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1. The Risk Radar Overview 

In the context of the economic consequences of climate change, the management of 
Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) risks has become a high priority on the 
agenda of Central Banks world-wide to secure continuing financial stability.  

To overcome the systematic challenges of financial institutions to manage ESG and 
especially climate-related risks, German Sparkassenstiftung for international Cooperation 
(DSIK) is offering the tool Risk Radar in cooperation with Kempten University to enable 
financial institutions to analyze climate related and other ESG risks within their credit 
portfolios. This instrument uses a pragmatic yet comprehensive approach: Based on the 
persuasion that risk management is at its best when it is fully understood, it replaces 
speculative modelling with knowledge-based, transparent assessments. As a result, it offers 
a complete overview over ESG risks in the loan portfolio in the form of a heat-map analysis 
that is compatible with the recommendations of the Bank for International Settlement (BIS) 
and can be used as a basis for individual risk analysis and pricing in the loan giving process.  

By applying a systematic top-down scoring methodology, risks become measurable and 
comparable, which in turn enables financial institutions and regulators to implement 
successful risk management strategies. 

The assessment process consists of the following steps: 

• Desk research resulting in ESG-risk assessment on sector-level based on public and 
non-public sources of information, international reports and conducting 
comprehensive literature research.  

• Integration of local expertise and scientific institutions for the evaluation and 
optimization of the assessments in a multi-stakeholder process. 

• Compilation of an extensive ESG-risk database on sector level as well as explanatory 
sector profiles (detailed reports for sectors with high ESG risk)  

• “Heat Map”-assessment for individual financial institutions as well as aggregated on 
country-level. 

• Full disclosure of the findings and method of calculation of the analysis for the 
evaluation, use and needs adjustment of the data for the financial institutions.  

In its first version, this cost-effective, tried and tested method has been implemented with 
financial institutions and central banks on five continents. 

This handbook is now introducing the second version of the Risk Radar. The methodology 
has been further optimized and streamlined: The use of sub-scorings for all major scoring-
items allows an even more detailed and transparent assessment and reduces the subjectivity 
inherent in knowledge-based approaches to a minimum. To achieve this greater degree of 
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objectivity and precision, the methodology was completely reworked and fundamentally 
expanded.   

2. ESG Risks  

Climate change in combination with the transformation toward sustainability are giving 
rise to risks that have so far been neither recognized nor considered by conventional risk 
management. These risks, which are referred to as "ESG risks" or "sustainability risks", have 
the peculiarity that the name was chosen very unfortunately. This is because – contrary to 
what the name suggests – these ESG risks do not result from ESG or sustainability, but from 
a lack of both. This lack can be on the side of a company if sustainability aspects are not or 
not sufficiently taken into account and this leads to economic or legal disadvantages in the 
context of the transformation of society and the markets. Alternatively, the lack can also be 
on a global level and affect companies in a specific region, e.g., through the effects of climate 
change – regardless of whether they have made efforts to operate sustainably. 

The supervisory authorities – with the European Banking Authority (EBA) taking the lead 
– define ESG factors as follows: " ESG factors are environmental, social or governance 
matters that may have a positive or negative impact on the financial performance or 
solvency of an entity, sovereign or individual" (EBA 2021, 31). The EBA then differentiates: 
" While ESG factors can have positive or negative impacts on institutions through their core 
business activities, this report focuses more on the latter, in line with the prudential 
approach to risk management. On the negative side, ESG factors may impact institutions’ 
financial performance by materializing through financial risk categories, such as credit, 
market, operational, liquidity and funding risks, which are primarily affected by an 
institution’s exposure to its counterparties and invested assets." (EBA 2021, 32) 

And further: 

"From a prudential perspective, ESG risks for institutions can thus be defined as the negative 
materialization of ESG factors through their counterparties or invested assets." (EBA 2021, 
32) 

In the context of the EBA report, ESG risks are therefore: 

• the risks of any negative financial impact on the bank, 

• arising from the current or anticipated impact of ESG factors on its counterparties 

• or invested assets. 

Thus, to be considered an ESG risk, an ESG issue must have significant economic impact 
that affects the bank/savings institution. It should be noted that the risks do not represent 
a new risk category in addition to, for example, market or credit risks. Instead, they are to 
be understood as cross risks that act as drivers of other risks and can cause or intensify them. 
Thus, credit defaults due to flooding are still credit risks, but their cause is ESG. 
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Due to its relevance, in most countries the topic is highly placed on the agenda of central 
banks, banking supervision and financial market regulators. 

3. The Risk Radar Methodology 

In its publication „Principles for the effective management and supervision of climate-
related financial risks “, the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BIS 2022) states that 
“Climate change may result in physical and transition risks that could affect the safety and 
soundness of individual banking institutions and have broader financial stability 
implications for the banking system” (BIS 2022, 1). Therefore, they recommend “a 
principles-based approach to improving risk management and supervisory practices related 
to climate-related financial risks” (BSI 2022, 1).  

The roll-out and detailing of this approach often rests on the shoulders of the regional 
Central Banks and Supervisory activities. As all central banks address the same topics, their 
approaches are often rather similar. The challenge, then, lies in the implementation process 
on bank-level. Here, in addition to the formulation of requirements (especially concerning 
ESG-risk management), banks and MFI’s often need more than just a sensitization and 
definition of regulatory rules: As data for ESG assessment is scarce and experience needs to 
be built, it is advisable and helpful to offer pragmatic tools and methods to get acquainted 
with the topic and receive relevant information without the need of investing too many 
resources.  

This is where the tried and tested tool “Risk Radar” can offer great benefits. As knowledge-
based, qualitative scoring approach aligned with international ESG regulations, it offers 
banks a quick access into ESG risk assessment on sector level with options for portfolio-risk 
assessment and visualization (heat maps). Using the sector data and a set of sector-specific 
questions, this information can further be extended to a risk management on loan level, 
offering banks all options for an ESG-based loan giving process. 

Designed in partnership with Kempten University, the tool uses a scoring-based approach 
to assess the specific conditions of the economic sectors within a country and defines a data 
base with ESG risk assessments accordingly. The tool has been implemented over 100 times 
in Germany for savings and cooperative banks as well as with DSIK for many banks and 
central banks across five continents. 

 

3.1 Closing the Data-Gap 

In its practical application, for most banks the influence of ESG risks on credit risk is most 
relevant (for this and the following also see NBG 2022). In contrast, the availability of 
practitioners’ instruments and the focus of most publications is focused on big companies 
listed on the capital markets and hence the influence of ESG factors on stock prices and 
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bond ratings instead. This focus is not helpful for most banks, as for their customers ESG 
information is neither published nor even known, and there are no ESG ratings or even 
assessments available. 

Concerning methodologies, in its discussion paper the EBA gives a short overview over the 
practical approaches to ESG risk management (EBA 2020, 68). While the Alignment 
Method and Risk Framework Method are both interesting and full of potential, they require 
data that is not yet widely available. Hence, the Exposure Method comes into focus. Here 
the EBA states: “The third approach is a tool that banks can apply directly to the assessment 
of individual clients and individual exposures […] This can then be used to complement the 
standard assessment of financial risk categories. […] This method can be described as the 
possibly most practical method and the most straight-forward to implement amongst the 
three approaches.” 

