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INTRODUCTION  

SASB’s mission is to develop and disseminate industry-specific accounting standards for 

material sustainability issues for use by U.S. publicly-listed corporations and their investors, 

such that sustainability performance can be evaluated alongside financial performance. SASB 

standards will identify, prioritize and describe material non-financial risks and opportunities and 

provide decision-useful information for the benefit of companies, investors and the public. 

SASB was accredited by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) as a national standard 

developer in December, 2012, and follows ANSI best practices for standards development, 

summarized below:  

- Consensus on a proposed standard by a group or “consensus body” that includes 

representatives from materially affected and interested parties  

- Broad-based public review and comment on draft standards 

- Consideration of and response to comments submitted by voting members of the 

relevant consensus body and by public review commenters 

- Incorporation of approved changes into a draft standard  

- The right to appeal by any participant that believes that due process principles were not 

sufficiently respected during the standards development in accordance with the ANSI-

accredited procedures of the standards developer1 

SASB’S INDUSTRY WORKING GROUP OVERVIEW 

SASB Industry Working Groups (IWGs) play a critical role in helping achieve SASB’s mission. IWG 

members are industry experts with at least 5-years of experience in the industry for which they 

are reviewing SASB Standards. They are recruited across the following interest groups: 

reporting entities (corporations), market participants (investors and analysts) and, public 

interest/intermediaries (NGOs, academics, government officials, NGOs, etc.). IWGs convene to 

review SASB’s evidence-based research of Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) factors 

that are determined to be material for their industry and related key performance indicators 

(KPIs). IWGs provide important feedback on these KPIs, providing additional evidence of 

financial impact and/or evidence of interest, as well as commenting on SASB’s forward looking 

adjustments on material issues. 

Objective & Approach 

SASB Standards refine the set of ESG issues (shown in Exhibit A) into a minimum set of ESG 

issues that are material to each industry through evidence-based research focused on evidence 

of financial impact and evidence of interest. Simply stated, SASB 

                                                                 
1http://www.ansi.org/standards_activities/domestic_programs/overview.aspx?menuid=3 

http://www.ansi.org/standards_activities/domestic_programs/overview.aspx?menuid=3
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IWG objectives are to solicit technical feedback on Sustainability Accounting Standards from interest groups that will be affected by 

the Standards.  

Exhibit A – Universe of ESG Issues Researched by SASB for Materiality

 

SASB’s industry expert review through its IWGs helps ensure that draft Sustainability Accounting Standards address issues that 

are truly material to each industry, resulting in KPIs that are: applicable; auditable; complete; cost-effective; directional useful, 

and; relevant. In other words, SASB Standards are decision-useful to investors and market participants. 
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Thematic Sectors and Industry Working Group Recruiting 

SASB categorizes industries into thematic sectors and industry working groups based on their 

resource intensity as well as their sustainability innovation potential. The system by which SASB 

groups industries into thematic sectors and IWGs is known as SASB’s Sustainable Industry 

Classification System™ (SICS™). SICS™ ties back to standard classification systems, such as 

Bloomberg’s Industry Classification and Global Industry Classification Systems, so users don’t 

have to learn another system.  

Following ANSI’s 

principles of openness, 

balance, lack of 

dominance, 

coordination, 

harmonization, and a 

consideration of all 

views and objections, 

SASB convenes working 

groups comprised of 

industry experts to 

review the material 

ESG issues and related 

Sustainability 

Standards drafted by 

SASB’s research team.  

OPEN ENROLLMENT 

Enrollment in IWGs is 

open to all qualified 

participants; industry experts register to join IWGs via SASB’s online registration form. 

Applicants’ suitability for IWGs are screened by SASB’s Stakeholder Engagement Team (SET) to 

ensure that they have significant experience and expertise in their fields and are actively 

involved in US capital markets. SET also monitors enrollment in IWGs to ensure that 

participation is balanced across the following three interest groups: 

1. Corporations (reporting entities) 

2. Market Participants (investors and analysts) 

3. Public Interest/Intermediaries (NGOs, academics, government officials, NGOs, others 

not included in groups 1 and 2 above.)  

 

http://www.sasb.org/engage/join-an-iwg/
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ACTIVE OUTREACH  

SASB also conducts active outreach to recruit IWG participants via a variety of channels to 

ensure that interest groups are balanced across all industries in the thematic sector covered 

each quarter.  

TARGETED OUTREACH – PHASE I  

IWG recruiting begins with broad outreach across a variety of channels roughly two-months 

prior to the kick-off of each working group. Ads are placed through SASB media partners 

(including Bloomberg, Responsible Investor, and Greenbiz), as well as through channels 

relevant to the industries being covered that quarter. 

Referrals are by far the best source for recruiting IWG members. During Phase I of targeted 

outreach, SET leverages SASB’s Board of Directors, Advisory Council, and subscribers to SASB’s 

newsletter through an email blast requesting referrals to industry experts in upcoming IWGs. 

SET also reaches out to professionals in the top five2 publicly-traded companies in each of the 

industries covered in the sector (as well as analysts covering these companies). (See Appendix I 

for a list of companies targeted in Phase I outreach for the Healthcare IWGs). 

When referrals are not available, contact information is obtained through publicly-available 

channels such as LinkedIn and Google searches. SASB also subscribes to Data.com, through 

which SET acquires contact information for potential IWG participants. 

TARGETED OUTREACH – PHASE II  

As registrants begin to populate SASB IWGs, more narrowly-focused outreach becomes 

necessary. This targeted approach focuses on areas in which open enrollment and Phase I 

Outreach results are “thin” and vulnerable to imbalance.  

Targeted outreach to attract participants in specific industry AND interest group levels involves: 

a second approach to Board and Advisory Council members seeking referrals in the specified 

areas of need; highly targeted media outreach; LinkedIn, industry/trade association outreach; 

seeking referrals from IWG registrants. 

