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The DJSI was launched in 1999 as the first global sustainability index
5 > and tracks the stock performance of the world's leading companies in
ow Jones

Sustainability Indexes  €MS of economic, environmental and social criteria.

S&P Global CSA DJSI
ESG performance ..................................... > Leading companies ..................................... » Stock perfonnance

Constituent Symbol Sector*

Microsoft Corp MSFT Information Technology

Unitedhealth Group Inc UNH Health Care

Bank of America Corp BAC Financials

Nestle SA Reg NESN Consumer Staples

Novartis AG Reg NOVN Health Care

Cisco Systems Inc Csco Information Technology

Roche Hldgs AG Ptg Genus ROG Health Care

Citigroup Inc c Financials A3 of Dec 07,2018

AbbVie Inc. ABBV Health Care o — T

TOTAL SA FP Energy ® Dow Jones Sustainability World Index 1,395.14 7.27 %A
Launch Date: Sep 08, 1999
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Corporate Governance

Materiality

Risk & Crisis Management
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Supply Chain Management

Tax Strategy
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Product Quality & Recall Management
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Environmental Policy & Management Systems
Operational Eco-Efficiency
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Climate Strategy

Biodiversity

Social Dimension

Social Reporting

Labor Practice Indicators

Human Rights

Human Capital Development
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Customer Relationship Management
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Weight in % of Change from

total Score

w
NONOTAEADNNO

NNWOPRWOPMANONNYOONWPPLWLON

2021

New

OO OO OCO oMM

OO OONOOOO

OO OO0 —-~—-»n~

BNK Banks

Governance & Economic Dimension
Corporate Governance

Materiality

Risk & Crisis Management
BusinessEthics

Policy Influence

Tax Strategy

Information Security/ Cybersecurity & System
Availability

Sustainable Finance

Anti-Crime Policy & Measures
Financial Stability & Systemic Risk
Environmental Dimension
Environmental Reporting
Operational Eco-Efficiency
Decarbonization Strategy

Climate Strategy

Social Dimension

Social Reporting

Labor Practice Indicators

Human Rights

Human Capital Development

Talent Attraction & Retention
Corporate Citizenship & Philanthropy
OccupationalHealth & Safety
Financial Inclusion

Customer Relationship Management
Privacy Protection

Weight in % of Change from

total Score
49

W WO W

wW
NNWWNOOOWANWNOWNON MO W

2021

New

O - 010000

OO0~ 00—~ 0000 —~=-0

1



7

Journal of Business Ethics (2007) 75:285-300
DOI 10.1007/510551-006-9253-8

Sustainable Development and Corporate
Performance: A Study Based on the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index

© Springer 2007

M. Victoria Lopez
Arminda Garcia
Lazaro Rodriguez

ABSTRACT. The goal of this paper is to examine
whether business performance is affected by the adoption
of practices included under the term Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR). To achieve this goal, we analyse
the relation between CSR and certain accounting indi-
cators and examine whether there exist significant dif-
ferences in performance indicators between European
firms that have adopted CSR and others that have not.
The effects of compliance with the requirements of CSR
were determined on the basis of firms included in the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI), and specific
accounting indicators were applied to measure perfor-
mance. For the purposes of this study, we selected one
group of firms belonging to the DJSI and another com-
prised of firms quoted on the Dow Jones Global Index

(DJGI) but not on the DJSI. The sample was made up of
two groups of 55 firms, studied for the period 1998-2004.
Empirical analysis supports the conclusion that differences
in performance exist between firms that belong to the
DJSI and to the DJGI and that these differences are related
to CSR practices. We find that a short-term negative
impact on performance is produced.

KEY WORDS: competitive advantage, value creating,

sustainable development, performance, Dow Jones
Sustainability Index

Introduction
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Do investors actually value sustainability? New

evidence from investor reactions to the Dow Jones
Sustainability Index (DJSI)

Olga Hawn' | Aaron K. Chatterji*> | Will Mitchell**
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Olga Hawn, Strategy and Entrepreneurship,
Kenan-Flagler Business School, University of
North Carolina, CB 3490 McColl Building,
Chapel Hill, NC 27599.