The Exposure Method is a scoring methodology applied to assess the relevant influence of 
ESG factors on the counterparty providing an indication of the potentially harmful 
consequences on the banks (e.g., via credit defaults). It is this method that is used with the 
Risk Radar. Using a scoring approach, it offers an assessment whether and to which extend 
the client (through his location, business model or activities) is in danger of negative 
impacts of ESG-factors, impeding the ability to pay back the loan and thus causing an ESG 
risk for the bank/MFI. 

All scoring methodologies use one of two different approaches: A bottom-up approach 
would mean to collect relevant data from the client – as is common practice in credit risk 
management to assess the credit worthiness. However, as already stated above, in the 
context of ESG and climate risk assessment this would require information on part of the 
client which often is not available for the time being.  

Hence, the Risk Radar is a scoring methodology that chooses the top-down approach: Using 
available data to assess the potential ESG risk of a sector, the data problem at the loan-level 
is largely solved. After identifying and assessing the sector risk, only a few simple questions 
are needed to conclude from the industry level to the client/counterparty level. 
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Figure 1: The Scope of the Risk Radar within ESG risk management 

 

 

3.2 A transparent Knowledge-based Approach  

Based on the information of this assessment, banks can then proceed with the ESG risk 
management process by first quantifying the risk and then devising management 
consequences like thresholds, additional collateral-requirements, or consequences on 
pricing of loans. 

At its core, managing risks means to identify and assess potential threats to understand them 
and consider them in an informed decision making. “But risk management is not, and will 
never be, a magic formula that will always give you the right answer. It is a way of thinking 
that will give you better answers to better questions and by doing so helps you to shift the 
odds in your favor” (Borge 2001).  

In many risk categories, this is achieved by the analysis of past data. Being both future-
oriented and unprecedented, for ESG the necessary data for the use of complex 
mathematical models is yet missing. As a pragmatic compromise, the qualitative analysis 
combined with a structured, thorough consideration of all relevant aspects is an important 
first step on the learning journey of ESG risk management.  

Therefore, the Risk Radar has been deliberately kept pragmatic, comprehensible and 
explainable. By fully disclosing the mechanics, there is no "black box": The risk assessment 
via the sector scoring scheme is transparently available to the users and can be adapted if 
necessary. As a result, it is designed as an understanding-based and yet lean risk 
management tool, that is adaptable to the individual context and needs of the bank. 



 

 9 

To implement a thorough and systematic assessment of ESG risks, all relevant aspects (as 
highlighted in figure 2) need to be considered.  

Figure 2: Determination of the ESG-Risk Score on Sector-Level 

 

 

For each individual sector, the assessment process starts with physical climate risks where 
both acute and chronic forms are considered. For both, many sources are available both on 
an international and national level giving an informed view over scientific findings and 
practitioners estimations concerning the extent and the way that climate change will affect 
the economic system.  

The crucial aspect of this analysis is to determine how different sectors are affected. While 
some companies in some sectors are close to nature and directly affected even by relatively 
moderate weather events or -changes (e.g., fruit farmers in the sector of Agriculture), others 
are less vulnerable to, e.g., storms but still affected by temperature (e.g., power plants with 
their need for cool water within the cooling progress of reactors) or the availability of 
natural resources like water (e.g., the paper industry). 

The next important aspect is to model transition risks. Transition risk breaks down into the 
question of how fast and vehement the transformation is happening for a given sector – 
and, consequently, how likely it is for a given company to not be able to keep up with it 
and suffer economic damage accordingly.  

Here, two aspects are of equal importance: The GHG contribution and the Transitional 
Intensity of each sector. The first is the consideration of an industry's contribution to global 
emissions. This is important, as for highly emitting industries, there often is increasing 
regulatory pressure. The second is the currently perceptible pressure that manifests as 



 

 10 

regulatory developments, the availability of new and alternative technologies as well as the 
perception of the public in general and especially the relevant customers/consumers. 

To model the transitional intensity, the stakeholder-model of Socio-Economic Rationality 
(Schaltegger et al. 2003, 36 following) is used: This describes the company’s framing 
conditions as a set of spheres in which different kinds of relevant stakeholders are active, 
contributing to a company’s success or failure consequently the company’s action.  

The legal sphere does comprise all aspects of compliance towards all kind of legal or 
regulatory requirements. The technological sphere represents the availability and 
acceptance of new technologies, enabling or hindering the pace of transformation. the 
market sphere with all stakeholders associated to belonging to the processes of service 
creation service provision: Lastly, the sociocultural sphere as a home to the general public 
as a stakeholder group of major importance influences (together with both spheres 
described above) the behavior of consumers/customers and hence the change of demand in 
the markets. Accordingly, four Transitional Indicators (TI) can be identified as is 
highlighted in figure 3. 

Figure 3: Modeling Transitional Intensity based on the concept of Socio-Economic 
Rationality

 

 

Finally, after considering physical climate risks and transition risks, other ESG risks need to 
be included as well, namely contributions to the loss of biodiversity, other environmental 
risks, human rights issues, and other social risks. 
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To assess the extent and severity of ESG risks, the Risk Radar uses a scoring scheme of a 
total of 5 levels ranging between 0 and 4: 

0. A development/risk is theoretical and will only in very isolated cases  
cause damage 

1. A development/risk is already perceptible and will cause some damage in 
individual cases (which, as a mean, can be minor) 

2. A development/risk is obvious and must be harmful to business 

3. A development/risk is significant, causing serious and extensive damage 

4. A development/risk is existential, the potential damage is very high and can 
be fatal for many companies within the sector 

For both physical climate risks and transition risks this scoring is applied, rating the 
individual relevance to the given sector. It results in a 0-4 score which is calculated as a 
mean of the different components, each of which is generated by a differentiated sub-
scoring (as will be described in detail in chapter 3.3). 

For other ESG risks, a more global approach is chosen with no sub-scorings. Here, each risk 
category can add a penalty between 0 and 1, where the keywords described above remain 
the same but are translated into 0.25 steps (via division by 4). For example, if there are 
perceptible problems in the area of biodiversity for a sector, the rating would be 0.25. If the 
problems are significant, 0.75 would be the appropriate score. 

With each of the three pillars of ESG-risk – physical climate risk, transition risk and other 
ESG risks –contributing up to 4 score points, each can make up for up to a third of the total 
score which has a maximum of 12 score points as shown below. 
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Figure 4: The Scoring Table of the Risk Radar 

 

 

This scoring is applied for all economic sectors of a country. Here, the sector classification 
scheme NACE is used as are the corresponding sector codes (Eurostat 2008). Wile for the 
most part the assessment is focused on the parental sector, for high-risk sectors such as “A 
Agriculture” and “C Manufacturing” also some subsectors are assessed.  

 

The assessment is conducted in a knowledge-based approach, starting with an initial desk 
research followed by a review of local experts. For those sectors that have been identified 
as critical (risk sector scores of 6 and higher), more detailed sector profiles are provided 
using the reference on the right of the scoring scheme to give more detailed explanations 
and sources for the assessment. 

For the first version of the Risk Radar, the explanation above is a comprehensive outline of 
the process and its results. To add depth and reduce subjectivity, however, a second version 
of the concept now uses sub-scorings which are described below.  

