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About RepRisk
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Founded in 1998 and headquartered in Switzerland, RepRisk is a pioneer in ESG data science 
that leverages the combination of AI and machine learning with human intelligence to 
systematically analyze public information and identify material ESG risks. RepRisk’s flagship 
product, the RepRisk ESG Risk Platform, is the world’s largest and most comprehensive due 
diligence database on ESG and business conduct risks, with expertise in 20 languages and 
coverage of 140,000+ public and private companies and 35,000+ infrastructure projects. 
For more than a decade, the world’s leading financial institutions and corporations have 
trusted RepRisk for due diligence and risk management across their operations, business 
relationships, and investments. To learn more, please visit www.reprisk.com.

http://www.reprisk.com


We are delighted to announce the release of the 
tenth edition of RepRisk’s annual Most Controversial 
Companies (MCC) Report, which highlights those 
companies that, according to RepRisk’s proprietary 
weighted scoring methodology, were most exposed 
to new environmental, social, governance (ESG), 
and business conduct risks in 2019.

A number of recent events – from statements from 
Larry Fink, Chairman and CEO of BlackRock, to the 
announcement by SSGA that it is escalating its 
sustainability advocacy, to Greta Thunberg rebuking 
world leaders at Davos for investing in fossil fuels, 
and the SEC’s decision to examine firms’ ESG funds  
– are testaments to the attention the financial and 
corporate communities are increasingly paying to 
ESG issues, and ESG risks in particular. 

RepRisk pioneered the practice of ESG data science beginning in 2006, becoming the 
first firm to leverage big data techniques to systematically identify and analyze ESG risks. 
Since then, we’ve been building the world’s largest and most comprehensive due diligence 
database on ESG and business conduct risks to help banks, insurances, investors, and 
corporates prevent and mitigate risks related to their operations, business relationships, 
and investments by taking data-driven decisions.  

Too often, companies self-report their ESG factors or use incomplete data sets that hinder 
transparency. RepRisk addresses this transparency gap by taking an outside-in approach 
and intentionally omitting self-reporting from our research. Instead, we analyze more than 
90,000 publicly available sources and documents in 20 languages to identify material ESG 
risks related to specific companies or infrastructure projects. This approach helps our clients 
determine whether companies are actually walking the walk, instead of just talking the talk.
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We do this through a unique combination of human intelligence combined with advanced 
machine learning which is powered by our unique annotated (human-labeled) dataset that 
dates back to 2007. Our AI and machine learning capabilities drive the size and scale of 
our dataset, while human intelligence adds depth and relevance to the data. By combining 
the best of both worlds, RepRisk provides 300+ clients with access to time-tested, daily 
curated, and actionable insights about the ESG risks linked to 140,000+ public and private 
companies and 35,000+ infrastructure projects across every sector and market.

By providing our views on the challenges faced by the companies ranked in the MCC 2019 
Report, we hope to encourage corporations to ensure that adequate internal and external 
risk management processes are in place to ideally prevent or at least mitigate such events.

 

Dr. Philipp Aeby, CEO, RepRisk

DISCLAIMER
Any references to or distribution of this Report must refer to or include the Report in its entirety to provide 

adequate information on our methodology and ranking procedure and to provide sufficient context for the 

Report’s content. 

This Report is intended to present our opinions, based on our proprietary methodology, our analysis, and 

our ranking system. Investment and other financial or strategic decisions require further due diligence and 

consideration of additional factors and should not be made solely on the basis of the rankings or other 

information included in the Report.
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RepRisk’s Most Controversial Companies (MCC) 2019 Report examines publicly 
documented environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risk incidents affecting 
companies, including criticism and allegations, controversies, lawsuits, fines, and 
other adverse events. 

The companies included in the report were those that had the highest RepRisk Index 
(RRI) scores in 20191. The RRI is a proprietary risk metric that quantifies a company’s 
reputational risk related to ESG issues. The RRI facilitates an initial assessment of the ESG 
risk associated with investments or business relationships, enables a comparison between 
a company’s exposure and that of its peers, and helps track risk trends over time. The RRI 
reflects a company’s actual risk management performance as opposed to its communicated 
goals and policies.

The algorithm behind the RRI is built on several factors, including the severity of the risk 
incident and the source of the risk information. Notably, the RRI has a novelty factor that 
emphasizes companies that are newly exposed or have had less exposure in the past, i.e. 
companies without a lot of past exposure are more sensitive to new exposure – what we call 
the “new kid on the block” effect. 

This novelty factor explains why we’re not reporting on the well-known scandals of the year, 
such as Boeing or Purdue Pharma – despite them having received considerable media and 
stakeholder attention. It’s also why we don’t see company risk related to climate change in 
the top ranks. Climate change risks are long-term and persistent, while many of the companies 
ranked in our report are ranked because of a single severe incident that significantly drove 
up their reputational risk exposure. The objective of the report is to highlight these types 
of incidents and subsequent sequence of events that may lead to significant compliance, 
reputational, and financial risk for a company.

In a year when the International Labor Organization held its “World Day for Safety and Health 
at Work 20192” to “take stock of a 100 years of work in improving occupational safety and 
health,” six of the ten companies in the MCC 2019 Report were ranked in connection with 
workplace accidents. 

These trends contrast starkly with last year’s report, in which our methodology resulted 
in the inclusion of only three companies linked to fatal accidents. Four of the remaining 
companies included in the 2018 report were linked to governance failures, and three others 
to product recalls.

1 See methodology on page 30 for more details.
2 ILO website accessed on January 17, 2020

https://www.reprisk.com/static/reprisk-most-controversial-companies-2018-report.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/safety-and-health-at-work/events-training/events-meetings/world-day-for-safety/WCMS_673988/lang--en/index.htm


8RepRisk Special Report: Most Controversial Companies 2019

 Overview and ranking

The comparison with the MCC 2017 Report is even more marked – in that year, our 
methodology resulted in the ranking of eight companies for governance failures such as 
fraud, money-laundering, corruption, and privacy violations, while the remaining two were 
linked to allegations of sexual assault and a listeria outbreak, respectively.

It is interesting to note that three of the 2019 accidents directly or indirectly involved 
companies headquartered in OECD countries. Three of the other ranked companies, which 
were highlighted for occupational health and safety issues, operated in China.

Nine of the ten companies ranked in this year’s report had been flagged by RepRisk for their 
exposure to ESG risks before the incidents highlighted in the MCC were reported. As such, we 
were able to provide our clients with access to credible ESG data around business conduct 
risks that helps to better inform their decision-making.

