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Understanding ESG Scores Based On Companies With Well-Recognized Reputation: A

Comparative Analysis Of LSEG Methodology And Corporate Performance

ABSTRACT

This comprehensive analytical study investigates the critical divergence between perceived

corporate reputation and technical Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG)

performance. As global financial markets migrate from "Shareholder Capitalism" to a more

complex "Stakeholder Capitalism" model, the necessity for a standardized, rigorous data

architecture has become paramount. This paper utilizes the London Stock Exchange

Group (LSEG) ESG methodology—a framework encompassing over 16,000 global

entities—to dissect the sustainability profiles of five industry leaders: Grupo Bimbo, Nestle,

Alphabet, BBVA, and MercadoLibre.

The research addresses the "Reputation Tax" paradox, wherein firms with high public

visibility often suffer from significant valuation discounts due to underlying controversies

and governance failures. By examining the LSEG "Combined Score" (ESGC), which

integrates reported performance with real-time controversy overlays, the study exposes the

limitations of self-reported corporate social responsibility (CSR) narratives. Key findings

indicate that technical operational excellence in specific pillars—such as BBVA’s

governance or Alphabet’s resource efficiency—is frequently undermined by material risks

like water scarcity, litigation burdens, and governance immaturity. The analysis provides a

strategic roadmap for sustainable investment strategists to navigate information

asymmetry, advocating for the transition from subjective sentiment to objective, percentile-

based data normalization.

Keywords: ESG Integration, Materiality, Corporate Governance, Sustainable Finance.

JEL CODES:G30, M14, Q56, L21.



INTRODUCTION

The global transitiontowardsustainablefinanceisnotmerely a shift in assetallocationbut a

fundamental re-engineeringofthefinancial data lifecycle. As

wemovefromthefrontmatterintothecoreintroduction, wemustevaluatewhy ESG scores

haveevolvedfromperipheral marketing metricsintothefoundational "backbone"

ofinstitutionalriskmanagement and alphageneration (Elhady&Shohieb, 2025)

Thecontemporaryinvestmentlandscapeisdefinedbytheerosionoftraditionalbarriersbetweenfi

nancial and non-financial data. In an era where a single supplychainscandalor a data

breach can erase billions in marketcapitalization, Environmental, Social, and Governance

(ESG) scores havetransitionedfrom elective disclosurestothe non-

negotiablebackboneofmodernfinance  (Zhao, (2024).

This shift isdrivenbytherealizationthat "well-recognizedreputation" is no longer a sufficient

proxy forcorporateresilience. Instead, institutionalinvestorsrequire granular, auditable, and

normalized data architecturestomitigatethepervasiverisksofinformationasymmetry

(Savchenko, 2025)

InSustainableInvestmentAnalysis, theprimarychallengeisthenoiseinherent in

theproliferationofsustainabilityreports. Whilethousandsoffirmsnowissueannual CSR

documents, thelackofstandardizationcreates a

fertilegroundforgreenwashing—wherefirmsprojectanimageofsustainabilitythatisdisconnecte

dfromtheiroperationalreality. Transparencyis no longer a luxuryforhigh-reputationfirms; itis

a competitive necessity (Sari &Muslim, 2024).

The "ReputationTax" is real:

companiesthatfailtoaligntheirinternalgovernancewiththeirexternalbrandpromisesface severe

penaltiesfrombothregulators and capital markets.

Informationasymmetryremainsthegreatesthurdle in ESG integration. Historically,

firmscouldmasksystemicvulnerabilitiesthroughstrategicphilanthropyor opaque reporting

(Loss, 2025).

Standardizedmethodologies, specificallythe LSEG ESG ScoringEngine,



havebeenengineeredtodismantletheseasymmetries. Byemploying a relative, percentile-

based ranking systemratherthananarbitrary absolute scale, theseframeworksforce a

market-driven performance standard. Thisensuresthat a company's "A" rating isnotjust a

reflectionofitsowngoals, but a measureofitsleadership relative toitsindustrypeers

inaspectsrelatedtoEnvironmental, Social and Governance. (Zhao, Ngan,Jamil,

Salleh&Yusoff, 2025).