1

2

3

Probability of regulatory Change
0-4, 

Weight 25%
4

Economic Impact of regulatory 
Change

0-4, 
Weight 25%

5

Technological Change
0-4, 

Weight 25%
6

Customer Behavior
0-4, 

Weight 25%
7

Add-on Factor 0-1 8

Add-on Factor 0-1 9

Add-on Factor 0-1 10

Add-on Factor 0-1 11

NACE 
Code Sector Name ReferenceScoring 

0-4, 
Weight 

50%

Other ESG 
Risks 

0-4

GHG-Emission Contribution

Transitional 
Intensity

Loss of Biodiversity

Other Environmental Risks

Physical 
Climate Risk

Acute 0-4, Weight 50%

Possible Human Rights Issues

0-4
Chronic 0-4, Weight 50%

Transition 
Climate Risk

0-4, Weight 50%

0-4

Other Social Risks

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:   0-12
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3.3 Introduction of Sub-Scorings  

For the first version of the Risk Radar, every item on the scoring table (see figure 4 above) 
was researched and then – using the 5 levels – assessed based on the identified sources. This 
process has required a considerable level of expertise and, at the same time, still has 
remained somewhat arbitrary: In fact, the assessment of the significance of a criterion and 
the degree of influence was not always objective. Thus, two independent observers would 
not necessarily come to the same conclusion every time. Since this agreement between 
independent researchers is an important criterion for a tool that meets scientific 
requirements, the methodology of the Risk Radar was now fundamentally expanded to 
achieve a greater degree of objectivity and precision.   

Hence, for every mayor item on the scoring table a sub-scoring was defined. This sub-
scoring replaces the necessity to individually assess and evaluate the parameter value of an 
item by checking a sequence of indicators. The basic principle is to pose and answer a 
question that comprises the essence of the topic at hand and from there to specify the result 
further by the comparison with a predefined set of indicators. 

On the example of the sub-scoring for the assessment of physical climate risks in their acute 
form, the essential question is “Are acute climate events in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration?”. If the answer is “no”, then a second question 
is used to further grade this outcome: “Is it likely that this relevance will be given in the 
future?” defines whether the total outcome of this item in the main scoring table is “0” 
(“no”), 0.5 (“yes”) or “1.0” (yes, very likely”).  

However, if the answer to the essential question is “yes”, the result is further specified by 
checking a set of indicators. The fact that these indicators are predefined makes it easier for 
the assessor in that she/he does not have to come up with the relevant criteria to consider 
the important aspects of the topic on their own. At the same time, the standardization leads 
to better objectivity and standardization if different assessors consider the same sector. To 
achieve this, it was very important in the design process to identify all the relevant aspects 
so that no important criterion is omitted. 

The impact of each criterion on the scoring results has been reconsidered as well, it now 
depends on two drivers: The quality of the source and the predefined weight. The former 
is another important consideration that was introduced in version 2 of the Risk Radar. It 
follows the logic that not all sources that come up in the research process have the same 
credibility. It is self-explanatory that a source like the official statement of a ministry has a 
completely different implication on the evaluation of a topic then a blog-entry of a private 
person has. However, even a blog-entry can shed light on a topic that for some reasons may 
not be covered in official sources for the time being. So, both sources should be considered, 
but with a different impact on the final score. 
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Hence, a new approach used in the sub-scorings first differentiates between the nature and 
quality of the source and then the message it conveys regarding the presence of the 
respective indicator (see figure 5).  

As for the nature of the source, 3 categories are defined: 

• Category 1 comprises newspaper articles, NGO-sources, private blogs and other 
publications that are not subject to reliable quality control. 

• Category 2 comprise sources with a high level of acceptance and quality control, e.g., 
official announcements and scientific sources.  

• Category 3 now is the highest level of credibility that can only be found in laws or 
directives, studies of governmental institutions or peer reviewed scientific sources. 

 

In all these cases, it is further distinguished whether the indicator at hand is just confirmed 
in the source or whether its relevance is strongly pronounced. 

The combination of both aspects leads to the following methodology in which each item on 
the scoring list can receive a value between 0.5 and 1: 

Figure 5: Scoring Values for the Indicators in the Sub-Scoring 

 

 

This scoring result is then further weighted, because not every indicator can be considered 
equally important for the overall result. For example, a certain fact should always have a 
higher weight for the assessment if it is given within the country of consideration than if it 
would happen in another country.  
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For the weighting, a total multiplier value of 6 (for 6 indicators) is distributed individually 
to the indicators. If for instance, indicator 1 is assigned a weight of 2, for the remaining 5 
indicators only a total value of 4 can be assigned. Please note that weightings are only used 
if there are strong arguments for an increased or reduced importance of an indicator, 
otherwise an equal weighting will be applied. 

In addition to the 6 indicators, a "Local expert grading" can adjust the score by 0.5 
(subtracting or adding) to consider local knowledge that may not have been sufficiently 
covered in the sources.  

PLEASE NOTE: Even if the sum of all indicators and gradings exceed the value of 4, the 
maximum scoring result of the sub-scoring remains 4. With reference to the scoring 
scheme, 4 means “A development/risk is existential, the potential damage is very high and 
can be fatal for many companies within the sector”. This is the highest value and cannot be 
exceeded, neither in the total score nor on the level of the sub-scorings. 

Based on these considerations, sub-scorings for the following items of the main scoring table 
(figure 4) have been defined: 

• Physical Climate Risk: Acute 

• Physical Climate Risk: Chronic 

• Transition Climate Risk: GHG-Emission Contribution 

• Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Probability of Regulatory Change 

• Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Impact of Regulatory Change 

• Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Technological Change 

• Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Customer-Behavior 

 

3.4 Sub-Scoring for Physical Climate Risk: Acute 

As has been mentioned in the example above, the assessment of the physical climate risk in 
its acute form follows the essential question “Are acute climate events in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration?”. The grading of the “no” answer is 
guided by the question “Is it likely that this relevance will be given in the future?”.  

 

The differentiation of the “yes” answer is achieved by the consideration of the following six 
indicators: 

1. Observed loss of assets/property 

2. Expected impact on revenue 
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3. Expected impact on costs 

4. Indicators 1-3 expected to increase in the future  

5. Lack of adaptability of the business model 

6. Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute climate risks  

All indicators are considered to have the same impact on the total result und thus receive 
an equal weight of 1. 

With regard to indicator number 6, additional explanation is required. While in the scoring 
logic of the Risk Radar each sector is essentially considered on its own, there are 
nevertheless aspects of climate-related risks and ESG risks where influencing factors can be 
“contagious”. For example, in the past events have occurred when nuclear power plants had 
to be temporarily shut down because – due to climatic reasons – the water required of the 
cooling of the reactor was either lacking or too hot. This in turn has affected other energy-
intense sectors via increases of the electricity price. Likewise, when low river levels hinder 
inland navigation, manufacturing industries, e.g., in the chemical sector, may be affected as 
well. 

This “risk contagion” between sectors is considered with the following systematic: If other 
sectors along the supply chain (upstream or downstream), that have a strong connection 
with the sector under consideration, have a high score for the same risk category (in this 
case acute climate risk), the sector under consideration receives a malus depending on the 
level of the risk score of the connected sector: 

Figure 6: Consideration of Sectors along the Supply Chain 

 

This logic of mutual influence between sectors is also a new feature of version 2 of the Risk 
Radar. It introduces a more networked and systematic perspective which is a strong feature 
of climate-related and ESG risk. 