MCC 2019 
ranking1

Company 
name

Peak RRI
in 20192

Sector Country of 
headquarters

#1 TÜV Süd AG 93 Support Services 
(Industrial Goods and 
Services)

Germany

#2 Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical 
Co Ltd

90 Chemicals China

#3 Hacienda HealthCare 84 Healthcare Equipment and 
Services

United States of 
America

#4 Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- 
und Wurstwaren GmbH & 
Co KG

80 Food and Beverage Germany

#5 Burning Sun Entertainment 
Co Ltd

79 Travel and Leisure South Korea

#6 Lubrizol Corp 74 Chemicals United States of 
America

#7 Guangzhou R&F Properties 
Co Ltd

73 Financial Services China

#8 Samherji hf 72 Food and Beverage Iceland

#9 Henan Coal Gas Group Co 
Ltd

71 Oil and Gas China

#9 Intercontinental Terminals 
Co LLC (ITC)

71 Industrial Transportation United States of 
America

https://www.reprisk.com/static/reprisk-most-controversial-companies-2017-report.pdf
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#1 TÜV Süd AG
Sector: Support Services (Industrial Goods and Services); 
Headquarters: Germany; Peak RRI: 93

Applying our methodology to the publicly 
available sources and documents we 
screen and analyze resulted in TÜV Süd 
AG, a German-based testing, inspection, 
and certification company, being ranked in 
first place on RepRisk’s Most Controversial 
Companies (MCC) Report 2019, as RepRisk’s 
review process linked the company to severe 
risk exposure related to three TÜV Süd 
inspections of a tailings dam at the Corrego 
do Feijao Mine in Brazil and the subsequent 
collapse of this dam. Given the severe 
environmental and social impacts of the 
dam’s collapse, and the high level of credible 
reporting on TÜV Süd’s actions before the 
accident, our methodology resulted in the 
high RepRisk Index score for TÜV Süd that 
led to TÜV Süd’s first-place rank in the MCC 
2019 Report.

TÜV Süd’s Brazilian subsidiary, TÜV Süd do 
Brazil, had contracted with the Brazilian 
mining company Vale to carry out safety 
inspections of Vale’s tailings dams. TÜV Süd 
do Brazil inspected Vale’s Brumadinho Mine 
Dam near Brumadinho, in the Brazilian state 
of Minas Gerais, on January 10, 2019 and 
reported no irregularities. Documents showed 
that TÜV Süd do Brazil had also reported no 
irregularities after inspecting the same dam 
on June 18, 2018 and on September 28, 2018.  
However, on January 25, two weeks after the 
third inspection, the dam collapsed, releasing 
approximately 12 million cubic meters of mine 
tailings that reportedly killed 256 people and 

left a further 14 missing. The mud torrent 
released by the dam reportedly gushed down 
the valley at more than 70 kilometers per 
hour, covering Vale’s cafeteria and staff offices 
within 90 seconds. Vale employees allegedly 
had no warning, as the sirens failed to work. 
The disaster, considered to be the deadliest 
in Brazil in over five decades, destroyed 
homes, hotels, plantations, and forest, and 
contaminated the Paraopeba River, a vital 
natural resource for indigenous communities.

Top ESG Issues:  
TÜV Süd AG
• Impacts on communities

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

• Occupational health and safety issues

• Waste issues

• Fraud

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
TÜV Süd AG
• Negligence

• Hydropower (dams)

• Indigenous people
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#1 TÜV Süd AG

The NGO Those Affected by Dams claimed 
that Vale had wanted to extend the Corrego 
do Feijao Mine and had convinced the 
authorities of Minas Gerais to reduce the risk 
classification of the Brumadinho Mine Dam 
in December 2018 in order to simplify the 
extension approval process. 

On January 29, 2019, prosecutors in Minas 
Gerais arrested three Vale employees and 
two TÜV Süd engineers. Although all five 
suspects were released a few days later, 
leaked documents from the police interviews 
alleged that one of the TÜV Süd engineers 
stated that he had felt pressured by Vale to 
sign off on the dam’s initial safety report in 
June 2018, as Vale had dismissed two other 
companies that had refused to do so.

In July 2019, Brazilian prosecutors reportedly 
seized internal emails and documents from 
TÜV Süd do Brazil showing that some TÜV 
Süd do Brazil employees had known about 
the vulnerability of the dam for about a year 
before it collapsed.  According to the emails, 
the Brumadinho tailings dam was showing 
signs of liquefaction, a process whereby 
solid waste becomes liquid and makes the 
structure vulnerable to collapse, and TÜV Süd 
do Brazil had suggested solutions. One of 
these solutions, implemented in June 2018, 
had reportedly failed. The email exchanges 
between employees of TÜV Süd do Brazil 
showed that the company’s staff had therefore

attached certain conditions of use to their 
certifications, making it for example valid 
only if there were no explosions near the 
mining site, to allow the dam to meet official 
safety levels.

According to the BBC, in March 2019, TÜV Süd 
wrote to Vale to warn the mining company 
that TÜV Süd could not confirm the stability 
of nine other dams and had therefore used 
“optimistic choices of parameters” in order 
to certify them as compliant.

In May 2019, the Federal Court in Brumadinho 
froze BRL 60 million (USD 14.8 million) in 
assets owned by TÜV Süd Bureau de Projetos 
e Consultoria and TÜV Süd SFDK Laboratorio 
de Analise de Produtos, both subsidiaries 
of TÜV Süd AG, after the judge deemed that 
there was sufficient evidence to show that 
the subsidiaries’ staff had covered up the 
true state of the dam in order to continue 
receiving contracts from Vale. 

In July 2019, a report published by the 
Brazilian Senate Committee called for 
the indictment of Vale and TÜV Süd for 
environmental damage and failure to meet 
certain standards of corporate responsibility, 
and issued a non-binding recommendation 
for the indictment of Vale's former CEO and 
its Chief Financial Officer for manslaughter, 
grievous bodily harm, environmental 
damage, and pollution.
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#1 TÜV Süd AG

On January 21, 2020, prosecutors in the state 
of Minas Gerais announced that they were 
filing homicide and environmental violation 
charges against the CEO of Vale and eleven 
other employees of the company, as well as 
against five employees of TÜV Süd.