Thisanalysisisrooted in the "Combined Score" (ESGC). Thismetric serves as a

realitycheck, overlaying a company'sself-reported performance with a "Controversy Score"

derivedfrom global media and legal proceedings. For global leaders, thiscreates a high-

stakesenvironmentwhereeveryoperationalfailureisquantified and discounted

(Elamer&Boulhaga, 2024). Thepurposeofthisdocumentisto bridge the gap

betweencorporatereputation and technicalreality, usingfivedistinct case

studiestoillustratehowthe LSEG architectureexposesthe "DisconnectedLeaders" and

identifiesthe true "InstitutionalBenchmarks."

GENERAL OBJECTIVE

Toanalyzetherelationshipbetweencorporatereputation and ESG performance throughthe

LSEG methodologyto determine theresilienceof global leaders in

thefaceofevolvingsustainabilitystandards and heightenedmarketscrutiny.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

First, todetailthe LSEG scoringmechanics: Todeconstructthetechnicalarchitectureofthe

LSEG methodology, includingitsfour-stagequality control process, percentile-rank formula,

and thespecificBooleanlogicgoverningits 870+ metrics. Next, toassessthe ESG

profilesoffiveindustryleaders: Toprovide a deep-dive technicalassessmentof Grupo Bimbo,

Nestle, Alphabet, BBVA, and MercadoLibre, evaluatingtheir performance across 10 distinct

ESG categories. Next, to compare operational performance vs. controversyimpact:

Toquantifythe "ReputationTax" byanalyzingthe delta betweenthereported ESG Score and



theCombined ESGC Score,

specificallyfocusingonhowcontroversyseverityweightsimpactvaluation. And finally,

tosynthesizeinvestmentinsightsbasedonsustainability data: Totranslate raw ESG data

intoactionablestrategicrecommendationsfor portfolio managers, highlightingtherisksof

"Governance Anemia" and thebenefitsofinstitutionalstability.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The LSEG ESG methodologyrepresents a pinnacle in data architecture,

designedtotransformheterogenouscorporate narratives into a strategic competitive

advantage. Itis a systembuiltonobjectivity, relativity, and dynamicmateriality (Sikacz,

Teneta&Fabijańska, 2025).

The LSEG databaseencompassesapproximately 16,000 companies, including 14,500

publicentities and 1,300 privatefirms. This extensive coverageis vital forcross-sectoral

benchmarking. Oneofthemostsignificantarchitecturalfeaturesisthe data historyextending

back to 2002. Thisallowsfor time-series analysisthateffectivelymitigates "survivorshipbias."

Analysts can observe how ESG maturitycorrelateswithfinancial performance

acrossmultipleeconomiccycles, providing a longitudinal viewthatrecent "start-up" ESG

providerscannotreplicate (Benvissuto, 2025).

The LSEG engineprocessesover 870 ESG measures per company, filteredthrough a

rigorousfour-stagequality control architecture (Laokulrach, 2025):

1. Entry/Pre-production: Theproprietary UI integratesover 1,700 logical error checks.

Thesecheckspreventtheentryofcontradictory data (e.g., a

firmreportingrecycledwatervolumesthatexceedits total waterwithdrawal).

2. Post-Production: Dailyalgorithmicscreeningsdetect "outlier" annualvariationsor sector-

wideinconsistenciesbasedon TRBC - TheRefinitiv Business Classifier-

IndustryGroupbenchmarks.

3. IndependentAudits: Dailyrandomsamples are auditedby senior analysts in Beijing,

Bangalore, and Manila toensure manual processingaccuracy.



4. Management Reviews: Monthly "HeatMaps"

identifythematicorgeographicareasofconcern, allowingforsystemicimprovements in data

harvestingtechniques.

Toprotecttheintegrityofquantitativebacktests, LSEG employsthe 5-Year Definitive Rule.

While scores are updatedweekly, once a fiscal yearisfiveyears in thepast, its data becomes

"definitive" and inalterable. Thispreventscompaniesfromretroactively "restating"

theirsustainability performance

tomaskhistoricalfailures.ThemethodologyalsoutilizesTransparencyStimulation.

Themodelactivelypenalizesopacitybyassigninghigherweightsto non-reported data pointsthat

are deemed "highly material" for a specific sector. If a firmfailstodisclose a material metric,

thecategory score dropsdrastically, incentivizingbetterdisclosure (Parfitt, 2024).

LSEG uses a dynamicmaterialitymatrixwherecategoryweights (1 to 10) varybyindustry.