Email: olga@unc.edu

Research Summary: Research exploring investor reac-
tions to sustainability has substantial empirical limita-
tions, which we address with a large-scale longitudinal
financial event study of the first global sustainability
index, DJSI World. We examine investor reactions to
firms from 27 countries over 17 years that are added,
deleted, or continue on the index. We find that once rele-
vant controls and comparisons to observationally equiva-
lent firms beyond the index are included, DJSI events
have only limited significance and/or materiality. None-
theless, investors’ valuation of sustainability around the
world has evolved over time, involving diminishing reac-
tions to U.S. firms and increasing benefits, particularly of
continuation on the index, over time. The study highlights
the importance of careful analysis and longitudinal global
samples in making inferences about the financial effects
of social performance.
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Investigating critical organizational factors toward sustainability
index: Insights from the Taiwanese electronics industry
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To improve sustainable practices and attract investors, companies in emerging markets have
increasingly embraced strategies for inclusion in rapidly expanding sustainability indices. However,
most early studies on socially responsible investment or sustainability investment have only
focused on exploring the relationship between corporate sustainability and firm value. Moreover,
little has been done to explore the practices of emerging market companies for engaging with a
sustainability index. To address this research gap, we employed the decision-making trial and eval-
uation laboratory (DEMATEL) method to identify critical factors that influence the inclusion of
emerging market companies in the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI). Five critical factors and
best practices were identified based on the analysis of seven Taiwanese electronics companies
that have been listed in the DJSI for several consecutive years. Our results provide insights on the
critical factors and best practices that reinforce the sustainable practices of emerging market com-
panies for inclusion in the DJSI. This study also contributes to the literature by investigating the
engagement of emerging market companies with the DJSI.
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P 3.1 | Social Reporting Human Rights Assessment
b 3.2 Labor Practice Indicators - Has your company conducted an assessment of potential human rights issues across your business activities in the past three years?
Yes. We have proactively conducted an assessment of potential human rights issues in the last 3 years.
¥ 3.3 Human Rights - Please complete the table below related to the portion of activities assessed, the portion of activities where risks have been identified, and the portion of
activities with mitigation actions taken. If any of the business categories are not material to your company, select "Not relevant” and provide an
3.3.1 Human Rights Commitment explanation.

If an entity has been assessed multiple times in the last three years, it should only be counted once.

: . -
3.3.2 Human Rights Due Diligence Process | Supporting evidence:

3.3.3 Human Rights Assessment

3.3.4 Human Rights Mitigation & Remediation Category A. % of total assessed in  |B. % of total assessed C. % of risk (column B)
3.3.5 MSA Human Rights last three years (column A) where risks with mitigation actions
= have been identified taken
i ]
p 3.4 Human Capital Development \ O Own Operations
p 3.5 Talent Attraction & Retention - (including Joint
Ventures where

» | 3.6 | Corporate Citizenship & Philanthropy the company has

management control)
Please select the
basis for reporting
(denominator): as a %
of




B UNEP Social Life Cycle Assessment

Workers Human rights

Local community Working conditions

Society Health and safety

Consumers Cultural heritage

Value chain actors Governance

Socio-economic
repercussions

Figure 5 — Assessment system from categories to unit of measurement. Adapted from Benoit et al., 2007




W Social Life Cycle Assessment Methodology (I)

Table 2  Stakeholders, subcategories, and indicators for social life cycle assessment

Stakeholder Subcategory Indicator Characteristic Social impact
Worker Freedom of association Rate of labor dispute involvement (C) Quantitative Negative
and collective bargaining (S;) [(number of workers involved in dispute /
number of paid employees) X 1000]
Rate of labor union organization (C,) Quantitative Positive
[(number of trade union members / number
of paid employees) x 100]
Rate of dispatching workers (Cs) Quantitative Negative
[(number of part-time workers / number
of paid employees) % 100]
Promoting freedom of association (C,) Semi-quantitative Positive
Right to collective bargaining (Cs) Semi-quantitative Positive
Child labor (S,) Protecting children from having to work (Ce) Semi-quantitative Negative
Cooperative education program workers (C5) Semi-quantitative Negative
Forced labor (S;) Preventing forced work practices (Cg) Semi-quantitative Negative
Fair salary (S4) Minimum and fair wages for worker (Co) Semi-quantitative Positive
Social benefits provided to workers (Cyo) Semi-quantitative Positive
Working hours (Ss) Per month average working hours (male) (C;;) Quantitative Negative
Per month average working hours (female) (C;,) Quantitative Negative
Management of overtime hours (C;3) Semi-quantitative Positive
Equal opportunities/ Rate of disability employment (Cy4) Quantitative Positive
discrimination (Sg) [(disability employments / paid employees) x 100]
Protecting worker against discrimination during Semi-quantitative Negative
both the recruitment process and the term
of your employment (C;s)
Health and safety (S;) Disabling injury frequency rate (Cy¢) Quantitative Negative
[(number of cases of disabling injury /
total hours worked) % 1,000,000]
Disabling injury severity rate (C;7) Quantitative Negative