 

OUTREACH AND ADVERTISING CHANNELS 

Edelman will become SASB’s agency of record in January 2013. Development of outreach 

strategy, tactics and channels, with an emphasis on sectors SASB will be covering in 2013 will be 

among Edelman’s top priorities for Q113.  

                                                                 
2
Company size is determined by revenue; this list is compiled by SASB’s research team. Beginning with the 

Financial Services sector, Phase I outreach will target the top ten companies by industry. 
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SASB’s media partners in 2012 were Responsible Industries (RI), Sustainable Industries (SI) and 

Greenbiz. Although not an official media partner, Bloomberg Sustainability has been a 

tremendous media resource for SASB. These media partners helped publicize IWG recruiting for 

Healthcare, in addition to providing coverage of general developments at SASB from time to 

time. 

IWG Process, Tools and Materials 

IWG participants provide vital feedback on proposed SASB Standards during a one-month 

period of structured engagement. During this time, IWG participants review SASB Industry 

Briefs and the SASB Materiality Map™ for their industry and are encouraged to contribute 

evidence supporting or refuting the financial impact of and/or interest in material issues and 

related KPIs drafted by SASB.  

IWGs commence with introductory webinars through which IWG participants become familiar 

with SASB and the IWG work flow (shown in Exhibit B). Participants are provided with the 

following tools and materials through which to conduct their work: 

 A SASB Industry Brief for their industry3 

 SASB’s Materiality Map™ for their industry 

 Access to Podio, an online platform through which industry experts: receive material 

from SASB; are able to share evidence related to issues material to their industry; can 

communicate through an open forum with other group members, and; can 

communicate directly with other group members and SASB 

 An electronic survey designed to capture detailed feedback on SASB Standards  

Minimum levels of participation in SASB’s IWGs require that participants 1) read the SASB 

Industry Brief and suggested KPIs for the industry in which they are enrolled and, 2) complete 

the online survey providing feedback on the Brief and KPIs. Participation in online discussions 

via IWG fora and attendance of webinars and follow up conferences is optional.  

Survey results, as well as comments made via Podio and through email are compiled and 

submitted to SASB’S research team for review for consideration as the Standards are finalized. 

All IWG communication with SASB is retained by SASB to document the Standards development 

process. IWG members may also suggest other issues for which they have evidence of 

materiality of issues they believe should be included in SASB’s Standards.   

                                                                 
3 IWG participants have access to all SASB Research Briefs and Materiality Maps for their sector but are 
invited only to complete surveys relevant to their industry. 
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Exhibit B – SASB’s Work Flow, One Sector per Quarter
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Healthcare IWGs – SASB’s Inaugural Working Groups 

SASB’s inaugural industry working groups (IWGs) covering the healthcare sector were convened 

for a period of structured engagement from November 1st through December 7th, 20134. The 

groups were structured as follows:

 

 Health Care IWGs Industries 

Biotech & Pharma 

Biotechnology 

Pharmaceuticals 

Medical Technology Medical Equipment & Supplies 

Health Care Delivery 

Health Care Delivery 

Health Care Distributors and Pharmacy Benefit 

Managers 

Managed Care 

 

 

HEALTHCARE IWG COMPOSITION 

RECRUITING – PLANNED VS. ACTUAL 

Recruiting for Healthcare IWGs pre-dated SASB’s official launch; as such, recruiting for these 

groups was challenging. With this in mind, SASB set modest goals for recruiting IWG 

participants for the healthcare sector, and aimed to recruit five experts per interest group per 

industry, for a total of 90 respondents5.  

In total, 127 participants enrolled in SASB’s Healthcare IWGs. Exhibit C shows SASB’s planned 

vs. actual IWG recruiting results by industry and interest group. 

 

 

                                                                 
4 Periods of Structured Engagement for SASB Industry Working Groups generally span a 1-month period. 
Healthcare IWGs were extended by one week to accommodate participants affected by Hurricane 
Sandy, the November election and technical issues associated with Podio and FluidSurveys, the platform 
through which their feedback was captured. 
5 Targets for minimum participation levels for SASB’s upcoming Financial Sector IWGs is set at 12 experts 
per interest group per industry, for a minimum of 288 participants for the sector overall. 
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Exhibit C – Healthcare IWG Recruiting – Planned vs. Actual 
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SASB Healthcare IWG members included industry expertise from well-respected entities 

including: 

 Aetna 

 Baxter 

 Biogen Idec 

 Bloomberg  

 Calvert 

 DaVita 

 Deloitte 

 Johnson & Johnson 

 Kaiser Permanente  

 Merck 

 Novo Nordisk 

 Pfizer 

 PwC 

 Practice Greenhealth 

 UAW Retiree Medical 

Benefit Trust 

 UBS 

 UCSF Medical Center 

 Weston Solutions 

  

For a list6 of SASB’s healthcare industry working group participants, please refer to  

Appendix II. 

Healthcare IWG Surveys  

SURVEY COMPOSITION & ADMINISTRATION 

Composition  

Healthcare IWG surveys were structured to solicit feedback on the minimum set of material 

issues outlined in SASB’s Industry Briefs. The “minimum set” represents the distillation of the 

highest priority material issues that are most key to an industry, based on evidence analyzed by 

SASB’s research team. Material issues identified by SASB’s research team for the Healthcare 

sector are shown by industry in Exhibit D. 

Surveys also solicit feedback on proposed key performance indicators (KPIs) for reporting on 

these issues in the Forms 10-K and 20-F. The KPIs are also included in the SASB Industry Briefs.  

Surveys were highly dynamic; responses provided early in the surveys determined questions 

that follow. All Healthcare Industry Surveys followed the same general format, outlined below. 

Section 1: Material Issues   

Elimination of Issues from the Minimum Set 

Respondents were asked to review the material issues identified by SASB and eliminate issues 

they felt should not be included in the minimum set (the highest priority, most key issues). For 

every material issue eliminated, participants were prompted to choose and rank up to three 

reasons why the issue should be eliminated from the minimum set.  