Table 1. Industry-Specific ESG MaterialityWeights in the LSEG Dynamic Materiality Matrix

Industry (TRBC)

EmissionsWeight

InnovationWeight

Human RightsWeight

Management Weight

BankingServices

1

4

4

10

Chemicals

9

9

10

10



Coal

10

1

3

10

WaterUtilities

9

8

3

10

Source: (Grassetti&Marazzina, 2026)

When a controversyoccurs, thesystemappliesSeverityWeightsbasedonmarketcapitalization

(Dodsworth, Bourne, Schlich&Kooroshy,2023):

 LargeCap (≥ $10bn): 0.33 weight (reflectinghigher media scrutiny).

 MidCap (≥ $2bn): 0.67 weight.

 Small Cap (< $2bn): 1.00 weight (where a single eventis more likelyto be fatal).

TheEvolutionofthe ESG InformationEcosystem

The global financialarchitectureiscurrentlynavigating a fundamental

transitionfromtraditionalshareholder-centricmodelstowardthe multidimensional

principlesofStakeholderCapitalism. This shift reflectsanempiricalconsensusthatlong-

termcorporatevalueisintrinsicallylinkedto non-financialexternalities,

specificallyEnvironmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) performance. Consequently,

ESG information has evolvedfrom a peripheral niche ofcorporate social responsibility

(CSR) reportingintothequantitativebackboneofsustainablefinance, riskmitigation, and global

assetallocation. Forinstitutionalinvestors, theabilitytodecompose and compare ESG data

acrosssectorsis no longeroptionalbut a prerequisiteforrigorousfiduciaryduty (Biancone,

Secinaro, Brescia & Calandra, 2024).

Withinthislandscape, the LSEG ESG scoringmodel serves as a



strategicstandardizationtool, providingobjective performance metricsforapproximately

16,000 companiesglobally. Byutilizing a universe of more than 870 metrics,

themethodologyaimstoresolvehistoricalissuesof data fragmentation and reportingopacity,

enablingcomparabilityacross diverse jurisdictions.

Thissystematicapproachtransformsheterogeneouscorporatedisclosuresinto a structured

data architecture, facilitating more informed and transparentinvestmentdecision-making.

Thismacro-economictransitionnecessitates a granular, pillar-basedmeasurementstructureto

capture thenuancesofcorporateconduct (Schleipfer, 2025).

The Tripartite Pillar Framework and ThematicCategorization

Strategicgranularityistheprerequisiteforaneffective ESG assessment.

Bydecomposingcorporate performance intothreedistinctpillars and ten

constituentcategories, the LSEG methodologyenablestargetedriskmanagement and a

precise evaluationofcorporateresponsibility. Thisstructuraldecompositionensuresthatthe

final score isnotmerelyanaggregate figure but a nuancedreflectionof a

firm'sspecificoperationalimpact and strategicfocus (Yılmaz&Taşkın, 2024).

Theframeworkcategorizes 186 material measuresintothreepillars (London Stock Exchange

Group, 2026):

 Environmental (Env): Measures a company'simpacton living and non-living natural

systems, includingthe air, land, and water.

 Social (Soc): Evaluatesthequalityofrelationships and the trust a

companybuildswithitsworkforce, customers, and thebroadercommunity.

 Governance (Gov): Assessestheinternalsystems, processes, and structuresbywhich a

firmisdirected, controlled, and heldaccountable.

Thefollowing table defines thefocusofeachcategorywithinthesepillars:

Table 2. LSEG ESG Pillars and Categories: Definitions and Assessment Focus

Pillar

Category

Focus and Definition



Environmental

Resource Use

Performance in reducingtheconsumptionofmaterials, energy, orwaterthrough eco-

efficientsolutions.

Emissions

Effectiveness in mitigatingenvironmentalemissions in production and operationalprocesses.

Innovation

Capacityto reduce environmentalburdensforcustomersthrough eco-designedproducts and

technologies.

Social

Workforce

Provisionofjobsatisfaction, safety, diversity, and equaldevelopmentopportunities.

Human Rights

Effectiveness in respecting fundamental international human rightsconventions.

Community

Commitmenttobusinessethics, publichealth, and responsiblecorporatecitizenship.

ProductResponsibility

Capacityto produce qualitygoodswhileensuringcustomer safety and data privacy.

Governance

Management

Commitmenttobest-practicecorporategovernanceprinciples and boardeffectiveness.

