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WAS SAGT UNS ‘E-S-G’ EIGENTLICH?

* ,ESG Fortschritt’ —Wir sind weniger schlecht in dem, was wir tun —Wir nennen es

,positiven Impact’

* |st ,weniger degenerativ’ zu sein das eigentliche Ziel? Das richtige Ambitionsniveau? War

,Nachhaltigkeit® nicht das Ziel? Wann ist also ,gut’ auch ,gut genug"?

* E, S und G sind unverbundene Silos, deren Anforderungen Organisationen oktroyiert

werden? Brauchen wir nicht besser einen ,GSE PULL', der Antriebskrafte aktiviert?

* Ratings: Wer ist Klassenbester von denjenigen, die weniger schlecht geworden sind?
Was sagt das aus? Was liefert es?

* Sind ,Schritte in die richtige Richtung® in Summe nicht noch stets ungenugend? Ist es

nicht das, was der Global Footprint, COPs und anderes Systemversagen zeigt!




DIE LOSUNG: ,KONTEXT‘ DURCH THRESHOLDS UND
ALLOCATIONS ALS NOTWENDIGE ERGANZUNG ZU ESG

Allen White
| : r3.0 Advocation
That’s what sustainability is all about. Yet i Partner, Co-

to this day, ~SW Founder of GRI

A company may rate very highly on

an ESG score, but to say this
company is an excellent sustainability
performer is a very fundamentally
different statement.




SUSTAINABILITY QUOTIENT

A
N

Sustainability Quotient: S=

— ESG Data
, -~ Actual Impacts® Numeration
Sustainability =
Normative Impacts* Denomination
A

*On the Carrying Capacities of Vital Capital Resources

Source: Mark McElroy, Social Footprints, 2008 Thresholds &
Allocations Data



R3.0/ UNRISD SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE
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INDICATORS PROJEKT (2018 —2022): TEILNEHMER

24 Organisationen aus verschiedenen Kontinenten,
verschiedenenen Unternehmensgrof3en, verschiedene
Organisationsarten

Pilot-testing der Indikatorenlistye, basierend auf UNCTAD
ISAR ESG-Indikatoren.

Fokus:Wesentlichkeit, Machbarkeit, Datenspektrum,
Aussagekraft, Gesamtspektrum, notwendige Ressourcen

Kompatibilitat mit anderen bestehenden Standards,
notwendige Erweiterungen.

Wo konnen die Indikatoren zur Anwendung kommen?




R3.0 / UNRISD SDPI PILOT PROJECT (2018-2022) — EIN ,TWO-
TIERED APPROACH® ZU THRESHOLDS & ALLOCATIONS

@ UNRISD

rch Iratitute for Sodiel Development

Working Paper 2022-1

Thresholds of Transformation
UNRISD Sustainable Development
Performance Indicators Pilot Testing
—Synthesis Report

Bill Baue with Ralph Thurm

Prepared for the UNRISD project on
Sustainable Development Performance Indicators

July 2022

Ooo Rt,'\“\n;n", e
0 Regeneration

,» Irotz Verbesserungen bei der
Nachhaltigkeitsmessung und -Offenlegung
uber mehrere Jahrzehnte hinweg bieten
aktuelle Indikatoren, Methoden und
Berichtsmodelle immer noch keine
angemessene Grundlage fur die
Bewertung der Auswirkungen in Bezug auf
Soziookonomische, Governance- und
Umweltdimensionen nachhaltiger
Entwicklung. Blinde Flecken, die die
Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung ,un-
wirksam‘ machen, missen angegangen
werden, um aussagekraftige Bewertungen
zu erstellen *

61 Indicator

Thresholds & Allocations-basiert
Breite Spanne an Themen

Erlauben Aussage zur Nachhaltigkeit
Getestet von 24 Organisationen
Von der UN publiziert

Authentic
Sustainability
Assessment

A User Manual for the Sustainable
Development Performance Indicators

@ UNRISD




R3.0 / UNRISD SDPI PILOT PROJECT §20I8-2022) — EIN ,TWO-

TIERED APPROACH TO THRESHOLD

& ALLOCATIONS

Authentic
Sustainability
Assessment

A User Manual for the Sustainable
Development Performance Indicators

@ UNRISD

,Dieses Handbuch prasentiert die wichtigsten Ergebnisse,
einschlieBlich neuer Methoden und Indikatoren aus dem
Projekt, die die blinden Flecken herkommlicher Mess- und
Berichtsmodelle angehen. Zu den wichtigsten
Interventionen in dieser Hinsicht gehort die Hervorhebung
der Bedeutung der Trendanalyse, um den Verlauf der
Anderung der berichteten Leistung {iber einen lingeren
Zeitraum aufzuzeigen, und die kontextbasierte
Berichterstattung, um die vergangene und aktuelle Leistung
im Verhaltnis zu Normen und Schwellenwerten zu messen,
die mit dem Begriff der nachhaltigen Entwicklung
ubereinstimmen.

