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Climate Architecture for Action

Metrics @ @ Targets

C02/C0O2
Global equivalent Paris Agreement
Architecture (GHG Protocol “ ¢ UNFCCC
built into Paris) | |
Same - Nationally
National Legislated J v Determined
Accountability (UNFCCC & Contributions
TCFD aligned) | | (NDCs)
Sub-national targets
Local Same (government,
Assessment (TCFD-aligned) J J corporates, Fis) -
Net zero

In place . In negotiation

CIETCIET T
UNIVERSITY OF SEOUL

@ No agreed approach
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Nature Architecture for Action

Metrics (| @ Targets
Global 3 &
measurement Global Biodiversity
framework « “ Framework (CBD)
Eji?)ttij(i)vnearlsit ‘ National Biodiversity
y ] J « Strategies & Action
g e Plans (NBSAPs)
standards
Ecosystem Ecosystem health
T iy & resilience targets
Nietios framework



2 EAS

| TAI2f 2:H|X} ZHRY

UNO| A M), AlRIS 0| AH| HZ} Mu| Aol LAKIE! o AX|o] HAk RIZ AFRXI0I7 CO,2| 0|2
=XIGH= S, AlRle] 27/4AQE ECIZ 7|5 s 20| ZHROIM AIE SH2o| A: ABHAl FHa

EfAZ2I. MR, S0P @AI7IAC| S8 HEE HB0| AQF|= FE, IS K2 MEOIA| B2 ookl B HS T3]
ggﬂﬁﬁl’g 1 9 HE0| AQE|s M| S5

XA L), EA] #HOIN EAILHZ S0{2D SAOIM SA| O LiZhs MEZa} AH|AC] T3: 9 1, 2, 3

=

CHIM, ADIE 7|22| 0|82 EHY &H: SEX|Q/ZMRATY 2ZEL 0 7HE
=1
oL

O14dm], Eta STt S0 Mol 7| S&: A=, 84,AS, 29, 2Y S= = SR A4, Xixf 28, A

CA| GPC C40 Cities(2018)2| Z|Z AFEH DM = “C40 =AIS2| 2, 4H| 7|8hy 24714 BIERE2 GPC2 E4S
0|&30{ 2f-d &l Z0FE 2474 HiSZECH 2 O Boh 1 MaEstd Ut HRLIE| 24714 BiSsE =

AL XIE(GPC)2 © X[7H ofHX| 22 COL2| 70% O|¢S HiSst= TAIQ| BIEE 54, 2Ot ofy&el &

SEX| 44, Bt E8XQ HiSE Z4% 2, 12|10 Hr} HEsin Zetxe2 ARl o|lE FA 5= 7|

=
= B £3 =78 HE
M%MEWQE

SHUPARA A
Lab.Spatial Data S(;enc



= B

Disclosure Varies Across Recommendations

More than 30% of companies assessed in 2020 disclosed on each of the Metrics and Targets
recommended disclosures, with climate-related targets having the lowest rate of disclosure at 34%

TCFD-Aligned Disclosure by Year, for Each Recommended Disclosure

% Point Change

W ry2018 Fy2019 [FY2020
% of Companies Disclosing Information

Recommendation Recommended Disclosure '18-'20 Aligned with TCFD Recommended Disclosures
9%
2) Board Oversigh s
Governance
9%
b) Management's Role 9 a
18%
st 2 2 22—
Opportunities 52%
26%
stategy 5) Impact on company o T
o 5%
c) Resilience of Strategy 8 L -
st - o
Assessment Processes 30%
i 14%
Risk Management  *) [ Hoseemert ——— aaa
Processes 29%
c) Ir'!tegratlon into Overall 17 10% 5
Risk Management i 27%
. : 34%
) CcimsteReatedetrics 10 e x|
. b) Scope 1, Scope 2, and 27%
& Scope 3 GHG Emissions 37%
. 21%
) Climate-Related Targets B e

Note: Results are based on the Task Force’s artificial intelligence analysis of 1,651 public companies.

Source: TCFD, 2021 Status Report, 2021

TASK FORCE on
CLIMATE-RELATED
FINANCIAL
DISCLOSURES
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A quick, high-level preliminary scan of internal and external data and reference sources to generate a hypothesis about the organisation’s
potential nature-related dependencies, impacts, risks and opportunities to define the parameters for a LEAP assessment and to ensure
managers and the assessment team are aligned on goals and timelines.