Were there prior indicators of risk?
Records in RepRisk’s ESG Risk Platform show 
that TÜV Süd had certified other controversial 
projects before the Brumadinho disaster. 
The NGO International Rivers criticized the 
company for certifying the Xiaoxi Dam in 
China in 2008, claiming that there had been 
no independent environmental impact study 
and that over 7,500 people had been forcibly 
evicted for the project. International Rivers also 
criticized TÜV Süd’s 2009 certification of the 
Taijiang Yanzhai Hydropower Project in China, 
which allowed the facility to receive carbon 
credits through the UN’s Clean Development 
Mechanism even though the project did not 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Consequences for TÜV Süd 
In October 2019, five women who had lost 
family members in the Brumadinho dam 
collapse joined with the European Center 
for Constitutional and Human Rights and 
the NGO Misereor to file a lawsuit against 
TÜV Süd with Munich's State Prosecutor's 
Office, accusing TÜV Süd of manslaughter, 
negligence, corruption, and complicity in 
the dam failure. As of December 2019, the 
lawsuit was ongoing.

“The disaster, 
considered to be 
the deadliest in 
Brazil in over five 
decades, destroyed 
homes, hotels, 
plantations, 
and forest, and 
contaminated 
the Paraopeba 
River, a vital 
natural resource 
for indigenous 
communities.”



12RepRisk Special Report: Most Controversial Companies 2019

 #2 Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical Co Ltd
Sector: Chemicals; Headquarters: China; Peak RRI: 90

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources and 
documents we screen and analyze resulted 
in ranking the Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical 
Company (JTC) second on RepRisk’s MCC 
2019 Report, as a result of the March 21, 
2019 explosion at the company’s Chenjiagang 
Tianjiayi Chemical Plant (CTCP) located in 
Xiangshui Eco-Chemical Industrial Park, in 
Yancheng, China. The fatalities, injuries, 
destruction, and severe economic fallout from 
the explosion, coupled with the prominent 
coverage the explosion received in the media, 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to JTC’s second-place rank in the MCC 
2019 Report.

According to credible reports, the explosion 
killed 78 people, and severely injured at 
least 76 others. Around 640 people had 
to be hospitalized, including children from 
a nearby school. The explosion registered 
on earthquake sensors as a 2.2 magnitude 
tremor, and damaged nearby factories, 
offices, and homes. Controlling the fire 
required significant effort and required the 
evacuation of thousands of local residents 
and workers.

China’s Ministry of Ecology and Environment, 
as well as the Ministry of Emergency 
Management, assisted the municipal 
authorities in managing the response to the 
explosion. The President of China subsequently 
ordered an investigation into the accident,

Top ESG Issues:  
Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical Co Ltd

• Impacts on communities

• Occupational health and safety issues

• Waste issues

• Local pollution

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical Co Ltd

• Negligence

while local police placed representatives of 
JTC under informal detention.  Unconfirmed 
reports by Chinese media alleged that 
benzene at a manufacturing facility owned by 
JTC had triggered the blast.

In November 2019, China’s State Council 
approved the investigation report, which 
concluded that the blast had been caused 
by the spontaneous combustion of illegally 
stored hazardous waste. The report 
also stated that JTC had violated both 
environmental and work safety regulations 
and had even manipulated records of daily 
safety checks at CTCP.
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#2 Jiangsu Tianjiayi Chemical Co Ltd

“The investigation 
report also stated 
that JTC had 
violated both 
environmental 
and work safety 
regulations 
and had even 
manipulated 
records of daily 
safety checks at 
CTCP.”

Were there prior indicators of risk?
Before the explosion, RepRisk’s ESG data 
had linked JTC to multiple fines and warnings 
for violating environmental and safety 
regulations. In February 2018, the State 
Administration of Work Safety reprimanded 
the plant 13 times for safety violations. 
Reportedly, these reprimands were related to 
the plant's handling of methanol and benzene. 
In 2017, a local court fined JTC CNY 1 million 
(USD 143,000) and sentenced a number of its 
executives to suspended prison sentences of 
up to 18 months for environmental pollution. 
According to the Wall Street Journal, the 
company was also sanctioned for pollution and 
waste disposal violations in 2016 and 2017. 

Consequences for JTC
JTC is co-owned by Jiangsu Nijiaxiang Group 
and Lianyungang Bochang Trading. The 
authorities in Jiangsu Province placed 44 
people, including the Chairperson of Jiangsu 
Nijiaxiang Group, the General Manager 
of JTC, and the Chairperson of Jiangsu 
Tiangong Dacheng Safety Technology, under 
investigation on charges including the 
illegal storage of hazardous substances, 
environmental pollution, and provision of 
fraudulent documents. The November 2019 
report by China’s State Council estimated that 
the accident had caused damage in excess of 
CNY 1.9 billion (USD 272 million).
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#3 Hacienda HealthCare
Sector: Healthcare Equipment and Services; 

Headquarters: United States of America; Peak RRI: 84

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources 
and documents we screen and analyze 
resulted in ranking Hacienda HealthCare 
(Hacienda), a US healthcare company, 
third on RepRisk’s MCC 2019 Report, as a 
result of sexual abuse allegations involving 
a disabled patient at a Hacienda care 
home in Phoenix, Arizona. The reports of 
systemic failures of Hacienda Healthcare 
to prevent harm and abuse of patients 
in their care, coupled with allegations of 
nepotism involving board members, and 
sexual harassment charges against the 
company’s CEO, which were revealed during 
subsequent gubernatorial investigations, 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to Hacienda’s third-place rank in 
the MCC 2019 Report.

On January 7, 2019, the Chief Executive 
Officer of Hacienda resigned following a 
statement by the company that a female 
patient in a permanent vegetative state had 
become pregnant after being repeatedly 
raped at the care facility and had given 
birth in December 2018. 

On January 23, 2019, a nurse from the 
Phoenix facility was charged with sexual 
assault and abuse of a vulnerable adult. 
The Arizona Health Care Cost Containment 
System (AHCCS) then suspended one of 
the physicians who had provided medical 
care to the assaulted patient, barring him 

from working at Hacienda or any other 
Medicaid-supported center within Arizona.

The case prompted the Governor of Arizona 
to launch an inquiry into why the repeated 
rape incidents and subsequent pregnancy 
had gone unnoticed by care center staff. 
He also requested a broader investigation 
into financial fraud, patient care, and 
sexual harassment claims against Hacienda.

On February 5, 2019, the nurse accused of 
raping the patient pleaded not guilty in the 
Maricopa County Superior Court. Two days 
later, Hacienda announced that it would shut 
down its care facility in Phoenix although its 
nursing facility would remain open. 