14 I 71": "g ‘k %i‘ [(total number of lost workdays/

total hours worked) % 1,000,000]



W Social Life Cycle Assessment Methodology (ll)

Table 5 A scores of semi-

quantitative indicators for SLCA Elements Efforts on social performance Degree Score
Policy Establishment of policies that Fully implemented 0
support integration of the measure Partially implemented 05
into daily work .
Not implemented 1
Communication Communication of commitment for Fully implemented 0
:ihc?lintegr;tion of the measure into Partially implemented 05
Aty wor Not implemented 1
Measure Performance of systematic active Fully implemented 0
control of the in.tegration of the Partially implemented 0.5
measure into daily work .
Not implemented 1
Record All active communication and Fully implemented 0
responses are recorded Partially implemented 0.5
Not implemented 1
Response A system for handling complaints Fully implemented 0
and suggestions has been established Partially implemented 05
to ensure response .
Not implemented 1




W Case Study - (l)

SLCA Factory A Factory B Factory C
Subcategory Indicator Weights (w) Score (a) w*a Score (b) w*b Score (c) w*c
Freedom of association Rate of labor dispute involvement 0.014 25 0.034 4 0.0544 5 0.068
and collective bargaining  Rate of labor Union organization 0.009 3 0.028 0 0 0 0.000
Rate of dispatching workers 0.008 2 0.016 5 0.041 4 0.033
Promoting freedom of association 0.013 5 0.066 2.5 0033 25 0.033
Right to collective bargaining 0.014 S 0.070 5 0.07 S 0.070
Child labor Protecting children from having to work 0.112 > 0562 5 0562 5 0.562
Cooperative education program workers 0.034 3 0.103 5 0.171 5 0.171
Forced labor Preventing forced work practices 0.169 5 0.844 4 0.6752 4 0.675
Fair salary Minimum and fair wages for worker 0.105 5 0523 5 0.5225 5 0.523
Social benefits provided to workers 0.069 5 0.347 5 0347 5 0.347
Working hours Per month average working hours-Male 0.047 39 0.164 2.5 0.1172 3.5 0.164
Per month average working hours-Female  0.051 35 0.180 2.5 0.1282 3.5 0.180
Management of overtime hours 0.061 S 0.307 4.5 0.2763 4.5 0.276
Equal opportunities Rate of disability employment 0.060 0 0.000 0 0 5 0.299
Protecting worker against discrimination 0.070 3 0211 4 0.2812 5 0.352
during both the recruitment process
and the term of your employment
Health and safety Disabling injury frequency rate 0.040 35 0.138 4.5 0.1777 5 0.198
Disabling injury severity rate 0.049 2 0.097 45 0.2191 5 0.244
Proposed penalty case rate 0.048 2 0.095 5 0238 5 0.238
LOHAS workplace 0.027 3 0.082 3.5 0.0952 4 0.109
Total score 66 3.866 71.5 4.009 81 4.540
16 I Tk Y Ranking 3 2 i
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Abstract

Purpose This study aims to develop a new framework of so-
cial life cycle impact assessment (SLCIA) method based on
the United Nations Environment Program/Society of
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (UNEP/SETAC)
Guidelines for analyzing the social impact in Taiwan, partic-
ularly in the electronics industry.