Using the reference numbers on the sidebar of the scoring table, the value of the indicators 
is further detailed. For example, the indicator with the reference number 5 could be detailed 
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in the following manner, both indicating the source quality/ category and the level of 
pronunciation of the indicator at hand: 

Figure 7: Example of Indicator Reference 

 

Please note that this level of detail is only given for the high-risk sectors, for which 
individual scoring sheets are provided. 

Combining all of these aspects, the sub-scoring for “Physical Climate Risk: Acute” reads as 
follows: 

Figure 8: Physical Climate Risk: Acute 

 

As can be seen in the sub-scoring above that after the six indicators there is an additional 
item reserved for a “fine tune” of local expertise. In the first version of the Risk Radar, 
evaluation workshops involving local experts have been used to evaluate and, if necessary, 
correct the assessment of the desk research. This was especially important, as the 
subjectivity embedded in the process could easily lend to the omission of important aspects.  

Indicator is given x

Indicator is strongly 
pronounced

5 Source Category

Whitt, J.; Gordon, S. (2023): This is the economic cost of 
extreme weather.
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2023/01/extreme-
weather-economic-cost-wef23/

2

"No"

"Yes" +0,5 1,00

"Yes, very likely" +1 1,00

see score 
mechanics 1,00 2

see score 
mechanics 1,00 3

see score 
mechanics 1,00 4

see score 
mechanics 1,00 5

see score 
mechanics 1,00 6

see score 
mechanics 1,00 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Total

"No"

Are acute climate events in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration?

Reference

Score Weight

Expected impact on revenue

Expected impact on costs

1-3 expected to increase in the future

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below)

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)

"Yes"

Observed loss of assets/property

Max. 40,0Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:   

1

Lack of adaptability of the business model

Is it likely 
that this 

relevance will 
be given in 
the future?
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Now in the new version, the combination of predefined indicators with the consideration 
of quality and pronunciation of the sources has significantly reduced the level of 
subjectivity. Nevertheless, local expertise is an important factor as it enriches the written 
sources by experience. Thus, this item on the scoring table should be used to modify the 
total score if the result is deemed too low or too high in the opinion of the expert. This 
grading option is offered in every sub-scoring. 

 

3.5 Sub-Scoring for Physical Climate Risk: Chronic 

Likewise, the assessment of this item follows the essential question “Are chronic climate 
developments in the country/region already relevant for the sector under consideration?”. 
The grading of the “no” answer is again guided by the question “Is it likely that this 
relevance will be given in the future?”. The differentiation of the “yes” answer considers 
the same six indicators: 

1. Observed loss of assets/property 

2. Expected impact on revenue 

3. Expected impact on costs 

4. Indicators 1-3 expected to increase in the future  

5. Lack of adaptability of the business model 

6. Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute climate risks  

Again, all indicators are considered to have the same impact on the total result und thus 
receive a weight of 1. 
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Figure 9: Physical Climate Risk: Chronic 

 

 

3.6 Sub-Scoring for Transition Climate Risk: GHG-Emission Contribution 

This sub-scoring is unique in the scoring tables, as it does not rely on indicators. Instead, it 
uses the percentage of the sector emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country as 
essential question. 

PLEASE NOTE: Instead of the use of a relative share of the countries emissions alone, this 
could be relativized based on the contribution of the respective sector to the country's Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP). This would offer an additional perspective as it includes the 
importance of the sector to the country’s economy. 

 

 

 

"No"

"Yes" +0,5 1,00

"Yes, very likely" +1 1,00

see score 
mechanics 1,00 2

see score 
mechanics 1,00 3

see score 
mechanics 1,00 4

see score 
mechanics 1,00 5

see score 
mechanics 1,00 6

see score 
mechanics 1,00 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration?

Score Weight

Lack of adaptability of the business model

Total

"No"
0,00 1

Is it likely 
that this 

relevance will 
be given in 
the future?

0,0 Max. 4Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:   

"Yes"

Observed loss of assets/property

Expected impact on revenue

Expected impact on costs

1-3 expected to increase in the future

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below)

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)



 

 20 

 

 Figure 10: Transition Climate Risk: GHG-Emission Contribution 

 

 

In addition to the emission contribution, in this sub-scoring there are two additional 
questions. The first reads: “Do sector activities have a negative impact on carbon sinks?” and 
it refers to the change of land use and the destruction of carbon sinks that goes along with 
it. Accordingly, there is a malus between 0 and 1 for this aspect. 

The second question is: “Are sectors in the supply chain assessed with significant or 
existential emissions?”. In a manner similar to the consideration of sectors along the supply 
chain (see above figure 6) but reduced to a more compact form, there is a malus of 0.25 to 

Total

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

"No" Add-on Factor 0 0.0

"Yes" Add-on Factor 0.5 0.5

"Yes, severely" Add-on Factor 1 1.0

"No" Add-on Factor 0 0.0

"Yes, score 3 
emissions"

Add-on Factor 0.25 0.25

"Yes, score 4 
emissions"

Add-on Factor 0.5 0.5

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the 
sector emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country

0,0 Max. 4

Percentage-Range

Do sector 
activities have a 
negative impact 
on carbon sinks?

                 X ≥ 10%

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%

                5% > X ≥ 1%

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:   

Are sectors in 
the supply 

chain assessed 
with significant 

or existential 
emissions?
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0.5 for a connection with sectors that have been assessed with results of 3 or 4 in this sub-
scoring. This reflects the consideration of scope 3 emissions. 

3.7 Sub-scoring for Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Probability 
of Regulatory Change 

Here, the scheme of the sub-scoring returns to its standard form. The essential question 
reads “Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely to be affected by 
regulatory change (now/ near future)?”. In this sense, “affected” comprises all positive or 
negative consequences that a company may have in the wake of an ESG-related regulation.  

The grading question for the “no” answer is: “Is this kind of regulation already present in 
other relevant countries?”. Please note that for this and the following sub-scorings there are 
4 grading questions for the “no” answer, resulting in an outcome between 0 and 1.5. The 
reason for this greater differentiation is: Within the field of transition risks not only events 
and situations in the country under consideration are contributing towards change and 
transformation, but events in other relevant countries as well. Here, the question whether 
another country should be considered as a “relevant” country depends on a combination of 
political, cultural, and economic ties between countries. Hence, more important than the 
geographical distance is the level of influence and connectivity between the countries. 

The indicators for the “yes” answer to the essential question are defined as follows: 

1. Announced in the country under consideration  

Please note: The term “announced” refers to the formal public communication of a 
proposed or newly enacted law or regulation. This announcement is typically made 
by the government, legislative body, or relevant authority responsible for creating 
and implementing the legislation. The purpose of announcing new legislation is to 
inform the public, stakeholders, and relevant organizations about the changes in the 
law and its implications.  