                                                                 
6 Note that some SASB Industry Experts participated in more than one group and thus responded to 
more than one survey. Some participants have elected to be excluded from this list. 
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Exhibit D – Material ESG Issues for the Healthcare Sector by Industry 
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 Addition of Material Issues to the Minimum Set 

Respondents were also given the opportunity to identify issues they believed were material to 

their industry but that had not been included in their SASB Industry Brief. For every material 

issue eliminated, participants were prompted to choose and rank up to three reasons why the 

issue should not be included in the minimum set.  

Importance of Disclosure  

The survey also asked participants to rank the importance of disclosure of the material issues 

identified for their industries.  

Forward Looking Adjustment 

To help SASB evaluate the accuracy of its forward looking adjustment of material issues, survey 

respondents were asked to identify which of the material issues had an especially high degree 

of: uncertainty; potential for systemic disruption; and/or potential for externalities. 

Section 2 – Key Performance Indicators 

The second section of each industry survey sought feedback on the Key Performance Indicators 

(KPIs) delineated in the SASB Briefs for reporting on material ESG issues in that industry. 

Participants were asked to first comment on the individual KPIs based on the following criteria: 

 Relevance – Does the KPI adequately describe performance related to the material 
issue, or is it a proxy for performance? 

 Usefulness – Does the KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To 
investors?  

 Applicability – Is the KPI applicable to most companies in the industry?  

 Cost-effectiveness – Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be 
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost?  

 Comparability – Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the industry?  

 Completeness – Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information 
to understand and interpret performance associated with the material issue?  

 Directionality – Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the 
numerical value signals improved/worsened performance?  

 Auditability – Can the data underlying this KPI be verified? 
 

Respondents were then provided an opportunity to discuss the KPIs, to suggest alternatives, 

and to provide input on how each KPI is presented (units, aggregated and/or normalized). 
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Section 3 – Evidence of Economic Impact 

The surveys also provided participants the opportunity to share evidence with SASB. 

Specifically, did they have evidence illustrating the economic impact of poor or good 

management of the material issues outlined by SASB for their industry? They were also 

provided the opportunity to share evidence for any additional material issues they felt should 

be included in the minimum set outside those delineated in the Industry Briefs. 

Section 4 – Comments 

The fourth and final section of the survey solicited comments from participants, including 

prompts to identify issues that were missing, had been misrepresented, or were inaccurate. 

Administration  
IWG members received links to unique, user-specific URLs to launch digital surveys hosted via 

FluidSurveys. URLs were associated with participant email addresses which allowed SET to 

monitor which participants were actively engaged in the surveys and follow up with those who 

were not. 

A number of problems arose related to the administration of the healthcare IWG surveys. These 

issues, their consequences, and measures being taken to address these problems are 

summarized in the table below. 

Issue Result Resolution  

Digital survey; no preview 
functionality 

Deterred some participants 
from completing it – couldn’t 
see the “finish line” 

Future surveys will be 
available both online and in 
hard copy with preview 
functionality 

Highly dynamic survey 
structure ill-suited to 
sample size & survey 
platform 

Automated reporting 
functionality rendered useless 
reports; required labor-
intensive results analysis 

Streamlining surveys for 
future working groups 

Survey structure  Appearance that participants 
were “stuck” on a page; 
attrition 

Streamlining surveys for 
future working groups 

Survey platform downtime Survey fatigue; attrition Streamlining surveys for 
future working groups; Re-
assessing survey platform;  

Firewall/spam filter issues Prevented access to surveys for 
some participants; attrition 

More frequent, higher touch  
engagement for future IWGs; 
physical surveys where 
necessary 
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SURVEY PARTICIPATION – COMPLETED VS. STARTED SURVEYS 

Healthcare IWG participation was troubled by a number of factors that were beyond SASB’s 

control during the November 2012 period of structured engagement. Super storm Sandy, the 

election season, technical issues with SASB’s survey platform, FluidSurveys, as well as email, 

firewall, and spam filter issues all contributed to delays to the IWG process.  

The survey design itself was also a deterrent to participation. Participants were not allowed to 

preview the survey, nor were they allowed to revisit completed survey answers on previous 

pages once the survey was underway.  

Despite these obstacles, nearly 80% of registered Healthcare IWG members participated in 

their working groups prior to the cutoff date of December 7th, 2013. Feedback from participants 

shows that the above-mentioned issues contributed to attrition, resulting in an overall 57% 

completion rate for all surveys. Please refer to Appendix IV for an overview of survey 

participation vs. survey completion rates industry by industry.  

 

SURVEY RESULTS 

SASB received good consistent feedback from IWG participants. Survey results were analyzed 

focusing on two main topics: (1) materiality of proposed issues and (2) use of appropriate KPIs 

to measure them.  

In terms of the first topic, the results show strong directional feedback; survey participants 

showed either strong support behind a particular ESG issue or generally agreed an issue was 

immaterial for the industry in question. While there were some slight differences in responses 

across interest groups, especially pertaining to ranking the top three issues, there was a clear 

overall consensus on the materiality of issues. The surveys also asked for feedback on ESG 

issues that were not considered originally in the Industry Briefs. In total, 37% of survey 

participants suggested the inclusion of a new issue. SASB is in the process of analyzing which of 

these issues should be included in the final set of standards by collecting and reviewing 

evidence of their financial and sustainability impacts. Analysis of feedback obtained on material 

issues via the Healthcare IWG Surveys is summarized on an industry-by-industry basis in tables 

found on pages 14 through 27. 

In terms of KPIs, SASB asked IWG participants to grade each suggested indicator based on eight 

principles: relevance, usefulness, applicability, cost-effectiveness, comparability, completeness, 

directionality and auditability (with the option to provide comments and suggest alternatives). 

Grading the KPIs against these principles showed more variance than the results obtained for 

the ESG issues, both generally and when analyzing results by interest group. Tables with 

responses on KPIs can be found on pages 28 through 33. 
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SURVEY RESULTS SUMMARIES – MATERIAL ISSUES 
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SURVEY RESULT SUMMARIES – KPIS 
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NEXT STEPS 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SASB will solicit further comment on SASB Standards through a period of public comment that 

will be open for 30 days. This period will commence in mid-February, 2013, after IWG survey 

results have been analyzed and any necessary adjustments have been made 0to the Standards.  