Methods After reviewing the literature on social life cycle
assessment (SLCA), we analyzed existing case studies and
developed SLCIA methods based on the UNEP/SETAC
Guidelines. We thereafter identified stakeholders, subcate-
gories, and indicators in accordance with the current status
of SLCA case studies and opinions from ten experts in the
Taiwanese electronics industry. Both quantitative and semi-

Responsible editor: Marzia Traverso

Electronic supplementary material The online version of this article
(doi:10.1007/s11367-016-1114-9) contains supplementary material,
which is available to authorized users.
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Taipei University of Technology, Taipei, Taiwan

quantitative indicators were subsequently proposed to assess
the social impact of workers in the Taiwanese electronics sec-
tor. Each indicator was given the score of 1 to 5 by classifying
the social impact percentage of nine scales. To formulate an
analytic framework for SLCIA, the weighting values of each
subcategory and indicator were determined using the consis-
tent fuzzy preference relations (CFPR) method.

Results and discussion Seven subcategories and 19 qualita-
tive and quantitative indicators of worker stakeholders for the
electronics sector were identified based on the UNEP/SETAC
Guidelines. A score of 1 to 5 is assigned to each quantitative
indicator by classifying the social impact percentage of nine
scales. The data obtained from companies for each quantita-
tive indicator were subsequently transformed into social im-
pact percentage in terms of the statistical data on social situa-
tions at the country or industry level. With regard to semi-
quantitative indicators, three implementation levels of man-
agement efforts on social performance within five elements
were identified. The CFPR method was then employed to
determine the weights of each indicator by ten experts.
Results indicated that preventing forced work practices,
protecting children from having to work, and providing min-
imum and fair wages for workers are the three most important
indicators for assessing social impact.

Conclusions A new SLCIA method that incorporates both
quantitative and semi-quantitative indicators was proposed for
assessing social impact in the electronics sector in Taiwan. Nine
quantitative indicators can be easily organized using available
social data from government statistics as performance reference
points (PRPs) to determine the social impact exerted by com-
panies. The relative weights were determined to allow for an
impact assessment and thus solve the limitation of their current-
ly assumed equal weights. The proposed framework is exam-
ined to analyze the social impact of three production sites for
semiconductor packaging and manufacturing in Taiwan.
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Abstract

Purpose The pressure on brand firms in the electronics indus-
try to improve the labor conditions of their workers in their
global production networks is increasing. Given the signifi-
cance of mitigating the impacts of production on labor, this
study used the new development method of social life cycle
impact assessment (SLCIA) for conducting labor impact as-
sessment. An illustrative example in an integrated circuit (IC)
packaging company is presented to demonstrate the assess-
ment of the impacts and the identification of the potential for
improvement of labor practices among three factories.
Methods SLCIA method was proposed based on the UNEP/
SETAC Guidelines that were reviewed in our previous work,
Part 1 (in a previous article): Methodology. The proposed meth-
od was used to assess the impacts of operations on labor in the
three factories of an IC packaging company. Nineteen indicators
of labor—stakeholders were used to collect data from factories

Responsible editor: Marzia Traverso.

D4 Chia-Wei Hsu
jewhsu@gmail.com
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and organizations in 2012. The obtained values from these three
factories were translated into social impact scores that ranged
from 1 to 5. The score of each indicator was multiplied by the
weights of each indicator, and a final score of labor situations
was generated to identify the hotspots of labor impacts and to
identify the factory with better labor performance.

Results and discussion The main goal of this study is to dem-
onstrate the effectiveness of our proposed SLCIA method in
assessing the labor impacts in the electronics industry. Among
three factories of IC packaging, factory C was ranked as hav-
ing the lowest social impact on labor with a higher perfor-
mance, followed by factories B and A. In addition, the results
show that four indicators, “lacking labor union,” “did not hire
a sufficient number of disabled employees,” “overtime work
that exceeded the legal limit,” and “excessive number of
dispatched workers,” were recognized as the main social im-
pacts on labor in IC packaging production.

Conclusions The SLCA technique was used to assess the im-
pacts of the production processes of three IC packaging factories
on the labor conditions of their factory workers. The proposed
method shed light on the significant impacts of such processes.
The proposed model demonstrated its potential advantage by
systematically and effectively identifying the labor impact
hotspots, which could assist managers in devising strategies that
could improve the labor situations within their organizations.

Keywords IC packaging - Labor impact - SLCA

1 Introduction

With the increased wave of globalization, multinational orga-
nizations have gone beyond geographical borders and
established their manufacturing and assembly operations in
developing countries such as China, India, the Philippines,
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Impact Valuation

Does your company value the positive/negative social or environmental externalized impacts of its business operations, products and services?