Top ESG Issues:  
Hacienda HealthCare
• Human rights abuses and corporate 

complicity

• Products (health and environmental 
issues)

• Fraud

• Corruption, bribery, extortion and money 
laundering

• Poor employment conditions

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Hacienda HealthCare
• Negligence

• Indigenous people



In May 2019, the family of the raped patient 
filed a USD 45 million lawsuit against the State 
of Arizona and Hacienda alleging negligence, 
systemic misconduct, mismanagement at the 
facility, and insufficient oversight on the part 
of the state. The lawsuit also criticized the 
facility for failing to diagnose the pregnancy, 
thereby denying the patient prenatal care.

In addition, on June 14, 2019, following 
a second incident involving the discovery 
of maggots underneath a patient’s wound 
dressing, Arizona’s Department of Health 
Services announced that it would be revoking 
Hacienda’s license to operate facilities in 
Phoenix. However, the Department of Health 
stated that this measure would not result in 
the closure of the care facility, but instead 
would grant the state more oversight. Shortly 
afterward, the US Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services informed Hacienda 
that from July 3, 2019 onward, Hacienda’s  
facility in Phoenix would no longer receive 
Medicaid funding.

The former Director of Economic Security 
raised concerns about Hacienda’s close ties 
to the Governor of Arizona and criticized 
two of Hacienda’s board members for 
having business deals with the company 
through their own firms. According to an 
investigation by The Arizona Republic, 
Hacienda’s Chairman of the Board had been 
twice accused of fraud in connection with 
his personal businesses, and the children of 

Hacienda’s three board members had either 
worked or were working for the company, 
which raised concerns of nepotism. 

The Arizona Republic also reported that the 
board of directors had been criticized for 
failing to act on multiple sexual harassment 
allegations and complaints of bullying and 
aggressive behavior brought by employees 
against the former CEO. 

Were there prior indicators of risk?
Risk incidents and reports in RepRisk’s ESG 
Risk Platform had previously linked Hacienda  
to incidents reflecting poor corporate 
governance. According to The Arizona 
Republic, Hacienda had been accused in 
2014 of overcharging the State of Arizona 
by more than USD 4 million in 2012. The 
Arizona Attorney General's Office launched a 
criminal investigation into the allegations in 
2016, but dropped the case in 2017 for lack 
of evidence. Arizona’s Medicaid agency later 
sought an order compelling the company to 
disclose its financial records in support of its 
allegations of fraud.

Consequences for Hacienda Healthcare
As of December 2019, the proceeding 
against Hacienda by Arizona’s Medicaid 
agency were ongoing.
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#3 Hacienda HealthCare
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#4 Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- und 
Wurstwaren GmbH & Co KG

Sector: Food and Beverage; Headquarters: Germany; Peak RRI: 80

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources 
and documents we screen and analyze 
resulted in ranking Wilke Waldecker 
Fleisch- und Wurstwaren (Wilke) fourth on 
RepRisk’s MCC 2019 Report, as a result of 
German authorities linking Wilke’s pizza 
salami and cooked sausages to a deadly 
listeria outbreak. The death toll, the wide 
range of products linked to the outbreak, 
the high number of Wilke’s clients who 
were affected by the company’s subsequent 
product recall, as well as a whistle-blower’s 
allegations of poor employment conditions, 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to Wilke’s fourth-place rank in the 
MCC 2019 Report.

In October 2019, the authorities in 
Germany’s state of Hessen shut down Wilke 
after linking its pizza salami and cooked 
sausages to a deadly listeria outbreak. After 
the state health institute of Lower Saxony 
traced at least two deaths back to Wilke’s 
sausages, and a further 37 people reportedly 
developed a listeria infection after eating 
the company’s products, the Prosecutor’s 
Office in Kassel initiated proceedings 
against Wilke’s CEO for negligence and 
involuntary manslaughter. Wilke initiated 
product recalls on October 1, 2019. The 
Robert Koch Institute then handed over to 
prosecutors in Kassel the results of their 
analysis on the disease progression in the 
37 infected persons. The analysis reportedly 

showed a link between Wilke’s products and 
up to 25 deaths related directly or indirectly 
to exposure to Listeria monocytogenes.

The accusations prompted a recall of 
approximately 1,100 potentially affected 
Wilke meat products sold under 13 
different brand names in 21 European 
countries, including France, Luxemburg, 
the Netherlands, and Spain, as well 
as several other countries around the 
world. In Germany, companies including 
Domino Gastro, Grapo, Hans Kremer, IKEA 
Deutschland, Igro-Schmidt, Kaufland, Metro 
Deutschland, and SB Union had to recall 
Wilke meat products. In Denmark, retailers 
such as Deli Drengene were also affected by 
the recall.

Wilke filed for preliminary insolvency on 
October 4, 2019.

Top ESG Issues:  
Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- und 
Wurstwaren GmbH & Co KG

• Products (health and environmental 
issues)

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- und 
Wurstwaren GmbH & Co KG
• Negligence



Consequences for Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- 
und Wurstwaren
In October 2019, the NGO Foodwatch 
reported that three deaths had been directly 
linked to meat products processed by Wilke. 
As of December 2019, investigations into 
the listeria outbreak were ongoing.

During the subsequent investigations, a 
Wilke employee claimed that the company’s 
production plants had processed spoiled 
meat together with fresh meat, adding dyes, 
spices, and salt to conceal their actions. He 
also alleged that expiration dates had been 
changed, and that moldy sausages had been 
cleaned and repackaged. The same employee 
claimed that staff worked almost 80 hours 
a week, had no employment contracts, and 
foreign workers were housed in crowded 
facilities with up to six people per room.  

Were there prior indicators of risk?
RepRisk’s risk incidents and reports 
had linked Wilke to a case of listeria 
contamination in Hamburg in March 2019. 
At that time, German authorities reportedly 
ordered Wilke to “thoroughly clean” its 
production plants. In August 2019, the 
Robert Koch Institute filed an official report 
with the Ministry for the Environment in 
Hessen, voicing concerns over ongoing 
listeria contamination in Wilke products. 
The Ministry allegedly waited eight days 
before ordering two inspections of Wilke’s 
production facilities. The last inspection, 
conducted in September 2019, concluded 
that the company had eliminated most 
hygienic defects. 
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#4 Wilke Waldecker Fleisch- und 
Wurstwaren GmbH & Co KG

“The analysis 
reportedly 
showed a link 
between Wilke’s 
products and 
up to 25 deaths 
related directly 
or indirectly 
to exposure 
to Listeria 
monocytogenes.”
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#5 Burning Sun Entertainment Co Ltd
Sector: Travel and Leisure; Headquarters: South Korea; Peak RRI: 79

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources and 
documents we screen and analyze resulted in 
ranking Burning Sun Entertainment, a South 
Korean company, fifth on RepRisk’s MCC 
2019 Report, as a result of allegations of 
violence and sexual assault at the company’s 
night club in Seoul’s Gangnam district. The 
allegations of human rights abuse as well as 
the reported use of bribery and corruption 
in an attempt to cover up these abuses, 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to Burning Sun Entertainment being 
ranked in fifth place in the MCC 2019 Report.