The period of public comment will be promoted via SASB’s website, and other channels that 

were used to recruit IWG members. Input will be survey-based to ensure that results are easily 

compiled and analyzed. The survey for the period of public comment is under development; it 

will be brief, simplified and less dynamic then the IWG surveys. 

SAN FRANCISCO HEALTHCARE IWG RECAP 

To develop a stronger sense of community among IWG members, and to address feedback 

from IWG members indicating a strong preference for convening groups in person, SASB now 

plans to hold a post-IWG meeting following each period of structured engagement. The first 

such meeting will take place the afternoon of February 21st in Bloomberg’s San Francisco office. 

The meeting will feature a panel of 3—5 Healthcare IWG members representing the corporate 

and market participant interest groups, who will discuss their experience in the IWG process, 

and draft SASB Standards. The panel will be moderated by a healthcare sector market analyst.7  

SASB Advisory Council members have expressed a similar desire to meet in person from time to 

time. Thus, future post-IWG round tables will also involve SASB’s Advisory Council. The first 

such meeting is scheduled for April 9th, 2013 following the close of the Financial Sector IWGs’ 

period of structured engagement. The event will be held at Bloomberg’s New York offices. This 

expanded meeting format will include: 

 A high-profile keynote speaker 

 A Financial Sector panel discussion featuring 4-5 IWG members, moderated by a 

Bloomberg sector analyst 

 Lunch 

 An Advisory Council panel on a topic, yet to be determined, such as assurance, 

implementation, etc.  

SASB intends to promote these events as a series through which interested parties who did not 

participate in the IWGs can stay abreast of SASB Standards as they are developed. These 

quarterly convenings also provide a platform through which to promote the SASB Institute, 

SASB’s education/certification program that will be unveiled in April, 2013, as well as SASB 

                                                                 
7 For future IWG Quarterly Convenings, Bloomberg analysts will moderate the panel discussion. At the 
time of this writing, we are in discussions to determine who will moderate the Healthcare panel. 
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white papers under development. Events will be underwritten, in part, by corporate sponsors 

to make them accessible to as wide a group as possible and to provide ongoing operating 

income for SASB. 
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APPENDIX I – TOP FIVE COMPANIES IN HEALTHCARE SECTOR BY REVENUE 

Sector IWG Industry Top Five Companies by Revenue 

Health 
Care 

Biotech & 
Pharma 

Biotechnology AMGEN Gilead Sciences Biogen Idec Celgene Corp Vertex 

Pharmaceuticals Pfizer Merck Abbot J&J Eli Lilly 

Medical 
Technology 

Medical Equipment 
& Supplies J&J GE Medtronic Thermo Fisher Abbot Labs 

Health Care 
Delivery 

Health Care 
Delivery HCA Holdings 

Community 
Health Tenet Healthcare 

Universal 
Health DaVita 

Distributors & 
Pharmacy Benefit 
Managers 

McKesson 
Corp Cardinal Health AmerisourceBergen CVS Caremaker 

Express 
Scripts 

Managed Care United Health WellPoint Humana Aetna Cigna 
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APPENDIX II – PARTICIPANT LIST 

Name Title Organization Name Interest Group  

Thomas Scheiwiller Director AccountAbility Public Interest/Intermediary  

Frank Logano Director of Finance Aetna 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Lisa Lindsley 
Director of Capital Markets and 
Strategies 

American Federation of State County and 
Municipal Employees Market Participant 

 

Tod Christenson Partner, Global Corp Consultancy Antea Group 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Peylina Chu Associate Antea Group 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Brian Jackson Associate Professor of Pathology Arup Laboratories 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Inge Craninckx Business Controller Sustainability Atlas Copco 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Tom Badrick President Badrick Consulting, LLC 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

 

Phyllis Yale Partner, Healthcare Bain & Company 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

 

Julie Brautigam 
Director of Ethics and Compliance 
and Sustainability Baxter 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Ellen Kondracki 
Director, Sustainable Innovation and 
Stakeholder Relations Becton, Dickinson and Company 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Michael Berg Principal Berg & Associates 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

 

Patrick Hoy Associate Director - Sustainability Biogen Idec 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 
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Name Title Organization Name Interest Group  

Larry Miller Project Manager Biomet Microfixation 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

      

Matt Barry Health Care Analyst Team Leader Bloomberg LP Market Participant  

Kyle Cahill 
Senior Manager,  
Environmental Impact Blue Cross Blue Shield of MA 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Kai Abelkis Sustainability Coordinator Boulder Community Hospital 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

 

Robert Fernandez VP Breckinridge Capital Advisors 
 
Market Participant 

 

Joy Poland President Building Bridges 2012 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

 

Erica Lasdon Senior Sustainability Analyst Calvert Investments 
 
Market Participant 

 

Stephanie Aument Senior Analyst Calvert Investments 
 
Market Participant 

 

Cary Krosinsky Founding Director Carbon Tracker Initiative 

 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Carol 
Casazza 
Herman Managing Director Casazza Herman, LLC 

 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Christopher Parkinson Project Manager Cleveland Clinic 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Christina Vernon Executive Sustainability Officer Cleveland Clinic 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Kyle Scrimgeour Principal Core Capital Management 
 
Market Participant 

Carlos Hernandez Health Care Senior Manager Crowe Horwath LLP 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Megan Bloomer Director of Sustainability DaVita 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 
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Name Title Organization Name Interest Group  

Helen "Kate" Liebelt Manager Deloitte 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Mitch Kennedy Managing Member Design with Nature, LLC 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Shin Furuya 
VP, Responsible Investment 
Research Domini Social Investments, LLC 