2. Established in the country under consideration 

3. Further extension of this very regulation announced 

4. Announced in other relevant countries 

5. Established in other relevant countries 

6. Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the context of catastrophes or severe 
economic losses 
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Figure 11: Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Probability of Regulatory 
Change 

 

 

As a difference to the preceding sub-scoring, not all indicators are assigned the same weight. 
An established legislation weights higher than an announced one, and these weights should 
further be differentiated whether they are happening in the country under consideration 
or other relevant countries. Please note that the total of the weights remains at 6 for all 6 
indicators. 

  

"No"

"Yes, it is planned" +0.5 1,00

"Yes, it is established" +1.0 1,00

"Yes, it is established and a 
further extention is planned"

+1.5 1,00

see score 
mechanics 1,00 2

see score 
mechanics 2,00 3

see score 
mechanics 0,50 4

see score 
mechanics 0,50 5

see score 
mechanics 1,00 6

see score 
mechanics 1,00 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

0,0 Max. 4Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   

"Yes"

Announced in the country under consideration

Established in the country under consideration 

Further extension of this very regulation announced

Announced in other relevant countries 

Established in other relevant countries

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catstrophes or economic losses

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely 
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)?

Score Weight

Is this kind of 
regulation 

already 
present in 

other 
relevant 

countries?

Total

"No"
1
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3.8 Sub-scoring for Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Impact of 
Regulatory Change 

Following the assessment of the probability of regulatory change, the sub-scoring to assess 
its impact answers the essential question “Is it likely that the regulatory change will have 
an ESG-impact (in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector?”.  

Here, the grading question for the “no” answer combines two aspects: “Is the assessed score 
for “Probability of Regulatory Change” > 1.5 AND is an ESG-impact observed in other 
relevant countries?” If any of both are denied, the influence is assessed as 0. If both are 
given, depending on their level of ESG-impact (between impact assumed, impact perceived 
and heigh impact perceived) the grading results in a value between 0.5 and 1.5 respectively. 
Here, as with the term “affected”, the term “ESG impact” refers to all positive or negative 
consequences that a company may have in the wake of an ESG-related regulation. 

The first two indicators for the “yes” answer are of special importance: 

1. Effect on the business model 

2. Strong effect on the business model 

In both cases, the "effect on the business model" refers to the impact or changes that a 
regulatory change may have on the fundamental structure, operations, and profitability 
of a business. It reflects how various internal and external elements influence the way a 
company conducts its activities, generates revenue, and sustains its operations. 
Understanding the effect on the business model is essential for assessing the 
consequences of transition risk. The “strong” effect includes the evaluation that effect 
under consideration is of particular intensity. In this context, it might come as a surprise 
that the weighting of the indicator “effect” is twice the weight of the “strong effect”. 
This is because both are considered cumulative: If there is a strong effect, both indicators 
are given and checked, and to prevent an inflation of scores the “strong” effect was 
weighted to a lesser extent. Similar aspects referring to the cumulative scores are visible 
below with other indicators as well. 

The remaining indicators are: 

3. 1-2 expected to increase in the future (referring to the first and second indicator 
respectively) 

4. 1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries (again referring to the first and second 
indicator) 

5. Impact on the value chain (i.e. the sector is a node point in the value chain and 
crucial for other sectors that rely on its products or services) 

6. Lack of adaptability of the business model 
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Figure 12: Transition Climate Risk: Transitional Intensity; Impact of Regulatory Change 

 

 

  

"No, probability score < 1.5 or 
no ESG impact assumed"

"Yes, score > 1.5 and an ESG 
impact is assumed"

+0.5 1,00

"Yes, score > 1.5 and an ESG 
impact is perceived"

+1.0 1,00

"Yes, score > 1.5 and a high ESG 
impact is perceived"

+1.5 1,00

see score 
mechanics 2,00 2

see score 
mechanics 1,00 3

see score 
mechanics 0,50 4

see score 
mechanics 1,00 5

see score 
mechanics 0,50 6

see score 
mechanics 1,00 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

1

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector?

Score Weight Total

"No"

Is probability 
of regulatory 
change > 1.5 
AND an ESG-

impact is 
observed in 

other relevant 
countries?

"Yes"

Effect on the business model

Strong effect on the business model

1-2 expected to increase in the future

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries

Impact on the value chain

Lack of adaptability of the business model

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   0,0 Max. 4
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3.9 Sub-scoring for Transition Climate Risk: Technological Change 

Without technical alternatives, no transformation is possible. For example, the abolishment 
of the combustion engine is only conceivable because electric mobility offers an alternative 
within the scope of personal transport.  

The alternatives considered in this sub-scoring, however, do not always have to be strictly 
technical. They can also refer to processes and approaches that offer a more sustainable 
alternative to the conventional status quo, as is the case for example in organic farming (as 
an alternative to conventional farming) or in hydrogen-powered steel manufacturing. 

Sometimes, however, the only sustainable alternative is to quit a certain practice or 
technology completely: In the tobacco-sector, for example, e-cigarettes are not a sustainable 
alternative. Hence, the only sustainable alternative here is to quit smoking completely. 
Thus, the technological change threatening that sector is an increase of the number of non-
smokers. 

So, this sub-scoring is based on the essential question “Is an alternative 
technology/methodology with sustainability-related advantages available/ used in this 
sector in the country under consideration?”.  

As with the previous indicator, the grading question for the “no” answer refers to other 
relevant countries; it reads: “Is this technology available/ used in this sector in other 
relevant countries?”  

Accordingly, the indicators for the “yes” answer also include this differentiation: 

1. Use in the country under consideration 

2. Heavy use in the country under consideration 

3. Use in other relevant countries 

4. Heavy use in other relevant countries 

5. Accepted economic benefit of technology (lower costs and/or higher yields) 

6. Accepted strong economic benefit of technology (much lower costs and/or much 
higher yields) 
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 Figure 13: Transition Climate Risk: Technological Change 

 

 

3.10 Sub-scoring for Transition Climate Risk: Customer Behavior 

The last indicator to consider is the level of acceptance of the new technology (or the 
willingness to adapt one's own behavior as explained as has been discussed on the example 
of the tobacco sector) by the customers. This is based on the essential question “Are 
customers accepting/demanding the new technology (see above assessment of technological 
change) in the country under consideration?”.  

Accordingly, the grading question for the “no” answer is: “Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very technology in other, export-relevant countries?”. Here, instead of 
referring to various ways of cultural or political connections between countries, the focus 
is an economic one: If countries are connected in trade, the demand of new technologies/ 
approaches can greatly be accelerated by the demand/ preferences in the customer-country.   

"No"

"No, to date it is just at 
theory/ study-level"

+0.5 1,00

"Yes, it is available and used 
in other relevant countries"

+1.0 1,00

"Yes, it is heavily used 
in other relevant countries"

+1.5 1,00

see score 
mechanics 1,00 2

see score 
mechanics 1,00 3

see score 
mechanics 0,50 4

see score 
mechanics 1,00 5

see score 
mechanics 1,50 6

see score 
mechanics 1,00 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

1

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

Is an alternative technology/methodology with 
sustainability-related advantages available/used 
in this sector in the country under consideration?

Score Weight Total

"No"

Is this 
technology 
available/

used in this 
sector in other 

relevant 
countries?