Please provide supporting evidence and note that community investments and philanthropic initiatives are not accepted in this question.

» Yes, we value our environmental/social external impacts quantitatively or we convert them into monetary values.

Input metric or description of
Impact : R
business activity
What resources have been used for
your business activities? Which of
your company’s business activities
have a social or environmental result?

Powered by the S&P Global CSA

Output

What is the environmental and/or
social direct result of your business
activity?

External Impact

What is the impact of your business
activity on society and on the
environment?

Documentation

Please provide the following
documentation and indicate if this
information is available in your public
reporting or corporate website.

1. Please select 'Operations' or
'Products / services' from the
dropdown menu.

2. Please describe the input metric or
provide description of the business
activity.

1. Please select 'Environmental’,
'Social' or 'Environmental & Social'
from the dropdown menu.

2. Please describe the direct
environmental and/or social results of
the business activity and the metric
used to measure these outputs.

3. Please specify the quantitative
value of the metric being used.

1. Please select the corresponding
impact valuation technique.

2. Please provide a description of the
impact of the business activity on the
lives of targeted individuals /
populations or on society at large, or
on the environment and the metric /
approach used to measure these
impacts.

3. Please specify the quantitative
value of the metric being used.

1. Evidence that the impact valuation
assessment has been conducted.

2. Evidence of the methodology
adopted for the calculation of your

environmental or social external impact.
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https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/climatechange/social-cost-carbon .html
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Focus on Impacts — Measure the positive and
negative impacts of corporate activity on society,
economy and the environment

Integrated Account

Focus on Dependencies — Measure the financial
consequences of the impacts that corporate activity
has on society and the environment

Impact Statement

Assess the “true” value creation of companies Assess enterprise value more comprehensively

by valuing business impacts on well-being by reflecting ESG in accounting systems

—— Reflecting the concept of double-materiality J

N O | I === | ==

June —————— Summer —————— Summer ————— Summer ———— Summer ————— Dec
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2023
Model development Piloting Piloting Piloting

Peer learning Peer learning Peer learning Prepare handover

Model development Model development Model development |

| sl
Impact Statement 0.1 Handover

Impact Statement 0.3
Integrated Account 0.2 le)

Incorporation Impact Statement 0.2 Methodology 1.0

Integrated Account 0.1

Stakeholder engagement: Information and consultation
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Please select a single material and process step before using the material intensities graph. Otherwise, the graph shows the intensities summed 15k
FILTERS across multiple materials within a country.
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2 Operations. Product manufacture Algeria
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Water consumption 34543 2 Operations. Product manufacture Australa H o H
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B Intensity target (EEP&LIKE)

Figure 1 - EVOLUTION OF THE EP&L IMPACTS RELATIVE TO REVENUE (Link to data (')
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FIGURE 6: A CLOSER LOOK AT CHANGES IN RAW MATERIAL IMPACTS IN THE SUPPLY CHAIN SINCE 2017 PRO FORMA RESULT
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W Banking for Impact : 5

We need to measure

ABN-AMRO
" what matters

[ ] [ ]
Scaling up impact
Our global economy remains stalled at a critical juncture. Well-
measu rement m DBS known social and environmental threats have been ignored in
favor of a short-sighted economic system. The negative side

and management effects are piling up — runaway climate change, natural
f b k "z UB S resource depletion, increasing inequality, diminishing social
or an s A safety nets and a widening gap between rich and poor.

The remedy is a more inclusive market economy, one that

BEDREIN=] Bank serves people and the planet, not just shareholders. To help

get there the Banking for Impact Working group aims to create

a common impact measurement and valuation approach

) ABNAMRO BDBS s« &UBS @ N ) IMPACT

NSTITUTE . tailored to banks. We are working on a robust, scalable and
N ) IMPACT L

» : INSTITUTE cost-effective method for the quantification, valuation,
m i" attribution and aggregation of impacts for the sector. With

support from the financial industry, the goal is to scale up and
standardize these efforts over time.

amomas

S
N

HARVARD
BUSINESS SCHOOL

Impact-Weighted Accounts

— Read our vision paper
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Insights into the transition from combustion engine
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March 2020 Other environmental impacts
External report

EV Battery 004

(NMC811) I cconomicimpacts

\\D IMPACT
INSTITUTE
.