Police raided the Burning Sun nightclub 
in February 2019 after a report by MBC 
Newsdesk accused the club of facilitating 
sexual assault and using violence against 
its customers. The report claimed that in 
November 2018, a 28-year old clubgoer 
had been beaten by the nightclub’s security 
guards. The customer later accused senior 
club officials and the police of colluding to 
make him appear to be the attacker instead 
of the victim.

The night club was temporarily closed 
following the raid, and a former police 
officer was arrested for allegedly acting 
as a middleman to bribe police at the local 
Gangnam police station in an attempt to halt 
investigations into the admission of underage 
customers to the club. The police also began 
investigating whether the nightclub had 

Top ESG Issues:  
Burning Sun Entertainment Co Ltd 

• Human rights abuses and corporate 
complicity

• Corruption, bribery, extortion and money 
laundering

• Tax evasion

• Fraud

• Products (health and environmental 
issues)

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Burning Sun Entertainment Co Ltd 

• Human trafficking

• Pornography

• Security services

• Tax havens

sought to evade taxes, filmed and distributed 
pornographic video materials, and violated 
drug laws.

In April 2019, a South Korean investigative 
news program revealed details of alleged 
sexual assaults on women and sex trafficking 
of minors at the Burning Sun club.



According to the news program, Burning Sun 
Entertainment gave certain VIP customers 
access to secret online sites, and drugged 
women, including teenagers being groomed 
for prostitution, prior to violent sexual 
assault. The club allegedly employed 
personnel to dispose of any potential 
evidence of violence or sexual abuse. 

On June 25, 2019, the Seoul Metropolitan 
Police Agency referred the former Executive 
Director of the Burning Sun night club to the 
District Prosecutor’s office for facilitating 
prostitution, embezzlement, sexual violence, 
and destruction of evidence. 

Were there prior indicators of risk?
No publicly available source or document had 
reported ESG risks related to Burning Sun 
Entertainment prior to the allegations that 
surfaced in the media in 2019.

Consequences for Burning Sun Entertainment
As of December 2019, the Burning Sun 
nightclub remained closed and investigations 
into the role played by the club’s executives 
were ongoing.
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#5 Burning Sun Entertainment Co Ltd

“Police raided 
the Burning Sun 
nightclub in 
February 2019 
after a report by 
MBC Newsdesk 
accused the club of  
facilitating sexual 
assault and using 
violence against 
its customers.”
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#6 Lubrizol Corp 
Sector: Chemicals; Headquarters: United States of America; Peak RRI: 74

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources and 
documents we screen and analyze resulted 
in ranking Lubrizol Corp. sixth on RepRisk’s 
MCC 2019 Report, as a result of a large 
industrial fire at Lubrizol’s Rouen Chemical 
Factory, in France’s region of Normandy 
in the early hours of September 26, 2019. 
The extensive health and environmental 
impacts of the smoke emanating from the 
fire contributed to the high RepRisk Index 
score that led to Lubrizol’s sixth-place rank 
in the MCC 2019 Report.

The factory, classified as “high risk” by the 
EU Seveso Directive due to the presence 
of dangerous substances, was operated by 
Lubrizol France, a subsidiary of Lubrizol 
Corp, which in turn operates as a subsidiary 
of Berkshire Hathaway. Following the fire, 
residents within a 500-meter radius of 
the site were advised to remain inside 
their homes while more than a hundred 
firefighters from several departments were 
called in to tackle the blaze.

The fire destroyed just over 5,000 metric 
tons of industrial lubricants and fuel 
additives that were stored at the site. 
Three warehouses storing 9,000 metric 
tons of products at a nearby factory owned 
by Normandie Logistique also caught 
fire and there were fears about possible 
contamination of the nearby Seine River. The 
incident prompted parliamentary inquiry 

commissions and a criminal investigation, 
and the Chief Executive of Lubrizol Corp 
was summoned to testify at the National 
Assembly in Paris.

The French authorities assured residents 
that the fumes and a 13-kilometer-long 
smoke plume emanating from the fire were 
harmless. However, when schools closed 
in Rouen and ten other municipalities 
on October 1, 2019, following reports 
of headaches, coughs, nausea, and sore 
throats, hundreds of residents – including 
unions and environmentalists – publicly 
voiced concerns that officials might not 
have disclosed all the facts regarding the 
fire’s impact. 

Top ESG Issues:  
Lubrizol Corp 

• Impacts on communities

• Local pollution

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

• Discrimination in employment

• Occupational health and safety issues

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Lubrizol Corp 

• Negligence



The fire covered the fields of more than 
1,800 farms with oily soot, and media 
reports indicated that farmers preemptively 
dumped thousands of liters of milk. 
The National Institute for Industrial 
Environment and Risks also raised concerns 
about toxic dioxins entering the food chain 
via meat, dairy products, fish, and seafood.

On October 10, 2019, investigators, 
accompanied by a magistrate and a 
specialist assistant from the public health 
department of the Paris Public Prosecutor's 
Office, carried out searches at the Lubrizol 
plant and Normandie Logistique to 
determine the source of the fire and its 
possible impact on public safety. 

On December 13, 2019, despite protests 
from concerned citizens, the Prefect of 
Seine-Maritime authorized Lubrizol to 
partially resume its operations.

Were there prior indicators of risk?
RepRisk’s risk incidents and reports had 
linked several environmental and social 
risks to Lubrizol before the fire in Rouen. In 
July 2018, two workers at Lubrizol’s plant 
in Belgium were hospitalized following 
a leak of adipic acid. In 2014, Lubrizol’s 
Billbrookdeich site in Hamburg reportedly 
leaked toxic chemicals. A second leak at the 
same site in 2015 allegedly caused health 
issues among several dozen individuals, 
some requiring hospitalization. In 2013, 

odors caused by a gas leak at the company’s 
Rouen plant reportedly spread to Paris and 
several counties in England. 