"Yes"

Use in the country under consideration

Heavy use in the country under consideration

Use in other relevant countries 

Heavy use in other relevant countries

Accepted economic benefit of technology 
(lower costs and/or higher yields)

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology 
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields)

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   0,0 Max. 4
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Figure 14: Transition Climate Risk: Customer Behavior 

 

 

The indicators for the “yes” answer focus on the different aspects that may act as a driver 
for customer demand: 

1. Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 

2. Perceived benefits in health 

3. Perceived benefits in quality/durability 

4. Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 

5. Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 

6. VIP-Advocates 

"No"

"Yes, the use can be recognised 
in its beginnings"

+0.5 1,00

"Yes, the use can be 
clearly recognised"

+1.0 1,00

"Yes, the strong use can be 
clearly recognised"

+1.5 1,00

see score 
mechanics 2,00 2

see score 
mechanics 1,00 3

see score 
mechanics 1,00 4

see score 
mechanics 0,50 5

see score 
mechanics 1,00 6

see score 
mechanics 0,50 7

see score 
mechanics +/- 8

1

NACE 
Code Sector Name

Scoring 

Reference

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology 
(see above assessment of technological change) 

in the country under consideration?
Score Weight Total

"No"

 Are 
customers 
accepting/
demanding 

this very 
technology in 
other, export-

relevant 
countries? 

"Yes"

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance
from the user's perspective

Perceived benefits in health 
from the user's perspective

Perceived benefits in quality/durability
from the user's perspective

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image

VIP-Advocates

Local expert grading (score-modification between 
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below)

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   0,0 Max. 4
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The weighting emphasizes the fact that economic-based arguments often play a major role 
in customer decisions and dominate other benefit categories (summed up in the statement 
of a market-analyzer “ego-benefit always tops eco-benefit”).  

 

4. Overview of the Risk Radar for Armenian Economic Sectors 

The ESG risk score of each economic sector is represented in Appendix 1. The figure below 
shows economic sectors with high risk only. The assessments and scorings of each high-risk 
sector is represented in Appendix 2. 

Figure 15: High-risk Economic Sectors 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: High-risk Economic Sectors 
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5. Heat Map Assessment 

In passage number 36, the Basle Committee recommends: “Banks should also identify, 
measure, evaluate, monitor, report and manage the concentrations within and between risk 
types associated with climate-related financial risks. For example, banks could use metrics 
or heatmaps to assess and monitor concentration of exposure to geographies and sectors 
with higher climate-related risk” (BIS 2022, 6). 

With the results of the sectors scores, it is possible to formulate such a heat map. It gives an 
overview over the concentrations of climate-related and other ESG risks in the loan 
portfolio of the bank. Such a Heat Map can be formulated for individual financial 
institutions or on an aggregated level for a whole country.  

The heatmap enables the use of Risk Radar results (identified sectoral risks) for the 
assessment of risks to the financial system, particularly the credit risk. The heatmap was 
developed based on the volumes of loans granted to residents in Armenia, as of March 2024. 

The findings indicate that approximately 15.38% of the banking system’s loans are allocated 
to sectors at high risk (see Figure 31 ). These loans are directed to economic sectors with 
high-risk scores of 7, 8, and 9. Nearly 40% of loans are distributed to sectors that encompass 
not only high-risk categories (scores 7, 8, and 9) but also vulnerable sectors (scores 5 and 6). 
Heatmaps can be utilized by financial organizations with both small and large portfolios. 
This tool offers an initial overview of the extent to which financial organizations are 
exposed to climate risks. For a more detailed risk assessment at the client level, specific 
assessment modifiers can be defined for each sector, using a short questionnaire. This 
approach allows for analyzing the degree to which a given company is exposed to the same 
risk as its sector, and whether this risk exposure is equivalent. Consequently, both 
restrictions and implications for pricing and collateral requirements can be established for 
borrowers, further enhancing the comprehensiveness of the ESG risk management process. 
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Figure 16: RISK RADAR AND HEATMAP 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7-9  

Construction 5,33% 
16,25% Agriculture. Growing of non-perennial crops 3,96% 

Agriculture. Growing of perennial crops 2,95% 

 5-6  
Financial and insurance activities 6,91% 

12,94% Manufacture of food products 1,7% 
Accommodation and food service activities 1,75% 

 3-4  
Wholesale and retail trade 8,02% 

9,79% Real estate activities 0.41% 
Information and communication 0.33% 

 1-2  
Professional, scientific and technical activities 0.52% 

3,4% Education 0.12% 
Other service activities 2,76% 

  Unrated (Retail) 57,63% 57,63% 

 

Loan Portfolio Volume 
2,289,929,232 thousand AMD 

Vulnerable 22,73% 

High ESG Risks 16,25% 

Low Risk 3,4% 
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 2 

A. Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 

Growing of non-perennial crops 

Total Score 

 

A 1.1 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-
perennial crops 

Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  3.0 

3.3 

1  

Chronic 3.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.81 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 

1.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 5  

Technological 
Change 

1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 1.0 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

1.00 

2.5 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    9 8.56 
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Acute Climate Risk 

 

 

 

A 
1.1 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant for 
the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.75 1.00 0.75 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

A 
1.1 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

A 
1.1 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have a 
negative impact on carbon 
sinks? 

"No"   Add-on Factor 
0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on Factor 
0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x Add-on Factor 
1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   
Add-on Factor 
0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on Factor 
0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  Add-on Factor 
0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

A 
1.1 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this kind of regulation 
already present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established and 
a further extention is 
planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration    2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the context of 
catastrophes or severe economic losses 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Economic Impact of Regulatory Change 

A 
1.1 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact (in the 
form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory Change” 
> 1.5 AND is an ESG-impact 
observed in other relevant 
countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 and 
an ESG impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 and 
an ESG impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 and 
a high ESG impact 
is perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

0.00 +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

A 
1.1 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this technology available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  
"No, to date it is just 
at  
theory/ study-level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

0.00 +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

A 
1.1 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of non-perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, export-
relevant countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use can 
be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Growing of perennial crops 

Total 

A 
1.2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical Climate 
Risk 

Acute  3.0 

3.3 

1  

Chronic 3.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.81 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.0 

1.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 5  

Technological Change 1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 1.0 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

1.0 

2.8 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    9 8.81 
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Acute Climate Risk 

A 
1.2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant for 
the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

A 
1.2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

A 
1.2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have a 
negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

A 
1.2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this kind of regulation 
already present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further extention 
is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.00 2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the context 
of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

A 
1.2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact (in 
the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an ESG-
impact observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG impact 
is assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG impact 
is perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future   0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:       2.0 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

A 
1.2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this technology available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  
"No, to date it is just 
at  
theory/ study-level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

A 
1.2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - growing of perennial crops 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Animal Production 

Total 

A 
01.4 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical Climate 
Risk 

Acute  3.0 

3.3 

1  

Chronic 3.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.81 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.0 

1.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 5  

Technological Change 1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 1.0 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 

2.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 8.31 
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Acute Climate Risk 

A 
01.4 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.50 1.00 0.50 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

-0.50 +/- -0.50 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

A 
01.4 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.75 1.00 0.75 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.75 1.00 0.75 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

-0.75 +/- -0.75 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

A 
01.4 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the 
sector emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities 
have a negative impact 
on carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x 
Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

A 
01.4 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, it is 
established" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is 
established and a 
further extention is 
planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.00 2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic 
losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