Scoping

— 7 I% EIA H 0." Generate a working hypothesis Aligning on goals and resourcing
=
— — What are the organisation’s activities where there are likely to be material Given the current level of capacity, skills and data within the isation and given goals, what are
9_' [«] } %' Oot nature-related dependencies, impacts, risks and opportunities? the resource (financial, human and data) i ions and time ions required and agreed for undertaking
[ B

an assessment?

!

Locate

The interface with nature

Evaluate
Dependencies & impacts

Assess
Risks & opportunities

fd respbnd & report

Span of the business
model and value chain

What are our organisation’s activities by sector and
value chain? Where are our direct operations?

E1l Identification of environmental
assets, ecosystem services

and impact drivers

What are the sectors, business processes or activities to be

identification

What are the corresponding risks and opportunities
for our organisation?

Risk and opportunity

E Strategy and resource
allocation plans

What risk management, strategy and
resource allocation decisions should be

What assets, services made as a result of this analysis?

. Dependency and and»impact drivers are tas;_ociated with these sectors, Adjustment of existing risk

impact screening business activities and VA itigation and risk and p2 Target setting and

Review Which of these sectors, value chains and direct |dentification of opportunity management performance Review
and ions are iated with i e i i What existing risk mitigation and risk and opportuni management and
and high dependencies and impacts on nature? dependencies and impacts € e nd opportunity .
repeat and we How will we set targets and define and repeat
‘What are our dependencies and impacts on nature? already applying? measure progress?
Interface )
. . How can risk and
with nature Dependency and impact i ; ;
E and (e.g. risk risk P3 Reportin.

Where are the sectors, value chains and direct measurement inventory, risk tolerance criteria) be adapted? porting

= B
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with potentially and high

What is the scale and scope of our dependencies

What will we disclose in line with the TNFD

dependencies and impacts located? on nature? A3 Risk and opportunity recommended disclosures?
Which bi d ifi te d direct :
c 3 |0m:nsdan spec I:::::?; fems do our Iand What is the severity of our negative impacts on mga_syrer_nent and
nature? What is the scale and scope of our positive pnorltlsatlon

impact value chains and sectors, interface with?

Interface with
sensitive locations

Which of our c isati in and
high dependency and impact value chains and sectors
are located in ecologically sensitive locations?

And which of our direct operations are in these
sensitive locations?

Engagement with Indig s Peoples, Local Communities and affected stakeholders

impacts on nature?

E4 Impact materiality
assessment

Which of our impacts are material?

Which risks and opportunities should be prioritised?
Risk and opportunity
A4 materiality assessment

Which risks and opportunities are material and
therefore should be disclosed in line with the
TNFD recommended disclosures?

P4 Presentation
Where and how do we present our
nature-related disclosures?
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Example Disclosure: Maersk (Transportation)

TCFD alignment: the
following example describes
Maersk’s Scope 1, Scope 2,
and Scope 3 greenhouse gas
emissions, represented as
carbon dioxide equivalents,
as well as sources of primary
emissions and estimates of
material Scope 3 emissions
categories.

= B

susaAnony  MEAIENS

UNIVERSITY OF SEOUL
Lab.Spatial Data Svence

64%

OWN OPERATIONS

Emissions coming from
our financially controlled
operations.

96% of our scope 1 emissions
come from bunker fuel.

33,902 (1,000 tonnes CO, eq)

56%

SCOPE 3: VALUE CHAIN®

Maersk's

CO, footprint
2020

<1%

SCOPE 2:
PURCHASED ELECTRICITY
(location-based)

Emissions from the generation
of purchased electricity.

Maersk has partial responsibility
related to how much electricity
we use.

305 (1,000 tonnes CO, eq)

Emissions created in the value-chain as result of
Maersk's business activities, including emissions from
cargo transported under vessel sharing agreements.

19,017 (1,000 tonnes CO, eq)

This comprises five material categaries

(all numbers below in 1,000 tonnes CO, eq):
Upstream transportation and distribution: 13,322

- Purchased goods and services: 2,750

- Use of sold products: 1,838

- Fuel and energy related activities: 787

- Capital goods: 211

\
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=224 ESG F£XHH|Z (%)
-EXIX}

57 XIS CHAt 2016 2018 2020
U AECA BE TQ BB (e o0 xR 81,948 91,828 98,416
XANSEX 7R 22,839 30,683 35,301

u 7|3 W 28 B XHM28AF B PEFREA o SAM

2 EXIRHEA MulA712 B 29 u 7|et

XA SEXHS 27.9% 33.4% 35.9%
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