Shareholders



Effectiveness in ensuringequaltreatmentofshareholders and the use ofanti-

takeoverdevices.

CSR Strategy

Integrationoffinancial, social, and environmentaldimensionsintoday-to-daydecision-making.

Source: LSEG ESG Scores Methodology (London Stock Exchange Group, 2026).

Thesequalitativethemes are distilledintoquantitative inputs through a

rigorousnormalizationprocess, transitioningfromsubjective narratives tostandardized data

points.

MethodologicalFoundations: From Raw MetricstoPercentileRanks

The LSEG methodologymitigatesreportingbiasthrough a rigorousnormalizationprocess.

Althoughthe data collectionframework captures more than 870 metrics,

thescoringmodelfocuseson 186 material indicators.

Metricrelevanceisdeterminedusingpredefinedtransparencythresholds: a

metricisincludedonlyifitisreportedby at least 5% ofcompanieswithinanindustryfornumerical

data and 7% forBoolean data. Byapplyingthesethresholds, themethodology reduces

transparencybias and

avoidsrewardingcompaniessimplyfordisclosinglargervolumesofinformation. Instead,

itemphasizesthereportingof material and industry-relevant data points (London Stock

Exchange Group, 2024).

Theframework'squantitativeassessmentisbasedon a percentile ranking

methodologythatassignseachcompany a score between 0 and 100 accordingtoits

performance relative toindustrypeers. Specifically, a company's score reflectsits position

withinthedistributionofallcompaniesreporting a givenmetric.

Itiscalculatedbycomparingthecompany'svaluewiththoseofitspeers and

determiningtheproportionoffirmsthatperformworse,

whileassigninghalfweighttofirmswiththesamevalue(London Stock Exchange Group, 2024).

Animportantfeatureofthismethodologyismetricpolarity, which determines



whetherhigherorlowervaluesindicatebetter performance. ForBooleanmetrics (e.g., Yes/No

indicators), non-disclosureof a positive metric—such as theexistenceof a water-

efficiencypolicy—isassigned a valueofzero.

Thispreventscompaniesfrombenefitingfromtheabsenceofdisclosure and

encouragestransparencyon material sustainabilityissues(London Stock Exchange Group,

2024).

Theresultingmetric scores are thenaggregated and

weightedaccordingtotheirrelevancewithineachindustry. Additionaladjustments are

madethroughgeographic benchmarking toaccountfordifferences in regional

reportingpractices and operatingenvironments (Clément &Grenon, 2025).

Dynamic Weighting and Benchmarking

A "one-size-fits-all" approachto ESG isacademicallyinsufficient and failstoprovide genuine

riskinsight. LSEG employs a Magnitude Matrix (Materiality Matrix)

thatdynamicallyweightsthemeson a scaleof 1 to 10 basedontheir relative

importancetospecific industries. Crucially, theserelevancy and categoryweights are

derivedexclusivelyfromLarge- and Mid-capcompanies, as Small-capfirmstypicallyreportless

data, whichcouldotherwiseskewthematerialitythresholds (Vu,2025):

 Environmental and Social Benchmarking: Categories are benchmarkedagainstthe LSEG

Business Classifications (TRBC) industrygroups. Forexample,

carbonemissionscarryhighmagnitudeweightsfor industrial

sectorsbutlowerweightsforfinancialservices.

 Governance Benchmarking: Governancecategories are benchmarkedagainstthe Country

ofIncorporation, reflectingtherealitythatcorporate legal structures and governancecodes are

nationallystandardized.

 TransparencyStimulation: Themodelrewardsthereportingof "Highly Material" data.

Omittingpointswithhighmagnitudeweightsresults in a severe score penalty,

whereastheomissionof "immaterial" points has a negligible impact.

Thisbenchmarkedapproachensuresthat performance scores are



contextualizedwithinthespecificreputational and operationalrisksofeachindustry.

TheControversyOverlay: Evaluatingthe ESGC Score

A company’sself-reported ESG performance must be validatedagainst real-worldconduct.

LSEG addressesthisthroughthe ESG Combined (ESGC) Score, whichprovides a

"definitive" viewofsustainabilitybyoverlayingreported data with a

controversyassessmentcapturedfrom global media.

The ESGC score calculationfollows a specificscenario-basedmathematicallogic

(Dell'Erba&Doronzo, 2023):

 Scenario 1: IftheControversy Score ishigherthanorequaltothe ESG Score, no discount is

applied. ESGC = ESG Score.