I:I Positive social impacts .
woos B nepe i 8BDBS N IMPACT
I negative environmental impacts INSTITUTE

—————- NDPEREEIE /Mt mti £ e e 2iE 49% earnwatrannssmresnye — — — — — -

Fallii Ul SeCLor average Palm oll sector with optimal
0.06 Palm oil sector average

0.06 NDPE implementation

Salaries, taxes,

| 0.04 0.04 profits, |
| contribution to
| g N consumer goods |
S o and other
002 | E I Palm oil plantations ) Eﬁ. |
o | — 4 I Suppliers to plantations (upstream) 002 -
< = = $
Impact assessment of lending | £ : Industries using palm il (downstream) 2 I
o] e o & . - 3
to the palm oil industry 8 oo Other parts of the value chain 3 E | et o employment |
| g " Child labour 5000 I Child labour
A s ' 2 Climate change |
March 2020 I & | g |3 E—
EX T a = Contribution to| . o E |
B | 0.0: }j climate change - 002 |2 Other environmental impacts |
z N I Palm oil plantations 2 |
IMPACT | N M suppliers to plantations (upstream)
INSTITUTE | oos N Ml Industries using palm oil (downstream) 0.04 |
| Other parts of the value chain |
Eq ts
| -0.06 Il Negative social impacts -0.06 r conomicimpact |
. Positive socialimpacts .
Negative environmental impacts
| m = BDBS %)MeAct st BDBS v)eAcT |
| INSTITUTE I Negative environmental impacts INSTITUTE |

38 |$mk&

5T RERM - ARZBIEKM - NMFE AR (No Deforestation, No Peat and No Exploitation, NDPE)




By = BEREE

* % ESG ¥l 5 KR » 7 RREREERZEIINHER BRE

\O

2

\
t

INERIE R BE1L

ﬁ b L i)

| /g EBOHER
e RemEuE

TR S 1830

IRFHEE S ; :
o ERWBEED o
RS \ N\ =14
| ¢ msGHERE o
peerE e mEEm RIS o
o RIREE /DL ¢ . REREEE

Al =
| o ETRBHBEE o

o REEREE

TAIK / KIS

Yoo ool Y% 1820

THEER /
REHE

39 I?:W54§£¥

TUNGHAI UNIVERSITY




By =6 BEEREE

o {l3E 5 KEAIHIE (=10 : @rman)

:

11% >20 % N >95 % Ay
| BERRE | BERBPEARR (882019 %) | EENREEREHR

9 EiBIRAR (<1%) AEEIE (2%) Ay Tk (97%)

5 BB = . R— FETHE A= : ) BB Fil=
kA e s QSRR kA
=N BEEAX

SHEER

fit i‘%:ﬁﬁﬂzéﬁﬂﬁ R%%ﬁ?&gﬂéﬁ 90ee0e eoveee seoeee i MBRAE  ommz 8800001 sseese sovsee .oy @Eg\%gﬂ €00000|@00000 800000 o
MBEEE BENEE oe0000 000000 000000 tpERs A SRS Aty 000000 000000 000000 [y (%‘i o 5
v g o 3 botel e Ek = 00 00 00 : 2 ?i;@ﬁm% RIZIEEELTH 000000 o000ee ssceee -
MEBENE | AEER ecceee eccesee 000000 i AHBE B TH= oo ot ST el A
e W 00 00 00 AR R 0 90 = = BEET Y ®
. ' = j " BREX ; G ” o0
ASEA %@ﬁﬁ;}\l 990000 900000 900000 o A& Eﬁlégﬁﬁ o0 |00 |00 BT e ?Eﬁ . S0 i s =
fr : . R T ST — 9'2? BB A BIREXKZE ooesee s0sese coesee HE
BB A %E%zlﬁgjg 06000 006000 000000 31m s BE [© 32 2960 AT e TR BEERAR O s =
$T4EZEE 998000 008000 008000 = _2= , KREITLEZ ooccee soceee coosee -
m?%j ADEA E%gi $O0000 880000 800000 g BARER SFamEERg OO o0 Q0 HE
SR 47  oniz 990600 000000 900600 = 5 BT 0 | 0 00| =
BREAR TTQ%Z%IA 00 00 00 e ANNEX Py 320000 BBe6CC 90 8T NaEEZ-: BRRE
TEEEEET  aecr o e HEmR SR z )
mrawas | SRR laao000 socooo|eccoco) 41 | g (839000|880000/886000 | 3E (myy | EEnmn | ST i)
BAREA iﬁﬁggg 990000 | 880000 880000 341 BAREX E%z% 8800001880000 880000 H&E >1,000,000 eeooco0® <-1,000,000 eeosssse
Ay ﬁgﬁ@éﬁ@ﬂt (’)80000 580000 SBOOOO HE 100,000~1,000,000 eeeeee00 -100,000~-1,000,000 ®®ees660
’&Eg;ﬁ ,,,i I 10,000~100,000 eee000 0O -10,000~-100,000 ®®ee0e0
SPA-F Eiﬁzgéﬂﬁ il | e M 1,000~10,000 ®00000C0 -1,000~-10,000 ©0000000
. sy R e 100~1,000 ®©000C0C0 -100~-1,000 ®®®00000
Ry AEEEZ | 800000 | 800000 (800000 = '
SFAEEN KEEER o0 o0 HE 10~100 6800000 -10~-100 ®©800000
N
R A EAiazgfﬁ !2‘3‘1*?‘(3:!!@‘1300 HE 1~10 €€000000
10 Ak et 0~1 @0000000
B R : HE




