global does. Accordingly, S&P Global has developed measures to identify, eliminate and/or minimize potential conflicts of interest for Sustainable1 as an
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