 Scenario 2: IftheControversy Score islowerthanthe ESG Score, a deductionismade.

ESGC = Average of (ESG Score + Controversy Score).

 ControversyLifecycle: "RecentControversies" are captured in real-time and accountedfor

in thelatestclosed fiscal year. As thecontroversymatures (e.g., through legal

developments), ittransitionsinto a "Normal" controversy data point in subsequent fiscal

cycles.

Thismechanismensuresthat a company’ssustainabilityprofileistemperedbyits actual

conduct, movingtheassessmentbeyond mere disclosure.

Data Integrity, QualityAssurance, and Longitudinal Validity

Theutilityof ESG data foracademicbacktestingdependsentirelyon data integrity. LSEG

employsover 600 contentresearchanalystswhomanuallycollect data frompublicsources

(annualreports, CSR reports, and stock filings). Toensureaccuracy, theframeworkutilizes a

four-stagequality control process (Njuguna, Mwangi&Waweru, 2025):

1. Data Entry: Deploymentofover 1,700 built-in error checklogicswithintheuser interface.

2. Post-Production: Dailyalgorithmicscreenersidentifyinginconsistencies, sector-

basedvariances (TRBC codes), and scalingerrors.

3. IndependentAudits: Dailysamplereviews and weeklyroot-cause analysesofproblematic

data points.



4. Management Reviews: Monthlydeep dives and

heatmapanalysistoaddresssectoralorthematicconcerns.

To preserve thehistoricalintegrityrequiredforlong-termquantitativeanalysis, LSEG appliesthe

"Five-Year Definitive Rule." Scores are marked as definitive and

remainunchanged—regardlessofsubsequentcorporaterestatements—once they are more

thanfiveyearsold. (Bancu, Cunea &Dragomir, 2025).

METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

Theresearchdesignfollows a multi-

dimensionalapproachtoassesscorporatehealthbyintersectingqualitativereputationwithquantit

ative data.

 SampleSelection: Thesamplewasobtaineddiscretionallyfromthe Merco Ranking (Merco,

2026), selectingfiveentities—Grupo Bimbo, Nestle, Alphabet, BBVA, and

MercadoLibre—thatpossesswell-recognized global reputations.

 Justification: CombiningMerco’sreputational standing

withLSEG’squantitativescoringcreates a comprehensive viewof "ESG Decoupling."

Thisintersectionallowsfortheidentificationofcompanieswherepublicperception diverges

significantlyfromoperationalreality, exposing "Reputational Anemia" orhidden

"GovernanceValueTraps."

Thefollowingsectionprovides a detailedempiricalanalysisofhowthese global

giantsperformwhensubjectedtothe LSEG framework.

Theresearchdesignis a dual-trackqualitative and quantitative comparative analysis.

Thesamplewasobtaineddiscretionallyfromthe Merco Ranking,

selectingfirmswiththehighestpublicreputationto stress-test their actual ESG

validitythroughthe LSEG engine (London Stock Exchange Group, 2026).

Therationaleforchoosing LSEG as theprimary data engineisits "ControversyShifting"

mechanism. In thiscontextforexample, as ofmarch 2026 anewseventhappenedin May 2024

iscaptured as "recent" in thelastclosed fiscal year; as time passes,



theimpactpersistsbutdecreases, allowingforananalysisof "reputationalrecovery." By

benchmarking Environmental and Social pillarsagainstthe TRBC -Thomson Reuters

Business Classification-IndustryGroup and Governanceagainstthe Country ofIncorporation,

itensuresthecomparisonisgrounded in bothoperational and legal reality.

RESULTS OBTAINED

Grupo Bimbo SAB de CV (TheResilient Leader)

Grupo Bimbo representsthe "Gold Standard" ofemergingmarketresilience. Withan ESG

Score of 85.52 (Grade A), itranks 154th outof 12,316 companiesglobally. Its Social Pillar

isitsprimaryengineofvalue, specificallythe "Workforce" category (95.87),

wherewomennowhold 33% ofmanagement positions.