B HANEET
Z0 . EFEE 220 2021
] S « EH KY 2 o
3 oA PR D)
248,719E 87T 10,048,963 B BT BERES (Enre - AnKE)
AFEE2.41% SRR - IR 97.4% FERPE 64559 10317013
EREE
‘z‘!ﬂr i REe 18680 19,611
b T e = A= 184,251 248,931
L %g&gggi&im BT B BRI E R BREIRReE AREE
. \ 4 gy BRRBEGD 1,309 E AT ENWAT @
e UEET RS ' P ERFR B 685687 10,570,288
- 9,242,528 EH AT 1,326,434 5 ETT st
R |
BEEEREE O DA A M AR R
0.08B&ET E%g K= 3’£§§7{:
m == B e 2000400 [ 10,317,013
\ E E Mg;{g [&i ﬁ ” 10,000,000
A EE / TRt F 8,000,000 @‘6
§§ = : 1) 4,000,000
B = O
| I [ 8 4,000,000
10,570,288 B & 7T 2,000,000
521,3258 87T 0
=2,000,000
BRARID [ B R 255 kR O anEE
g 95,347 AT 425,978 E BT
KERFER M i 298 280
0.015E 20358
4 = n AT EE 57 212
A BB - BB
41 I#:v,g £ %i it 429,333 521,325







B DJSI ESGFlE=EAl

SEM Semiconductors

Governance & Economic Dimension
Corporate Governance
Materiality
Risk & Crisis Management
Business Ethics
Policy Influence
Supply Chain Management
Tax Strategy
Information Security/ Cybersecurity & System
Availability
Innovation Management
Product Quality & Recall Management
Environmental Dimension
Environmental Reporting
Environmental Policy & Management Systems
Operational Eco-Efficiency
Product Stewardship
Climate Strategy
I Biodiversity
Soclal Dimension
Social Reporting
| abor Practice Indicators
Human Rights
Human Capital Development
Talent Attraction & Retention
Corporate Citizenship & Philanthropy
Customer Relationship Management
Privacy Protection

Weight in % of Change from

total Score
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BNK Banks

Governance & Economic Dimension
Corporate Governance

Materiality

Risk & Crisis Management

BusinessEthics

Policy Influence

Tax Strategy

Information Security/ Cybersecurity & System
Avajlability

Sustainable Finance

Anti-Crime Policy & Measures
Financial Stability & Systemic Risk
Environmental Dimension
Environmental Reporting
Operational Eco-Efficiency
Decarbonization Strategy

Climate Strategy

Social Dimension

Social Reporting

Labor Practice Indicators

Human Rights

Human Capital Development

Talent Attraction & Retention
Corporate Citizenship & Philanthropy
OccupationalHealth & Safety
Financial Inclusion

Customer Relationship Management
Privacy Protection

Weight in % of Change from

total Score
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