A 
01.4 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-
impact (in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the 
sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of 
Regulatory Change” > 
1.5 AND is an ESG-
impact observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   2.0 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

A 01.4 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal 
Production 

Scoring  
Reference 

 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this 
technology 
available/ 
used in this 
sector in other 
relevant 
countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it 
is just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is 
available and 
used  
in other 
relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is 
heavily used  
in other 
relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under 
consideration 

0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under 
consideration 

0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of 
technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of 
technology  
(much lower costs and/or much 
higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-
modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary 
below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

A 
01.4 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Animal Production 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers 
accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:     1.0 Max. 4 
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Forestry and Logging 

Total 

A 
2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  3.0 

3.3 

1  

Chronic 3.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.81 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 

1.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.5 5  

Technological Change 1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 0.5 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

1.00 

2.8 

8  

Other Environmental Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    9 8.81 
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Acute Climate Risk 

A 
2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.75 1.00 0.75 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

A 
2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

A 
2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities 
have a negative impact 
on carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x 
Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
 

 
 

 

 



 

 62 

Probability of Regulatory Change 

A 
2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration    2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

A 
2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-
impact (in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the 
sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future   0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.50 0.50 0.25 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

A 
2 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.25 0.50 0.13 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

A 
2 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Forestry and Logging 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers 
accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    0.5 Max. 4 
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Fishing and Aquaculture 

Total 

A 
3 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical Climate 
Risk 

Acute  2.5 

2.8 

1  

Chronic 3.0 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.31 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

1.0 

0.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

0.0 5  

Technological Change 1.0 6  

Customer Behavior 0.5 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 

2.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    7 7.31 
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Acute Climate Risk 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

A 
3 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Established in the country under consideration    2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No" x 

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

x 

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes"   

Effect on the business model 0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:     0.0 Max. 4 
 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 72 

Technological Change 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is 
available and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.00 1.50 0.00 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

A 
3 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing - Fishing and Aquaculture 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers 
accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:  0.5 Max. 4 
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B. Mining and Quarrying 

Total 

B Mining and Quarrying Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  3.0 

2.8 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.5 

2.31 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.5 

1.1 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

1.5 5  

Technological Change 0.5 6  

Customer Behavior 0.0 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

1.00 

3.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 8.31 
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Acute Climate Risk 

B Mining and Quarrying 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.25 1.00 0.25 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

B Mining and Quarrying 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.25 1.00 0.25 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.25 1.00 0.25 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

B Mining and Quarrying 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1% x 2.50  

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes" x Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

  0.50  

"Yes, severely"   
Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

x Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

  0.50  

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

B Mining and Quarrying 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.50 2.00 1.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

  0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries    0.50 0.00 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

B Mining and Quarrying 
Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact (in 
the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is probability of regulatory 
change > 1.5 AND an ESG-
impact is observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG impact 
is assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG impact 
is perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model   1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future   0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries   1.00 0.00 5  

Impact on the value chain   0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model   1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:     1.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

B Mining and Quarrying 
Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration   1.00 0.00 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration   1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries   1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

  1.50 0.00 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:  0.5 Max. 4 
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C. Manufacturing 

Manufacturing of Tobacco Products 

Total 

C 
12 

Manufacture of Tobacco Products Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  2.0 

2.3 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.0 

2.75 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of 
regulatory Change 

2.5 

2.5 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.5 5  

Technological Change 2.0 6  

Customer Behavior 3.0 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

1.00 

3.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

1.0 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 8.25 
 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 82 

Acute Climate Risk 

C 
12 Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 
for acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.50 1.00 0.50 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

C 
12 Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
chronic climate risks (see table below) 

0.75 1.00 0.75 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

C 
12 

Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the 
sector emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25% x 1.50  

                   

Do sector activities 
have a negative 
impact on carbon 
sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

x 
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

  0.50  

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

C 
12 

Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.75 2.00 1.50 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Changes 

C 
12 Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

C 
12 Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is 
available and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.75 1.50 1.13 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:   2.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

C 
12 Manufacture of Tobacco Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers 
accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.25 1.00 0.25 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:     3.0 Max. 4 
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Manufacture of Coke and Refined Petroleum Products 

Total 

C 
19 

Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  2.5 

2.5 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.5 

3.06 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

3.0 

2.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.5 5  

Technological Change 2.0 6  

Customer Behavior 3.0 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 

2.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 7.81 
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Acute Climate Risk 

C 
19 Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

C 
19 

Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

C 
19 Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5% x 2.00  

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely" x Add-on 
Factor 1 

  1.00  

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

x 
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

  0.25  

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

C 
19 

Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.50 2.00 1.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

C 
19 Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an ESG-
impact observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.75 0.50 0.38 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:  2.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

C 
19 Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  
Reference 

 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in 
other relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is 
available and 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.75 0.50 0.38 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.75 1.50 1.13 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification 
between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

C 
19 

Manufacture of Coke and refined Petroleum Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Manufacture of Chemicals and Chemical Products 

Total 

C 
20 

Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  3.0 

2.8 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.5 

2.44 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.5 

1.4 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

1.0 5  

Technological Change 1.0 6  

Customer Behavior 1.0 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 

2.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    7 7.44 
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Acute Climate Risk 

C 
20 

Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.25 1.00 0.25 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
 

 
 

 



 

 99 

Chronic Climate Risk 

C 
20 Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.25 1.00 0.25 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

C 
20 Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5% x 3.00  

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely"   
Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

x Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

  0.25  

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

C 
20 Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this kind of regulation 
already present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.50 2.00 1.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

C 
20 

Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact (in 
the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an ESG-
impact observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:  1.0 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

C 
20 Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  
Reference 

 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.00 1.50 0.00 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

C 
20 Manufacture of Chemicals and chemical Products 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.75 0.50 0.38 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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D. Electricity, Gas, Stream and Air Conditioning Supply 

Total 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply Scoring  Reference 
 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  2.5 

2.5 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

3.31 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

3.5 

2.6 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.5 5  

Technological Change 2.0 6  

Customer Behavior 2.5 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 

2.5 

8  

Other Environmental Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 8.31 
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Acute Climate Risk 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant 
for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region 
already relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance 
will be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have a 
negative impact on carbon 
sinks? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely"   Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.75 2.00 1.50 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this technology 
available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is 
available and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.75 0.50 0.38 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.75 1.50 1.13 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

D Electricity, Gas, Steam and Air Conditioning Supply 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.75 1.00 0.75 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

-0.50 +/- -0.50 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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E. Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Total 

0 
Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical Climate 
Risk 

Acute  1.5 

2.0 

1  

Chronic 2.5 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.0 

2.63 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

3.5 

2.3 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

2.0 5  

Technological Change 1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 2.0 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 

2.3 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    7 6.88 
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Acute Climate Risk 

E Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant for 
the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

E Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
 

 
 

 

 



 

 116 

GHG Emissions 

E Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5% x 3.00  

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have a 
negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely"   Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

E 
Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.75 2.00 1.50 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

E Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.50 0.50 0.25 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:      2.0 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

E 
Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this technology available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is 
just at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

E Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management and Remediation 
Activities 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, export-
relevant countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.50 2.00 1.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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F. Construction 

Total 

F Construction Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical 
Climate Risk 