 
Market Participant 

Jon Bosco Partner eDelta Consulting 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Mike Biggs Director of Product Development Encision, Inc 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Guy Roberts Partner Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Rebecca Sternberg Senior Manager, CCaSS Ernst & Young 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Henk Hadders Executive Director GGZ Drenthe 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Kathryn Lankester 
IRIS Associate (Health Metrics 
Analyst) Global Impact Investing Network 

 
Market Participant 

Dale Wannen 
Portfolio Manager/Investment 
Advisor Harrington Investments 

 
Market Participant 

Jerone Cecelic 
Assistant VP, Corporate Integrity and 
Sustainability HCA Holdings, Inc 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Terry Campbell Professor - Kelley School of Business Indiana University 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Jim Beam 
Global Director of Products, 
Healthcare Ingersoll Rand 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Tish Lascelle Sr. Director Johnson and Johnson 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Erol Odabasi Director, Sustainability Johnson and Johnson 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 
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Name Title Organization Name Interest Group  

Gary Cox 
Sr. Director, CA Strategy and 
National Performance Analysis Kaiser Permanente 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Lauren Compere Managing Director Lauren Compere 
 
Market Participant 

     

Joan Plisko Technical Director 
Maryland Hospitals for a Healthy 
Environment 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Maggie Kohn Director, Corporate Responsibility Merck 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Sandor Schoichet Director Meridian Management Consulting 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Mark Serwinowski President and Founder MetaVu 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Andre Podleisek Head of Corporate Sustainability Mettler-Toledo 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Tom Kelly Energy and Sustainability Manager Montefiore Medical Center 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

My-linh Ngo SRI/CSR Consultant My-linh Ngo 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Cora Olsen ESG Data Manager Novo Nordisk 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Wayne Miller Founder and CEO Nura Life Sciences 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

William Borges Interim Chairman Orange County Sustainability Collaborative 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Julie Gorte SVP for Sustainable Investing Pax World Investments 
 
Market Participant 

Janet Brown 
 

Practice Greenhealth 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 
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Name Title Organization Name Interest Group  

Edward Tsai Healthcare Industry Consultant PricewaterhouseCoopers 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Rajiv Bhatia Director, Environmental Health San Francisco Department of Public Health 

 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Steven McDonough Manager, Sustainability Schneider Electric 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

David Miller 
Strategic Director - Healthcare 
Division Service Employees International Union 

 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Annabel Samimy Managing Director Stifel Nicolaus 
 
Market Participant 

Cambria Allen Corporate Governance Director UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust 
 
Market Participant 

Meredith Miller Chief Corporate Governance Officer UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust 
 
Market Participant 

Meg Pointon 
Sr Director, Clinical Resource Mgmt 
& Dev UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust 

 
Market Participant 

Bruce Carl 
Med Director - Retiree Medical 
Benefits Trust UAW Retiree Medical Benefits Trust 

 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Gail Lee 
Sustainability Manager, Cap. Projects 
& Facilities Mgmt., UCSF UCSF Medical Center 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Dave Meyer Founder/Principal ValueStream Advisors 
 
Public Interest/Intermediary 

Terri Scannell 
Director Corporate Citizenship and 
Sustainability VHA 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Kathy Fox Sustainability Coordinator Washington Hospital Healthcare System 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 

Alan Randolph Sustainability Manager Weston Solutions, Inc 

 
Corporation/Industry 
Association 
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APPENDIX III – SURVEY SAMPLE 



SASB Medical Equipment Supplies IWG Survey

Page #1

 

Dear SASB Healthcare Industry Experts,

The following SASB IWG Survey is the vehicle through which you provide detailed feedback on the issues identified by SASB’s
research team as being material to your industry. Please begin this survey only after you have thoroughly read the IWG orientation
documentation and Industry Brief .

We ask that you respond to the survey bearing in mind the “materiality lens” to which you were introduced in the orientation
materials you have received November 1st, 2012.

About the survey:
It is dynamic and builds upon your answers. That is, answers you provide early in the survey will determine the questions that will
follow. You can stop and save your work at any time; when you return to the survey, you will pick up where you left off. You will be
able to alter your answers ONLY on the page on which you are working; you will not be able to change answers you have given on
previous pages or in previous sessions.
Should you have any problems with the survey at any time, please contact us via the “Ask SASB” section of Podio, or email Katie
Schmitz Eulitt at: katie@sasb.org

Thank you sharing your time and expertise.

Page #2

 Have you thoroughly read the IWG Introductory Documentation and {{ Industry }} brief?
 Yes
 No

Page #3

 Section 1: Material Issues
This section of the survey seeks to capture your input on the highly material ESG (environmental, social, and governance) issues
that SASB has identified using an evidence based process. “Materiality” is defined in the same way that the SEC would view it, in
essence, information that is important to disclose to a “reasonable investor”. These issues are potentially relevant to most
companies within an industry, useful to most types of investors in understanding material ESG risks and opportunities, and are under
consideration by SASB for disclosure in the Form 10-K.

To identify these proposed issues SASB has used an evidence-based approach utilizing several types of source documents (Form
10Ks, Bloomberg Law, CSR reports, shareholder resolutions, media reports and innovation/industry journals).

Please remember that the objective is to determine the minimum set– that is, the highest priority, most key issues - facing the
industry. You will have an opportunity to comment on specific issues later in the survey.



Page #4

 Section 1: Material Issues
Below is the list of the MINIMUM SET of highly material ESG issues that SASB has identified, and that are not typically found in the
Forms 10-K/20-F, except maybe in an ad hoc manner in the MD

Please answer the question below

 Please indicate which issues, if any, while potentially important and material, do NOT belong in this MINIMUM SET (the highest
priority, most key issues).
Please check the boxes next to the issues you feel should be EXCLUDED. If you feel that they all belong in the MINIMUM SET
please check the "All the issues are material" option at the bottom.