However, the "Lead Data Architect" notes twotechnical "smoking guns." First,

Bimbo’sEnvironmentalInnovation score iscriticallylow at 18.99, indicating a lack of

disruptive eco-design. Second, its Management score suffered a 12.89-point

contractiondueto a failuretomaintain GRI ReportGuidelines (whichdropped 88.25 points)

and theabsenceof a reportedHealth& Safety Team (dropping 67.59 points). Despitethese

administrative lapses, Bimbo demonstrated a massiverecovery in itsCombined Score,

reducingitscontroversypenaltyfrom 21 points in FY2023 tojust 2.9 points in FY2024.

Table 3. Bimbo ESG Performance Scores and Ratings Basedonthe LSEG Framework

Metric

Score

Grade

ESG Score

85.52

A

Environmental Pillar

87.43

A



Social Pillar

87.69

A

Governance Pillar

79.65

A-

ESG Combined Score (ESGC)

82.61

A-

Source: ownelaborationbasedon LSEG data.

Source: Ownelaborationbasedon data obtainedfromLondon Stock Exchange Group (2026).

Nestle SA (TheReputationTax)

Nestleillustratesthe "ReputationParadox." Operatively, itis a powerhouse (86.31), butits

ESGC collapsesto 43.53 (Grade C+). Thisisdrivenby a Controversy Score of 0.75,

resultingfrom legal issues in France and deforestation in Indonesia.

Thearchitectural "smoking gun" forNestleisits 0.00 recycledwatermetric. In thefood sector,

wateristhemost material resource. ContrastingNestlewith British American Tobacco’s

1,280,000 unitsofrecycledwaterexposes a massive competitive disadvantage in circular

economypractices. Furthermore, thedepartureof CEO Mark Schneider

wasalgorithmicallycoded as a "Management Controversy," furthererodingitsgovernance

score.

Table 4. Nestle ESG Performance Scores and Ratings Basedonthe LSEG Framework

Metric

Score

Grade



ESG Score

86.31

A

Environmental Pillar

88.16

A

Social Pillar

94.32

A+

Governance Pillar

70.45

B+

ESG Combined Score (ESGC)

43.53

C+

Source: Ownelaborationbasedon data obtainedfrom London Stock Exchange Group

(2026).

Alphabet Inc. (TheDisconnected Leader)

Alphabet (Google) istechnicallybrilliantbutethically "Anemic." Itmaintains a Management

score of 97.98 and Resource Use of 98.03, yetitsCombined Score dropsto 40.63.

Theprimary "smoking gun" isthecollapseofEnvironmentalRestorationInitiativesfrom 88.80 to

0.00, signaling a total breakdown in carbon-offset execution.

Alphabet’s $3.7 billion in litigation expenses and its 29.11 score in "Shareholders" suggest

a governancestructurethattreats legal penalties as a costofdoingbusinessratherthan a

riskto be mitigated. ForAlphabet, innovationishigh, butthe "Reputational Anemia" is a

permanent drag onvaluation.

Table 5. Alphabet Inc. ESG Performance Scores and Ratings Basedonthe LSEG



Framework

Metric

Score

Grade

ESG Score

80.95

A-

Environmental Pillar

73.52

B+

Social Pillar

82.09

A-

Governance Pillar

82.19

A-

ESG Combined Score (ESGC)

40.63

C

Source: Ownelaborationbasedon data obtainedfrom London Stock Exchange Group

(2026).

BBVA (TheInstitutionalBenchmark)

BBVA isthe global sector leader (#1 of 929 banks). ItsCombined Score isanunshakeable

88.95, underpinnedby a 100.00 Controversy Score. WhileAlphabet and Nestlefailthe

"realitycheck," BBVA’sgovernanceabsorbs shocks effortlessly.

However, the data reveals a tactical shift:

EnvironmentalExpendituresInvestmentschangedfrom TRUE to FALSE,



causingitsEmissions score todropfrom 85.44 to 76.25. Additionally,

theNominationsCommittee Independence fellfrom 80% to 60%, a

signalofslightinstitutionalerosionthatinvestorsmust monitor despiteitsoverall A+ governance.

Table 6. BBVA ESG Performance Scores and Ratings Basedonthe LSEG Framework

Metric

Score

Grade

ESG Score

88.95

A

Environmental Pillar

86.88

A

Social Pillar

86.04

A

Governance Pillar

94.82

A+

ESG Combined Score (ESGC)

88.95

A

Source: Ownelaborationbasedon data obtainedfrom London Stock Exchange Group

(2026).