Consequences for Lubrizol
On November 13, the Prefecture of Seine 
Maritime reported that environmental 
inspectors had noted shortcomings with 
respect to safety rules required for high-risk 
installations during visits to Lubrizol both 
before and after the fire. The company was 
given two months to carry out modifications 
or face action before the administrative 
court of Rouen. Media reports indicate that 
some Rouen residents remain apprehensive 
about the potential long-term health 
impacts of their exposure to fumes from the 
fire. As of November 2019, a total of 130 
complaints related to the fire had been filed 
against Lubrizol.
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#7 Guangzhou R&F Properties Co Ltd  
Sector: Financial Services; Headquarters: China; Peak RRI: 73

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources and 
documents we screen and analyze resulted 
in ranking Guangzhou R&F Properties 
(Guangzhou R&F), a Chinese company, seventh 
on RepRisk’s MCC 2019 Report, in connection 
with several fatal construction accidents, as 
well as environmental concerns. The repeated 
workplace safety violations coupled with the 
company’s reported destruction of mangrove 
forests in a protected area contributed to 
the high RepRisk Index score that led to 
Guangzhou R&F’s seventh-place rank in the 
MCC 2019 Report.

First, with regard to concerns about 
workplace safety, on March 14, 2019, a 
worker fell to his death while working 
at the R&F City of Tianjin residential 
apartment complex being developed by 
Guangzhou Tianli Construction and Tianjin 
Baihe Bay Construction, both subsidiaries 
of Guangzhou R&F. On March 29, 2019, an 
employee of Guangzhou R&F’s subsidiary 
Longyan Lirong Real Estate Development 
also fell to his death at the Jianfa R&F 
Xiyuan residential apartment complex in 
Fujian Province. 

In May 2019, the Work Safety Management 
Committee of the Jiangxi Province 
Department of Housing and Urban-Rural 
Development included Nanchang R&F Yinxi 
Joy City, another project being developed by 

Guangzhou Tianli Construction, on a blacklist 
of 103 projects. The local housing department 
suspended construction of the project due to 
alleged violations of workplace safety and 
environmental regulations.  

In November 2019, the housing authority 
of Fujian Province suspended construction 
work at R&F Academici Mansion, another 
complex being developed by Guangzhou 
R&F, for safety violations.

Top ESG Issues:  
Guangzhou R&F Properties Co Ltd  

• Occupational health and safety issues

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

• Local pollution

• Products (health and environmental 
issues)

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Guangzhou R&F Properties Co Ltd  

• Protected areas

• Negligence

• Involuntary resettlement



Second, with regard to environmental 
concerns, on May 1, 2019, the housing 
authority in Chengmai County, Hainan 
Province, suspended the sale of commercial 
properties within the Fuli Hongshuwan 
residential complex, being developed by 
six companies affiliated with Guangzhou 
R&F, following reports that the project 
had destroyed at least 0.6 hectares of 
mangroves in a protected area. The day 
before the suspension, Guangzhou R&F 
had allegedly published a misleading news 
article that blamed local residents for the 
mangrove destruction.

A few months later, in August 2019, 
China’s Central Environmental Protection 
Inspection Office accused Hainan R&F 
Properties and other companies of 
destroying mangroves in Chengmai, Hainan. 
According to the Inspection Office, Hainan 
R&F Properties, a subsidiary of Guangzhou 
R&F, had reclaimed over 30 hectares of 
land within the Huachangwan Mangrove 
Nature Reserve between 2015 and 2019, 
during the development of the Hongshuwan 
real estate project. Activities associated 
with the project allegedly damaged 4,700 
mangrove trees and more than 1,000 other 
trees inside the nature reserve.

Were there prior indicators of risk?
The RepRisk ESG Risk Platform had linked 
various subsidiaries of Guangzhou R&F 
to multiple ESG risks before 2019. In June 
2018, Guangzhou R&F’s subsidiary R&F 

Riverside Mansion was investigated for 
unauthorized construction in Zhengjiang. 
In the same month, an accident killed one 
person at the City of Meizhou project being 
developed by Guangzhou Tianli Construction 
Engineering. In August 2018, Guangzhou 
R&F was accused of charging deposits from 
buyers for its R&F City of Heze residential 
complex before the project had obtained 
a permit. In October 2018, a construction 
worker reportedly died from exhaustion at 
The Cullinan, a complex being developed by 
Guangzhou R&F in Nanchang, Jiangxi.

Consequences for Guangzhou R&F Properties
During 2019, the share price of Guangzhou 
R&F Properties was extremely volatile, 
reaching a low of HKD 11.70 (USD 1.50) in 
September in the wake of repeated safety 
incidents. Although Fitch Ratings affirmed 
a BB rating for the company in December 
2019, media sources have expressed 
concerns that the repeated construction 
accidents and violations could be related to 
Guangzhou R&F’s rapid expansion in China’s 
real estate industry.
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#8 Samherji hf  
Sector: Food and Beverage; Headquarters: Iceland; Peak RRI: 72

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources 
and documents we screen and analyze 
resulted in ranking Samherji, an Icelandic 
fishing company, eighth on RepRisk’s MCC 
2019 Report, following a November 12, 
2019 WikiLeaks publication of more than 
3,000 documents reportedly showing the 
company’s involvement in a corruption, 
money laundering, and tax evasion 
scheme in Namibia. The extensive credible 
documentary evidence shared with the 
media of an extensive corruption scheme 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to Samherji’s eighth-place rank in 
the MCC 2019 Report.

The documents at issue, which were 
published in collaboration with the 
Icelandic investigative news program 
Kveikur, were allegedly provided by a former 
managing director of Samherji’s operations 
in Namibia. According to these documents, 
the scheme had generated revenues of 
around USD 70 million, and kickbacks of at 
least 150 million Namibian dollars (USD 10 
million) had been paid to Namibian officials. 

Based on the documents, Kveikur reported that 
companies owned by Samherji had paid bribes 
to Namibian officials to secure and increase 
Samherji’s horse-mackerel fishing quotas in 
the country between at least 2012 and 2018. 
Quotas for foreign companies were restricted 
to ensure that Namibian fishermen could 
benefit from the country’s fishing industry.

Kveikur alleged that Samherji had sought 
help from high-ranking Namibian officials 
with connections to Namibia’s Ministry of 
Fisheries and Marine Resources, including 
Namibia’s Justice Minister, the Chairman 
of the Board of the National Fishing 
Corporation of Namibia (Fishcor), and 
Fishcor’s CEO.  Namibia’s Anti-Corruption 
Commission conducted investigations 
into these allegations. According to the 
WikiLeaks documents, certain officials 
received bribes from Samherji, under the 
guise of consulting fees transferred via a 
network of companies located in Cyprus, 
Dubai, the Marshall Islands, and Mauritius.