 
 {{ Material-Issue-1 }} - {{ Material-Issue-1-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-2 }} - {{ Material-Issue-2-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-3 }} - {{ Material-Issue-3-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-4 }} - {{ Material-Issue-4-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-5 }} - {{ Material-Issue-5-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-6 }} - {{ Material-Issue-6-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-7 }} - {{ Material-Issue-7-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-8 }} - {{ Material-Issue-8-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-9 }} - {{ Material-Issue-9-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-10 }} - {{ Material-Issue-10-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-11 }} - {{ Material-Issue-11-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-12 }} - {{ Material-Issue-12-Def }}

 
 {{ Material-Issue-13 }} - {{ Material-Issue-13-Def }}

 



 {{ Material-Issue-14 }} - {{ Material-Issue-14-Def }}

 
 All the issues are material and belong in the minimum set - **You must check this box if you have not checked any above

Page #5

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-1 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-1 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #6

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-2 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      



Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-2 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #7

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-3 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-3 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #8

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-4 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      



This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-4 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #9

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-5 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-5 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #10

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-6 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.



Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-6 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #11

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-7 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-7 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)
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 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-8 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-8 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #13

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-9 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-9 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the next
5 years?



______________________ (3)

Page #14

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-10 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-10 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the
next 5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #15

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-11 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 



You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-11 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the
next 5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #16

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-12 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-12 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the
next 5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #17

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-13 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      



This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-13 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the
next 5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #18

 You indicated that {{ Material-Issue-14 }} does not belong in the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) for the {{
Industry }}. Please choose and rank up to 3 reasons why.
Please drag the tiles from the left on to the tiles on the right in the ranking you desire.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

It is of interest to a limited pool of people      

There is no evidence of financial impact      

The future impact is likely to be nominal      

This is not important to companies      

This is not useful for investors      

This was a material issue in the past, but is no longer.      

This would be cost-prohibitive to collect data and report on      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
You selected "Other" above; please explain:
______________________

 How likely is it that {{ Material-Issue-14 }} will become part of the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues) in the
next 5 years?
______________________ (3)

Page #19

 In your opinion are there any issues that should be ADDED to the MINIMUM SET (the highest priority, most key issues)?
 Yes
 No

Page #20



 You indicated that there are issues that need to be added to the MINIMUM SET
Please indicate up to three (3) issues below.

For each issue please provide: A 1-4 word descriptor (e.g. Pharmaceutical Water Contamination) A contextual definition (e.g.
Release of Compounds during or after Manufacturing, Disposal, Ingestion Examples of industry terminology to discuss this issue
(e.g. Metabolites, Endocrine Disruptors) A suggested KPI to measure it, if you have one (e.g. % of Treated waste water).
Issue #1(Material-Issue-Add-1)

Material Issue (1-4 words) ______________________

Short Contextual Definition ______________________

 
Please rank up to three (3) reasons why you feel that this issue should be added to the MINIMUM SET.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

There is emerging interest in this topic      

There is evidence of financial impact      

It has the potential for systemic disruption      

It is valuable for companies to manage      

It is decision useful for investors      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
If you selected "Other" above please explain:
______________________

 Do you have an additional issue to add?
 Yes
 No

 
Issue #2(Material-Issue-Add-2)

Material Issue (1-4 words) ______________________

Short Contextual Definition ______________________

 
Please rank up to three (3) reasons why you feel that this issue should be added to the MINIMUM SET.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

There is emerging interest in this topic      

There is evidence of financial impact      

It has the potential for systemic disruption      

It is valuable for companies to manage      

It is decision useful for investors      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
If you selected "Other" above please explain:
______________________



 Do you have an additional issue to add?
 Yes
 No

 
Issue #3(Material-Issue-Add-3)

Material Issue (1-4 words) ______________________

Short Contextual Definition ______________________

 
Please rank up to three (3) reasons why you feel that this issue should be added to the MINIMUM SET.

Primary Reason Secondary Reason Tertiary Reason

There is emerging interest in this topic      

There is evidence of financial impact      

It has the potential for systemic disruption      

It is valuable for companies to manage      

It is decision useful for investors      

Other (Specify Below)      

 
If you selected "Other" above please explain:
______________________

Page #21

 Below is the original set of issues please rank them in order of their relative importance for disclosure.
Please drag the tiles from the left column to the right column in order of relative importance.

Most
Important 2 3 4

Least
Important

{{ Material-Issue-1 }}          

{{ Material-Issue-2 }}          

{{ Material-Issue-3 }}          

{{ Material-Issue-4 }}          

{{ Material-Issue-5 }}          

Page #22

 Please look at the original MINIMUM SET one last time. We are interested in your view of which material issues have a high 
degree of uncertainty, potential for systemic disruption, and/or potential to cause significant externalities. We will use this information 
to inform our forward looking adjustment on the materiality map. 



Please tell us, which of these have the:
High Degree of Uncertainty:
Issues that involve substantial uncertainties surrounding future impacts, but have a reasonable likelihood of occurrence and whose
lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent them.

High Potential for Systemic Disruption:
Issues that have the potential to disrupt substantially, either positively or negatively, the financial, environmental or social systems
with which companies operate.

High Potential for Externalities:
Issues that involve impacts with different time horizons and whose positive or negative consequences spill over to other sectors of
the economy.

Please indicate which issues you feel have an ESPECIALLY HIGH-

<u>Material Issue:</u> Degree of Uncertainty
Potential for Systemic
Disruption Potential for Externalities

{{ Material-Issue-1 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-2 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-3 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-4 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-5 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-6 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-7 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-8 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-9 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-10 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-11 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-12 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-13 }}      

{{ Material-Issue-14 }}      

 
 -- End of Section 1 --

Page #23

 Section 2: Key Performance Indicators
This section of the survey seeks to capture your input on the Key Performance Indicators (KPI) selected to report on the MINIMUM
SET of material issues SASB has identified. In this section you will be asked to first comment on the individual KPIs. You will have
an opportunity to discuss individual KPIs, suggest alternatives where needed and provide input on how each KPI is presented (units,
aggregated and/or normalized).