Acute  2.0 

2.0 

1  

Chronic 2.0 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 3.0 

2.44 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.5 

1.9 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

1.5 5  

Technological Change 1.5 6  

Customer Behavior 2.0 7  

Other ESG 
Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 

2.8 

8  

Other Environmental Risks Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    7 7.19 
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Acute Climate Risk 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant for 
the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

0.50 +/- 0.50 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for 
acute climate risks (see table below) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

0.50 +/- 0.50 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10%     

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1% x 2.50  

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   
Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes" x 
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

  0.25  

"Yes, severely"   Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the 
supply chain assessed 
with significant or 
existential emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

x 
Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

  0.25  

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is this kind of 
regulation already 
present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.75 2.00 1.50 3  

Further extension of this very regulation 
announced 

0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.25 0.50 0.13 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.5 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an ESG-
impact observed in other 
relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.75 2.00 1.50 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.00 0.50 0.00 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this technology available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  
"No, to date it is just 
at  
theory/ study-level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.25 1.00 0.25 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.50 1.50 0.75 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.5 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

F Construction 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.50 2.00 1.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

-0.50 +/- -0.50 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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G. Transportation and Storage 

Total 

H Transportation and Storage Scoring  Reference 

 

  

Physical Climate 
Risk 

Acute  3.0 

3.0 

1  

Chronic 3.0 2  

Transition 
Climate Risk 

GHG-Emission Contribution 4.0 

2.63 

3  

Transitional 
Intensity 

Probability of regulatory 
Change 

2.0 

1.3 

4  

Economic Impact of 
regulatory Change 

1.5 5  

Technological Change 1.0 6  

Customer Behavior 0.5 7  

Other ESG Risks  

Loss of Biodiversity Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 

2.75 

8  

Other Environmental Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 9  

Possible Human Rights Issues Add-on 
Factor 

0.5 10  

Other Social Risks 
Add-on 
Factor 

0.75 11  

ESG-Risk Score at Sector-Level:    8 8.38 
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Acute Climate Risk 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are acute climate events in the country/region already relevant for the 
sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will be 
given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.75 1.00 0.75 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Acute Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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Chronic Climate Risk 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 

 

  

Are chronic climate developments in the country/region already 
relevant for the sector under consideration? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   Is it likely that this relevance will 
be given in the future? 

  "No"  

  "Yes"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  
"Yes, very 
likely" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Observed loss of assets/property 0.50 1.00 0.50 2  

Expected impact on revenue 0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Expected impact on costs 0.75 1.00 0.75 4  

1-3 expected to increase in the future 0.50 1.00 0.50 5  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.50 1.00 0.50 6  

Sectors in the supply chain have a score >2.5 for acute 
climate risks (see table below) 

  1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Chronic Climate Risk Score at Sector-Level:    3.0 Max. 4 
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GHG Emissions 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Assignment of a score depending on the percentage of the sector 
emissions (X) of the total emissions of the country 

  

 

Percentage-
Range 

Total  

                 X ≥ 10% x 4.00 

  

 

                10% > X ≥ 7.5%      

                 7.5% > X ≥  5%      

                5% > X ≥ 1%      

                 1% > X ≥  0.5%      

                 0.5% > X ≥  0.25%      

                   

Do sector activities have 
a negative impact on 
carbon sinks? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes"   Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

"Yes, severely"   Add-on 
Factor 1 

     

                   

Are sectors in the supply 
chain assessed with 
significant or existential 
emissions? 

"No"   Add-on 
Factor 0 

    

  

 

"Yes, score 3 
emissions" 

  Add-on 
Factor 0.25 

     

"Yes, score 4 
emissions" 

  
Add-on 
Factor 0.5 

     

GHG-Emission Contribution Score at Sector-Level:    4.0 Max. 4 
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Probability of Regulatory Change 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is the business case of the sector under consideration likely  
to be affected by regulatory change (now/ near future)? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this kind of regulation 
already present in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  "Yes, it is planned"   1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, it is established"   1.00  

  
"Yes, it is established 
and a further 
extention is planned" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Announced in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Established in the country under consideration  0.00 2.00 0.00 3  

Further extension of this very regulation announced 0.00 0.50 0.00 4  

Announced in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Established in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 6  

Perceived pressure of the population i.e. in the 
context of catastrophes or severe economic losses 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Probability of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    2.0 Max. 4 
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Impact of Regulatory Change 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

 Is it likely that the regulatory change will have an ESG-impact 
(in the form of opportunities, risks, costs) on the sector? 

  

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

Is the assessed score for 
“Probability of Regulatory 
Change” > 1.5 AND is an 
ESG-impact observed in 
other relevant countries? 

  

"No, probability 
score < 1.5 or no 
ESG impact 
assumed" 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
assumed" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and an ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, score > 1.5 
and a high ESG 
impact is 
perceived" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Effect on the business model 0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Strong effect on the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

1-2 expected to increase in the future 0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

1 or 2 obvious in other relevant countries 0.75 1.00 0.75 5  

Impact on the value chain 0.75 0.50 0.38 6  

Lack of adaptability of the business model 0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Impact of regulatory Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:      1.5 Max. 4 
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Technological Change 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Is an alternative technology/methodology with  
sustainability-related advantages available/used  
in this sector in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   
Is this technology available/ 
used in this sector in other 
relevant countries? 

  "No"  

  

"No, to date it is just 
at  
theory/ study-
level" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  

"Yes, it is available 
and used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

  

"Yes, it is heavily 
used  
in other relevant 
countries" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Use in the country under consideration 0.75 1.00 0.75 2  

Heavy use in the country under consideration 0.00 1.00 0.00 3  

Use in other relevant countries  0.50 0.50 0.25 4  

Heavy use in other relevant countries 0.00 1.00 0.00 5  

Accepted economic benefit of technology  
(lower costs and/or higher yields) 

0.00 1.50 0.00 6  

Accepted strong economic benefit of technology  
(much lower costs and/or much higher yields) 

0.00 1.00 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

  +/- 0.00 8  

Technological Change Risk Score at Sector-Level:    1.0 Max. 4 
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Customer Behavior 

H Transportation and Storage 

Scoring  

Reference 
 

  

Are customers accepting/demanding the new technology  
(see above assessment of technological change)  
in the country under consideration?   

 

Score Weight Total 

 

"No"   

 Are customers 
accepting/ 
demanding this very 
technology in other, 
export-relevant 
countries?  

  "No"  

  
"Yes, the use can be 
recognised in its 
beginnings" 

  1.00 

0.00 1 

 

  "Yes, the use can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

  
"Yes, the strong use 
can be  
clearly recognised" 

  1.00  

"Yes" x 

Perceived benefits in costs/maintenance 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 2.00 0.00 2  

Perceived benefits in health  
from the user's perspective 

0.50 1.00 0.50 3  

Perceived benefits in quality/durability 
from the user's perspective 

0.00 1.00 0.00 4  

Perceived benefits to society and ecosystems 0.50 0.50 0.25 5  

Mass Media presence conveying a positive image 0.00 1.00 0.00 6  

VIP-Advocates 0.00 0.50 0.00 7  

Local expert grading (score-modification between  
-0.5 and +0.5, see commentary below) 

-0.50 +/- -0.50 8  

Customer Behavior Risk Score at Sector-Level:    0.5 Max. 4 
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