Read more: www.unrisd.org/sdpi



http://www.unrisd.org/sdpi

BEISPIELE: KONVENTIONALLE VS. KONTEXT-BASIERTE
BERICHTERSTATTUNG

Conventional disclosure

Company A reduced its carbon emissions per unit of revenue or output by 5%
between 2015 and 2020.

Context-based accounting

* While Company A reduced its levels of emissions intensity, absolute levels of
emissions increased by 5% due to 10% growth in manufacturing output, and also
failed to align with science-based climate change mitigation targets.

Company B reduced its consumption of water by 15% over the past three years.

* Company B reduced water consumption, but this means relatively little unless we
know what the carrying capacity of the local watershed was or what a fair allocation
of water resources would have been, taking into account other users in the area.

Company C met its fair remuneration target by ensuring that all entry level

employees earned above the minimum wage. The target of equal pay for equal work
was also achieved.

* While Company C achieved its fair remuneration targets, average workers' wages
were still 30% below the living wage; the CEO-worker pay gap had increased from
100:1 to 300:1 over the last ten years; and the “unadjusted” gender pay gap was in
excess of 20%.

Company Z paid 5 million dollars in corporate taxation.

* While Company Z provided millions of dollars in taxes to local and federal
government authorities, it also engaged in tax avoidance strategies involving
significant profit shifting to low tax jurisdictions, and had a considerable tax gap;
that is, its effective tax rate was substantially below the statutory tax rate.




BEISPIEL: GHG SCOPE | &2

ILA.1. GHG emissions (scope 1 and 2)

DEFINITION

Metric
A measure of the greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) by an organization that contributes to global
warming. They include both scope 1 (emissions by a company that commonly relate to fuel

AGG
combustion, physical or chemical processing and leakages) and scope 2 (purchased electricity,
heat, steam or cooling) emissions.”
TREND RELEVANCE TO THE SDGS

Metric

To gauge the degree of progress, emissions data SDG 13; SDG indicator 9.4.1

should be disclosed for the last five years at Magnitude of emissions

least. AGG,
RGG,
NGG
SUSTAINABILITY THRESHOLD OR NORM
GHG emissions by an organization shall be no
z YAGG
more than zero. The indicator also presents RGG ' £

science-based interim thresholds or targets 24 NOG,

consistent with mitigation pathways that limit
warming to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. Change in emissions intensity:*

(See Appendix for several methodologies).

AGG AGG |
cGDP CGDP
. E TN AEl
AGG, = Actual company GHG emissions in year t; AGG
AAGG, = annual change in actual company emissions; CGDP
NGG, = rarget company emissions (tonnes CO¢/yr) in year t provided by the adopred rool;
ANGG, = change in target emissions (tonnes CO-¢/yr) in year t on the adopred pathway; Relative rate of change
AEI = relative change in emissions intensiry; (AAGG, - ANGG) |,
R =~ c——— « ANGG. * 0
RGG, = ratio of actual ro rarget GHG emissions in year t; |ANGG, |

CGDP, = company’s contribution to GDP (for-profit organisations); and y
R = AAGG, ANGG =0

R = relative rate of change in emissions compared rto rate of change of rarget emissions,

Sustainability threshold

® Sustainable

AGG s 0
® Meaning: organisation's

emissions are at sustainable levels

Interim targets

1.5*°Caligned: moving towards

sustainabiliry

RGG s 1

® Meaning: organisation’s
emissions are lower than the

target level

Kll\v s 1

® Meaning: organisation's
< ||l|]|lldll\\' CINBRIONS are [A"-\Tr
than the cumulative emissions in

the target pathway

AEISO

® Meaning: organisation's

emisstons intensity is decreasing

RsO
® Meaning: change in
organisation’s emissions is better
than change in emissions on