On each page you will see a segment of the MINIMUM SET of material issues with their associated KPIs. Please answer the
question based on the information provided in each table.
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 {{ Material-Issue-1 }}
Please consider these criteria in making your judgment about the quality of the suggested KPIs on this page and those that follow.

KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.
Issue: {{ Material-Issue-1 }}
The related KPIs are in table below. Please rate them against KPI criteria above.
Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->

Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue1-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________
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 {{ Material-Issue-2 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-2 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue2-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #26

 {{ Material-Issue-3 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-3 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue3-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #27

 {{ Material-Issue-4 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-4 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue4-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #28

 {{ Material-Issue-5 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-5 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue5-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #29

 {{ Material-Issue-6 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-6 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue6-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #30

 {{ Material-Issue-7 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-7 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue7-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #31

 {{ Material-Issue-8 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-8 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue8-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #32

 {{ Material-Issue-9 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-9 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue9-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #33

 {{ Material-Issue-10 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-10 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue10-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________
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 {{ Material-Issue-11 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-11 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue11-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________
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 {{ Material-Issue-12 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-12 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue12-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________

Page #36

 {{ Material-Issue-13 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-13 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue13-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________
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 {{ Material-Issue-14 }}
KPI Criteria: Relevant: Does this KPI adequately describe performance related to the material issue, or is it a proxy for performance?
Useful: Does this KPI provide decision-useful information to companies? To investors? (need to understand both) Applicable: Is the
KPI applicable to most companies in the industry? Cost-effective: Is the data already collected by most companies or can it be
collected in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost? Comparable: Will the data allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking within the
industry? Complete: Individually, or as a set, does the indicator provide enough information to understand and interpret performance
associated with the material issue? Directional: Does the KPI provide clarity about whether an increase/decrease in the numerical
value signals improved/worsened performance? Auditable: Can the data underlying this KPI be verified?
**MD - Indicates that this KPI is a Management Disclosure; as a result it may not meet some of these criteria.

Issue: {{ Material-Issue-14 }} Please to scoll to the right to see all questions ---->
Releva
nt Useful

Applica
ble

Cost-eff
ective

Compar
able

Comple
te

Directio
nal

Auditab
le

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI1 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI2 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI3 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI4 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI5 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI6 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI7 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI8 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI9 }}
 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

 Yes
 No

Comments Suggested Alternative KPI(s)

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI1 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI2 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI3 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI4 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI5 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI6 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI7 }} ______________________ ______________________



{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI8 }} ______________________ ______________________

{{ Mat-Issue14-KPI9 }} ______________________ ______________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
Some KPIs, especially those pertaining to resource efficiency, can be presented in aggregate (total annual resource use) as well as
in normalized form (by activity, e.g.: sales; by occupancy, e.g.: beds; by surface covered, e.g: square foot). Normalized KPIs are
useful for benchmarking and peer to peer comparison. They can be useful in tracking and monitoring resource use efficiencies,
independent of output increases or decreases (ie: increase/decrease in sales, services rendered, or physical footprint).

For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI.

 Material Issue:
 Product Safety 

 Key Performance Indicator:
 Total value ($) of products sold subject to product recalls for safety or health reasons 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total value ($) of products sold subject to product recalls for safety or health
reasons
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Sales from products recalled for safety or health concerns ($) / Total sales ($)
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Resource Efficiency 

 Key Performance Indicator:
 Total annual energy consumption (Gigajoules) 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total annual energy consumption.
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only



 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Energy intensity : Annual energy consumption (gigajoules) / total sales ($ million sales)
 Annual energy consumption / unit of production
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Resource Efficiency 

 Key Performance Indicator:
 Total annual renewable energy use (GJ) 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total annual renewable energy use.
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Renewable energy use (GJ) / total energy use (GJ)
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Resource Efficiency 

 Key Performance Indicator:
Total annual greenhouse gas emissions (metric tonnes CO2e)
Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3



 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total annual greenhouse gas emissions.
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Greenhouse gas intensity : total greenhouse gas emissions (metric tonnes of CO2e) / annual sales ($ million sales)
 Annual greenhouse gas emissions / unit of production
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Resource Efficiency 

 Key Performance Indicator:
 Total annual water used (cubic meters) 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total annual water used.
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Water intensity : Annual water use (CM) / sales ($ million sales)
 Annual water consumption / unit of production
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Resource Efficiency 



 Key Performance Indicator:
 Total annual waste generated (tons) 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the total annual waste generated.
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Waste intensity : annual waste generated (tons) / annual sales ($ million sales)
 Annual waste generated / unit of production
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Units, Aggregate and Normalization
For each of the following KPIs, please give us your opinion on the most useful way to present and use the KPI. 

 Material Issue:
 Product Lifecycle Management 

 Key Performance Indicator:
 Annual sales of green products or services (as indicated by elimination of toxics, low energy consumption, potential for take back)
($) 

 The aggregate form KPI of interest measures the Annual sales of green products or services (as indicated by elimination of
toxics, low energy consumption, potential for take back) ($).
For this KPI, is it most useful to present the data in:

 Aggregate form only
 Both in aggregate and normalized form?

 If presenting in normalized form, the most appropriate units to use are:
 Sales of green products or services (as indicated by elimination of toxics, low energy consumption, potential for take back) ($) /

total sales ($)
 Other: __________________________

 Other Comments on Units and Normalization for this Issue / KPI:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________

 

-- End of Section 2 --
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 Section 3: Evidence of Economic Impact
This section of the survey seeks to capture your input on evidence that SASB should be collecting to document and demonstrate the
financial impact associated with the management (or non-management) of the key material issues identified for this industry.

For example, in the pharmaceuticals industry, a company's ability to effectively manage the safety of clinical trial participants has
been demonstrated to be material. The death of a patient in a Bristol-Meyers Squibb clinical trial for a Hepatitis C drug resulted in
reduced analysts' sales estimates of between $34 and $800 million for 2016. The company experienced a subsequent 10% drop in
stock value.

