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7~ & 5 7) ESG review
1. ESG risk score of 2.36 is slightly worse than the benchmark (2.31).
Bp % EA A& . . .
2.  Environmental risk score of 3.44 is worse than the benchmark (3.08).
3. Highest controversy score was 3.
4. Scope 1+2+3 carbon emissions of 449tCO.e is lower than the

benchmark (818tCO.e).
5. Portfolio temperature alignment of 2.64C degrees is lower than the
benchmark (2.84C degrees).
ESG risk score of 2.25 is better than the benchmark (2.33).
Environmental risk score of 2.21 is better than the benchmark (2.26).

Highest controversy score is 4.
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Scope 1+2+3 carbon emissions of 44tCO,e is lower than the benchmark
(156tC0Oe).




5. Portfolio temperature alignment of 1.98C degrees is largely in-line with
the benchmark (1.99C degrees).
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