On November 13, 2019, as a result of the 
allegations, Namibia’s Minister of Fisheries 
and Marine Resources and Namibia’s 
Minister of Justice resigned.

Following further analysis of the WikiLeaks 
documents, the Icelandic newspaper 
Stundin then reported that Samherji had 

Top ESG Issues:  
Samherji hf  

• Corruption, bribery, extortion and money 
laundering

• Tax evasion



transferred most of the proceeds of their 
operations through a shell company in the 
Marshall Islands. Norwegian police began 
investigating when further analysis of the 
leaked documents revealed that some of the 
transactions had occurred through accounts 
at Norway’s Den Norsk Bank (DNB Bank). 

On November 27, 2019, as a result of the 
corruption allegations raised by WikiLeaks, 
the Namibian authorities arrested six 
people including Namibia’s former Minister 
of Justice and the former Chairman of 
Fishcor, on suspicion of corruption, money 
laundering, and tax evasion. 

The former director of Samherji’s operations 
in Namibia also alleged that Samherji had 
abused the double taxation treaty between 
Namibia and Mauritius by establishing a 
branch in Mauritius to avoid taxes when 
channeling profits from Namibia to Cyprus.

Were there prior indicators of risk?
Prior to the 2019 release of the WikiLeaks 
documents, RepRisk’s risk incidents 
and reports had linked Samherji to a 
2014 Greenpeace report that accused EU 
industrial fishing companies of reporting 
minimal profits, despite receiving EUR 
tens of millions in subsidies and fuel-tax 
exemptions, using “flags of convenience” 

to circumvent fishing regulations, operating 
in protected areas and UNESCO World 
Heritage sites, and depleting fish stocks to 
the detriment of local fishermen. 

Consequences for Samherji
On November 14, 2019, Thorsteinn 
Mar Baldvinsson, the CEO of Samherji, 
stepped down from his positions pending 
investigations into Samherji’s activities 
in Namibia. In December 2019, Samherji 
began discussions with Iceland’s District 
Prosecutor and with the Directorate of 
Tax Investigations. The company also 
announced that it would be ceasing 
operations in Namibia. 
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#9 Henan Coal Gas Group Co Ltd  
Sector: Oil and Gas; Headquarters: China; Peak RRI: 71

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources 
and documents we screen and analyze 
resulted in ranking Henan Coal Gas Group, a 
Chinese company,  jointly in ninth place on 
RepRisk’s MCC 2019 Report, in connection 
with a July 19, 2019 explosion at the 
company’s Yima Gas Plant in the city of 
Sanmenxia in China’s Henan Province and 
subsequent environmental concerns.

The high number of fatalities and injuries 
and the serious environmental impacts 
contributed to the high RepRisk Index score 
that led to Henan Coal Gas Group being 
jointly ranked in ninth place in the MCC 
2019 Report.

According to media reports, the explosion 
resulted in 15 fatalities and numerous 
hospitalizations. As several fatalities 
involved local residents, media reports 
raised concerns about the plant’s proximity 
to residential areas. 

Following the incident, environmental 
regulators, including the Environmental 
Protection Bureaus of Henan and 
Sanmenxia, determined that the explosion 
had released chemical substances into 
the air, as well as wastewater that had 
contaminated a nearby river.

Various national governmental bodies, 
including the State Council, the Ministry of 
Emergency Management, and the Ministry 
of Ecology and Environment took part in 
the emergency response. The government 
of Henan Province subsequently set up an 
investigation into the causes of the accident.

Top ESG Issues:  
Henan Coal Gas Group Co Ltd 

• Impacts on communities

• Occupational health and safety issues

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

• Local pollution

• Waste issues

Top ESG Topic Tags:  
Henan Coal Gas Group Co Ltd  

• Negligence



Were there prior indicators of risk?
RepRisk methodology had identified 
multiple environmental violations by 
Henan Coal Gas Group before the July 2019 
accident. Between 2014 and 2016, the 
Environmental Protection Bureau of Yima 
had reportedly penalized the Yima Gas 
Plant 11 times for environmental violations 
and had fined the facility for violating 
the Hazardous Chemical Management 
Regulations. Further, in 2016, government 
inspectors warned that the Yima plant 
posed significant safety risks to nearby 
residents, schools, and businesses, but 
took no mitigation measures.

Consequences for Henan Coal Gas Group
At the end of July 2019, preliminary 
investigations by the Ministry of Emergency 
Management concluded that the explosion 
had resulted from the failure to repair a 
leak within the air separation unit at the 
plant. This leak allegedly caused the unit 
to fracture, collapse, and damage a nearby 
storage tank, which then leaked liquid oxygen 
and triggered an explosion. The plant had 
reportedly been aware of the leak as early 
as June 26, 2019 and had noticed cracks in 
the area on July 12, 2019 but had failed to 
suspend production and perform appropriate 
repairs. The investigations into the explosion 
were ongoing as of December 2019.
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hospitalizations.”
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 #9 Intercontinental Terminals Co LLC
Sector: Industrial Transportation; Headquarters: United States of America; 

Peak RRI: 71

Applying our methodology and review 
process to the publicly available sources and 
documents we screen and analyze resulted in 
ranking Intercontinental Terminals Company 
(ITC), a US company, jointly in ninth place on 
RepRisk’s MCC 2019 Report, in connection 
with environmental pollution resulting from a 
fire at the company’s Deer Park Petrochemical 
Facility near Houston, Texas. The extent of 
the environmental damage and the health 
impacts on local residents contributed to 
the high RepRisk Index score that led to ITC 
being ranked jointly in ninth place in the MCC 
2019 Report.

The ITC Deer Park Facility stores various 
petrochemical liquids and gases, as well 
as fuel oil, bunker oil, and distillates for 
companies including Chevron, Phillips 66, and 
Exxon Chemicals. The facility currently has a 
capacity of over 13 million barrels, as well as 
five ship docks, ten barge docks, rail and truck 
access, and multiple pipeline connections. 

The March 17, 2019 fire took three days to 
contain, released over nine million pounds of 
pollutants, and emitted smoke plumes that 
reached 3,000 feet into the air.  