In this section, we ask that you think about each material issue and the evidence that SASB has presented. Please document any
other instances or cases that you know of, that illustrate the economic impact of poor or good management of the issue in the
industry. You will also have the opportunity to document evidence for any additional material issues you have identified as being
highly material.
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 {{ Industry }} Brief Evidence by Material Issue
Material issue Evidence Link Regulatory trends The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA) will increase the number of
insured by an estimated 26 million. Bloomberg L.P. “Exchanges May Bring Hospitals Bonanza of 26 Million Patients”. Bloomberg
Terminal 27 Sep 2012. Regulatory trends In addition to increased utilization of health care services and subsequently medical
supplies, the PPACA includes a 2.3% sales tax on medical devices sold after December 31, 2012. This is estimated to cost the
industry $20 billion over the next 10 years. Weaver, Christopher. “Excise Tax Remains for Medical Devices”. The Wall Street Journal
28 Jun 2012: Web Product safety According to the FDA, 4,343 medical devices were recalled between 2005 and 2010.  Bombourg,
Nicolas. “Regulatory Intelligence on Medical Device Recalls – Ineffective Process Control, Defects in Deisgn of Device, Software or
Other Components are the Major Reasons for Recall”. PRNewswire 10 May 2012: Web Product safety In 2010, Johnson Johnson
recalled a hip implant that had been used in an estimated 93,000 patients worldwide. The company reports that it spent $800 million
on the recall over the last two years. However, Johnson Johnson is currently facing 8,000 lawsuits relating to the hip implant, which
could cost the company an additional $2 billion. Singer, Natasha. “Johnson Johnson Recalls Hip Implants”. The New York Times 26
Aug 2010: Web http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/27/business/27hip.html Feeley, Jef. “J Said to Pay $600,000 to Settle First Suits
Over Hips”. Bloomberg 21 Aug 2012: Web Ethical marketing In 2009, Synthes and four of its executives were indicted for marketing
Norian XR for off-label use in certain spinal surgeries. At least five deaths have been attributed to this off-label use, and the
company was required to pay $23 million in fines, while four executives were sentenced to up to nine months in prison. Perry,
Susan. “Fortune Tells Chilling, Deadly Tale of a Company’s End Run Around FDA Rules”. MinnPost 21 Sep 2012: Web Corruption
and bribery Biomet was fined $23 million in 2012 for paying surgeons in Argentina, Brazil, and China to use its artificial hips. In 2011,
Medtronic agreed to pay $23.5 million in fines for illegal kickbacks to doctors who implanted its pacemakers and defibrillators Jack,
Andrew. “DoJ Fines Biomet $23m Over Bribery”. Financial Times 26 Mar 2012: Web Schoenberg, Tom. “ Medtronic Agrees to
$23.5M Kickback Settlement”. Bloomberg 13 Dec 2011: Web Product Lifecycle Management In 2010, Kaiser Permanente
announced a sustainability scorecard for medical products. The initiative will require its suppliers to provide environmental data for
equipment and supplies used in the company’s facilities. Kaiser Permanente spends an estimated $1 billion on medical products
annually, and with its supply chain partners could influence $10 billion in medical purchasing.  Ardent Health Services in New Mexico
and Oklahoma saved $1.7 million from reprocessing medical equipment in 2011, and expects to reach $2 million in savings in 2012.
Patton, Susannah. “Kaiser Permanente Launches Sustainability Scorecard for Medical Products”. Kaiser Permanente News Center
4 May 2010:
“Ardent Health Services: Even a Small Number Generates Big Savings”. Stryker : Web

 Do you know of additional evidence that can substantiate the links to value?
 Yes
 No

 Description of Evidence:



We are looking for any additional evidence that you may be aware of that substantiates the links between ESG issues and financial
performance. We are gathering evidence associated with a particular company's experience, or quantitative evidence or academic
studies looking at the effect of management or mismanagement of the issue on multiple companies and/or the industry.

Please describe the type of evidence that you are aware of in the text box below. If possible please provide a link or file below the
text box.
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________

 
Web link(s) to evidence described above.

Link #1:
______________________

 

Link #2:
______________________

 
 -- End of Section 3 --
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 Section 4: Comments on {{ Industry }} Briefs
This is the final section of the survey. We’d like your comments on the {{ Industry }} Briefs that we've produced.
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 Industry Summary
You may reference the Industry summary (and brief in its entirety) here:
http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/

 Please rate the Industry Summary in terms of providing a concise snapshot of the industry.
______________________ (5)

 Do you have any comments on the summary?
Is there anything missing, misrepresented or innacurate?
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/


 Regulatory Trends
You may reference the Regulatory Trends (and the brief in its entirety) here:
http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/

 Please rate the Regulatory Trends in terms of providing a concise snapshot of regulatory trends in this industry.
______________________ (5)

 Do you have any comments on the Regulatory Trends?
Is there anything missing, misrepresented or innacurate?
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 ESG Risks Opportunities
You may reference the ESG Risks Opportunities (and brief in its entirety) here:
http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/

 Please rate the ESG Risks Opportunities Section in terms of the quality of the arguments presented.
______________________ (5)

 Do you have any comments on the ESG Risks Opportunities Sections ?
Is there anything missing, misrepresented or innacurate?
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
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 Do you have any additional comments on the Industry Brief in general?
Is there anything missing, misrepresented or innacurate?
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________

 
 -- End of Section 4 --
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 Thank You! - PLEASE CLICK SUBMIT BELOW
Thank you very much for your participation. Your time and input are very much appreciated. We will review all participants' input in 
aggregate, and will issue a draft for public comment in the near future. We will notify you when the exposure draft is posted on Podio 
and our website (sasb.org).

http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/
http://www.sasb.org/biotechnology/


 
We encourage you to continue using the IWG Forum as a channel to facilitate discussion. 
 
If you have any final comments please feel free to share them with us in the field below or email us at IWG@sasb.org

 Final Comments:
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________

 
 -- End of SASB {{ Industry }} Working Group Survey --
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