farget |\Al||\\ ny

Table 1. Basic “traffic light” system

® Unsustainable
AGG >0

® Meaning: organisation's
emissions are not yet sustainable

"Il\ ('f\’ 1O merim targets

Moving turther away from

sustainabiliry
RGG > 1

® Meaning: oreanisation's
CINESSIONS are II)\'iI"' than llu‘

target level

RGG > 1

® Meaning: organisation's
cumulative emissions arc higher
than cumulative emissions in the

target pathway

AEI>0

® Meaning: Organisation’s

CIMBSIONS INLENALTY I8 InCreasing

R>0

® Meaning: change in
L'l'.f.llll‘.lllk‘ll" CIISMONS 18 WOrse
than change in emissions on

target ‘LHI!'.\ a



SDPI UND ESRS — ,ZUSAMMENSPIEL* MACHT SINN !

ESRS 1 * Der Begriff ,,Threshold* kommt in diesem Dokument | | Mal vor — bezieht sich aber auf

General requirements Materialitatsschwellen, *nicht* auf Nachhaltigkeitsschwellen. Mit anderen Worten, die
Materialititatsschwellen *beziehen* sich auf ,,Nachhaltigkeitsthemata®, aber nicht auf
Nachhaltigkeitsschwellen.

* Es verweist auf den ,,Nachhaltigkeitskontext® — aber wir sollten uns nicht der lllusion

Assessment of impact materiality

AR, In aasessing impect meterilty and determiring the matsriel matiers 1o be reported, the hingeben, dass dies zu einer tatsachlichen Umsetzung des Nachhaltigkeitskontext-prinzips
undertaking shall consider the following four steps = . . . . . . . = _
(8 undarstandig of the contaxtin relation 1o s impects incuding s acthites, fuhren wird, da der Begriff im Dokument nicht definiert ist und das Dokument nicht explizit
business relationships, sustainabiity context and stakeholders, . . .. . . .. .
®)  identicaton of actusl and polentisl impacts (both negative and posive), auf Nachhaltigkeitsschwellen (d.h. okologische, soziale oder okonomische Schwellenwerte)
through engaging with relevant stakeholders and experts. In this step, the .
::‘c‘e:';t:l;n'z’mqgl;:}y on scemfc and analydcal research on impacts on Ver'WGISt;
R o g S S * Es besagt, dass sich ein Unternehmen auf Wissenschaft / Analyse beziehen ,,darf* (nicht
{d) determination of the material matters. In this step, the undertaking shall adopt y . . .. . . T .
R ROEhA TR —— ,muB*) und wissenschaftsbasierte Ansatze im Wesentlichen als vollig optional belassen.

23 Inaddition to [draft] ESRS 2 DC-T, the undertaking shall specify whether (local) ecological | ©  EORS E 2-5 beinhalten die hier gezeigte Sprachrtegelungen. Einzige
thresholds and entlty-spepuﬁc allocatnops were taken into consideration when setting Ausnahme ist der Standard zum Klimawandel (E|)’ dessen Inhalt fur eine
targets. If so, the undertaking shall specify: k b Berich b . ichend sein k

ntextbezogen ri r n rei reichen in kann.
(a) the ecological thresholds identified and the methodology used to identify such LD (LTINS Stattu. 8 e gie a.us L= Se" a. .
thresholds; e Ts&As nur, um festzustellen, ob sie bei der Zielsetzung berticksichtigt
(b) whether or not the thresholds are entity-specific and if so, how they were wurden oder nicht, und wenn ja, wie. Es ist jedoch nicht erforderlich, dass

termined,; a— % ..
fetsTnnecand sie in allen Fillen angewendet werden miissen.

* ESRS 2-5 berufen sich auf die im SDPI-Bericht angegebenen
24. The undertaking shall specify as part of the contextual information, whether the targets it Messstandards, in denen viele kontextbasierte Indikatoren definiert smd,

has adopted and presented are mandatory (based on legislation) or voluntary and if and daru nter auch fUrTreibhausgasemissionen.
how such legal requirements were taken into account when considering ecological . .
thresholds. * KEINE Forderung nach Ts&As im Fall von Social & Governance-Standards.

(c) how responsibility for respecting identified ecological thresholds is allocated in the
undertaking.