Following the fire, several colleges as well as 
a 15-mile stretch of Texas Highway 225 were 
closed down. Thousands of area residents 
received a “shelter-in-place” warning and 
at least 700 people reported nosebleeds, 
headaches, and other health conditions 

including 15 who had to be hospitalized for 
respiratory difficulties. Some of the chemicals 
reportedly washed into nearby waterways, 
including the Houston Ship Channel, which 
was subsequently shut down by the Coast 
Guard. On March 22, 2019, the Texas Attorney 
General, on behalf of the Texas Commission 
on Environmental Quality, filed a civil suit 
against ITC alleging violations of the Texas 
Clean Air Act.

In April 2019, the Harris County District 
Attorney's Office filed environmental 
criminal charges against ITC alleging water 
pollution. By July 2019, more than 21 million 
gallons of potentially hazardous waste and 
contaminated water had been collected 
from the Deer Park Facility and the Houston 
Ship Channel. 

Top ESG Issues:  
Intercontinental Terminals Co LLC 

• Local pollution

• Impacts on communities

• Impacts on landscapes, ecosystems and 
biodiversity

• Occupational health and safety issues

• Waste issues



In October 2019, a report by the US Chemical 
Safety Board stated that the fire had probably 
been started by a leak in piping next to 
an 80,000-barrel storage tank containing 
naphtha, a flammable liquid used to produce 
motor fuel. According to the report, the board 
believed it was possible that the chemicals 
had ignited and that the fire had subsequently 
spread to ten other storage tanks.

Were there prior indicators of risk?
In March 2019, the Houston Chronicle 
reported that since 2009, ITC’s Deer Park 
Facility had repeatedly violated the US Clean 
Water Act and had been fined over USD 
65,000 in civil penalties for environmental 
violations, including USD 14,000 for air 
pollution violations. 

Consequences for Intercontinental Terminals 
Company
As of October 2019, ITC was facing 23 
personal injury claims as well as lawsuits 
from nearby companies alleging damages 
stemming from lost business. The US Chemical 
Safety Board is investigating why the leak was 
not immediately detected, why it could not be 
isolated, and why it took so long to extinguish 
the fire. 
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Methodology

RepRisk Special Reports, including the MCC Reports, are compiled using risk incidents and 
reports from the RepRisk ESG Risk Platform, the world’s largest due diligence database on 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) and business conduct risks. The RepRisk Platform, 
launched in January 2007, is used by 300+ banks, insurances, investment managers, and other 
organizations to conduct in-depth risk research on public and private companies as well as 
projects of all sizes, from all sectors and countries, including emerging and frontier markets.

RepRisk leverages advanced machine learning together with human intelligence to 
systematically identify and assess material ESG risks associated with companies, projects, 
sectors, and countries. For this risk analysis, RepRisk takes an outside-in approach by 
exclusively analyzing information from public sources, documents, and stakeholders, and 
intentionally excluding company self-reporting and disclosures. This approach allows RepRisk 
to provide a unique perspective on a company’s risk exposure, helping to assess whether that 
company’s policies and processes are translating into on-the-ground performance.

On a daily basis, RepRisk’s artificial intelligence system screens over 90,000 media, 
stakeholder, and third-party sources and documents, including print and online media, NGOs, 
government bodies, regulators, think tanks, newsletters, social media, and other online sources 
at the international, national, and local level. The results of this daily screening are transferred 
to RepRisk’s team of 85+ analysts who curate and analyze the ESG risk incidents according to 
RepRisk’s rules-based methodology. RepRisk’s daily screening is driven by RepRisk’s research 
scope, rather than a pre-defined, finite list of companies. The scope is comprised of 28 ESG 
Issues, which were selected and defined in accordance with the key international standards (such 
as human rights abuses and corruption), and of 58 Topic Tags, ESG “hot topics” that are specific 
and thematic (such as palm oil, migrant labor, or arctic drilling). Any company or project linked 
to any of these ESG Issues or Topic Tags will be captured through RepRisk’s research process. 

The ranking in the Special Report is based on the RepRisk Index (RRI) score of a company 
in a given calendar year. The RRI is a proprietary risk metric that quantifies a company’s 
reputational risk related to ESG issues. The RRI facilitates an initial assessment of the ESG 
risks associated with investments or business relationships, allows the comparison of a 
company’s exposure with that of its peers, and helps track risk trends over time. It reflects 
a company’s actual risk management performance as opposed to its communicated goals 
and policies. The RRI ranges from zero (lowest) to 100 (highest). The higher the value, the 
higher the risk exposure. A value between 75 and 100 denotes extremely high risk exposure. 
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Methodology

Notably, the RRI emphasizes companies that are newly exposed or have had less exposure in 
the past, i.e. companies with significant past exposure are less sensitive to new exposure.

The report’s ranking methodology may also, in certain cases, involve additional factors. At 
RepRisk’s discretion, the ranking may bundle and rank a parent company and subsidiaries 
with similar RRI scores into one case study, and may exclude previously ranked companies for 
which no new major developments are reported, as well as buyers affected by their suppliers’ 
wrongful actions.

For more information on our research approach and the ESG Risk Platform, please visit our 
website or email us at contact@reprisk.com.

mailto:contact%40reprisk.com?subject=
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Copyright 2020 RepRisk AG, Stampfenbachstrasse 42, 8006 Zurich, Switzerland. All rights 
reserved. RepRisk AG owns all rights to its logos and trademarks used in connection with this 
report (“Report”).

The information contained in this Report is not intended to be relied upon as, or to be substitute 
for, specific professional advice and in particular, financial advice. No responsibility for loss 
occasioned to any persons and legal entities acting on or refraining from action as a result of 
any material in this publication can be accepted. With respect to any and all the information 
contained in this Report (“Information”), RepRisk makes no representation or warranty of any 
kind, either express or implied, with respect to the Information, the results to be obtained by 
the use thereof or any other matter. RepRisk merely collects information from public sources 
and distributes it in the form of this Report.

RepRisk expressly disclaims, and the buyer or reader waives, any and all implied 
warranties, including, without limitation, warranties of originality, accuracy, completeness, 
merchantability, fitness for a particular purpose and warranties related to possible violations 
of intellectual property rights, trademark rights or any other rights of any third party. This 
Report may be quoted, used for business purposes, and may be shared with third parties, 
provided RepRisk ESG data science and quantitative solutions www.reprisk.com is explicitly 
mentioned as the source. RepRisk AG retains copyright and all originators’ rights to the content 
in this Report. © RepRisk AG



Contact information
For more information about the RepRisk ESG Risk Platform 
or this Special Report, please contact media@reprisk.com or 
visit www.reprisk.com.
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