UN SDPI TRAINING

* https://www.r3-0.org/un-sdpi-training/
* 25./26.)anuar 2023, online

* 4 Module a 90 minutes

e Module I:Introduction to the SDPIs;
Environmental & Institutional Hard Context
Indicators

e Module 2: Socio-Economic Hard Context
Indicators

* Module 3: Deep Dive into Context-Based
Materiality

* Module 4: Meta-comparison of SDPI to GRI, ESRS

& ISSB for simplifying reporting; Remaining Tier |
SDPI Indicators.

Sustainability requires contextualization within thresholds. Sustainability
measurement without context is simply not sustainability measurement.

The release of the UNRISD Sustainable Development Performance Indicators
marks a seminal moment in mainstreaming contextualization. It represents the
first, comprehensive guidance to embedding thresholds in sustainability reporting,
the culmination of years of research and advocacy in support of a new generation
of disclosure. A decade from now, historians will view the release of the SDPIs

as a Brundtiand moment in the urgent journey toward a just and thriving planet.

77

Allen White, Co Founder, Global Reporting Initiative; Senior Vice President and Senior Fellow, Tellus Institute

For the past two decades, there hasn't been sufficient guidance on how
to assess organizational sustainability in the context of ecological,
social, and economic thresholds, nor in the context of necessary
transformations to the status quo — until now.

The release of the UNRISD Sustainable Development Performance Indicators
sets a new norm, for the first time enabling authentic sustainability assessment
with thresholds and transformation explicitly integrated

licheong Y\, Sersor Research Coordinator at UNRISD, and Project Manager of the SOPI development process



https://www.r3-0.org/un-sdpi-training/

SDPI SCORECARD — 16 HARD CONTEXT INDIKATOREN

Integrated Reporting Tool for UNRISD's ARl el IR (e )
Context-Based SDPI Indicators Normative Capital Impacts (Denominators) .
[ ]
DRAFT 1.1 - Nov. 30, 2022 SDP! Performance Scores™? Integrierter Nachhaltigkeitsquotient fur 16 harte
N = Natural IF = Internal Economic - Financial 1 H
Vital capitals H = Human IN = Internal Economic - Non-Financial Ko nteXtI n d I kato ren .
legend: S =Social & Relationship EF = External Economic - Financial
C = Constructed EN= External Economic - Non-Financial MULTI-BOTTOM-LINE
SCORES®
BOTTOM LINE CAPITALS ° 1 H 1 1
oM LINE SDPI INDICATORS ol Eindeutiger Grad an Nachhaltigkeit durch SDPI
1 GHG emissions (scope 1 & 2)' N 25864 | 3800 | 0.5 Performance Scores m 6g| ich.
2 GHG Scope 3 emissions are measured N 0 1 0.00
5 | Suppli ired t

ENVIRONMENTAL | 2 | €79 | ™scopestanazemissions | " ° M At *  Prozentsatz der Nachhaltigkeit auf Kategorieebene

4 Water use’ N 101,000 | 125,000 1.24 . .
durch Multi-Bottom-Line Scores.
5 Hazardous waste treatment N 98 100 0.98
6 Tax gap EF 15.00 15.00 1.00
; JER— - a00 | 3000 | 107 * Der Gesamt-Nachhaltigkeits-Score zeigt eine erste
8 e EF 1050 | 980 | 107 nicht monetarisierte Qualitatsstufe.
Gender B lity of remuneration at th

s [ T | & | 1 | 2 | s

SOCIOECONOMIC 10 Hiring at different occupational H&IN 4 50% 5 . . .o . .

"] Goncer evels 035 | 040 | os= * Grundsatz der Nichtsubstitutionsfahigkeit
1 diversity Pr i atd:m;f:zzt ional H&IN 0.65 0.40 1.63 Sicher este”t
12 Gender equality: proportion of women in H&IN g *
managerial positions 0.27 0.40 0.68
13 Caregiving support programs EN 6 8 0.75
[ ]
14 | Context-based triple bottom line (TBL) accounting EN 2 4 0.50 Management durCh Steuerung der SDPI Scorecard'
A t of total fi id ble due ft
INSTITUTIONAL | 15 mount of tota :;;sle;::;n;r payable due to IF 1 1 1.00 67%

16 |Number and percentage of women board members H&IN 0.60 0.40 1.50

'Some scores are inversely expressed in order to adhere to the scoring convention of 1.0 = sustainable.

2All scores of >1.0 are sustainable, <1.0 are unsustainable. OVERALL SCORE 44%

3Scores shown in this column reflect the proportion of individual scores received that meet or exceed sustainability norms.

Copyright © 2022 Center for Sustainable Organizations
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