MercadoLibre Inc. (TheEmergingRisk)

MercadoLibre is a high-growthentitywithanimmaturegovernancearchitecture. Its 8.06

Management score and 56.09% employeeturnoverrate are "red alerts." The "smoking gun"



hereistheQuality Management Systemsswitchingfrom TRUE to FALSE, whichcausedits

"ResponsibilityofProduct" score tocollapsefrom 77.42 to 32.19. Whileits shift to 40.44%

renewableenergyiscommendable, itsgovernancepreventsitfromachievinginstitutional grade.

Table 7. MercadoLibre ESG Performance Scores and Ratings Basedonthe LSEG

Framework

Metric

Score

Grade

ESG Score

47.06

C+

Environmental Pillar

66.86

B+

Social Pillar

67.48

B+

Governance Pillar

23.53

D+

ESG Combined Score (ESGC)

47.06

C+

Source: ownelaborationbasedon LSEG data.

Source: Ownelaborationbasedon data obtainedfrom London Stock Exchange Group

(2026).



CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Theanalysisconfirmsthat ESG metrics are central tomodernvaluation, withthe ESG

Combined Score (ESGC) serving as a superior predictor

offinancialriskbyintegratingcontroversiesintotheself-reported data.

ThematicConclusions

 Predictive Powerof ESGC: Thedivergence in Nestle and Alphabetwarnsof future litigation

and regulatory fines thattraditional ESG scores overlook.

 Governance as a Safeguard: Robustgovernance (as seen in BBVA) acts as a stabilizer,

preventingenvironmentalor social volatilityfromerodingshareholdervalue.

 Management Recommendations: Boardsmust shift from "compliance-based" reportingto

"operationalreality." Forfirmslike MercadoLibre, professionalizingmanagementisthepriority;

forAlphabet, mitigatinglitigationthroughbettershareholderrightsisessential.

The comparative analysisreveals a distinct "Governance Gap"

betweenestablishedinstitutionalbenchmarkslike BBVA and high-growthorhigh-

visibilityfirmslike MercadoLibre and Alphabet.

The Startup vs. InstitutionGovernance Gap

MercadoLibre’s D+ in Governanceis a textbook case of a

firmoutgrowingitsmanagementcontrols. Withan 83 billionmarketcap, itsrelianceon a

"startup" governancemodel—characterizedbylowboardindependence (70%) and

skyrocketing executive pay (13.7M)—creates a significantriskofagency. In contrast, BBVA’s

A+ governanceacts as a "valuationshield,"

ensuringthatevenwhenoperationalmetricslikeemissionsfluctuate,

thecoreinstitutionalstabilityremainsintact.

TransparencyStimulation and the "Null" Penalty

The "Lead Data Architect" perspectivehighlightsthatMercadoLibre’s and Bimbo’s scores

weresignificantlyaffectedbyTransparencyStimulation. Byfailingtoreporton GRI

guidelinesorQualitySystems, the LSEG engineassumed a worst-case scenario.



Thislogarithmicpenaltyisdesignedtoforcefirmstotreat ESG reportingwiththesame rigor as

financialauditing. Firmsthattreat ESG as a marketing exerciseratherthan a data

architectureexercise are systematicallypenalized.

TheMagnitudeofLitigation

Thedisparity in litigationcostsisperhapsthemoststrikingfinding. Alphabet’s $3.7B in litigation

and Nestle’s $2.1B in legal expenses represent more thanjustfinanciallosses; they are

"Governance Smoking Guns" thatindicate a systemicfailuretomanageethicalrisks. BBVA’s

100.00 Controversy Score, despitebeing a massive global bank,

provesthatitispossibletomaintain a cleanslatethrough proactive institutional rigor.

Reputation Versus ESG ResilienceReality

Thisstudydescribesthatcorporatereputationis a lagging and oftenmisleadingindicatorof ESG

resilience. Whilethe Merco Ranking identifiesfirmswithhighpublicesteem, the LSEG data

architectureexposesprofoundvulnerabilities in several "reputable" leaders.

The "Combined Score" (ESGC) remainstheultimatetruthforthesustainableinvestor.

Itstripsawaythe marketing narrative and exposesthe "ReputationTax" paidbyfirmslikeNestle

and Alphabet. For MercadoLibre, thechallengeisprofessionalization; forAlphabet,

itisethicalrealignment; and for BBVA, itismaintainingthehigh standard

ofinstitutionalgovernanceit has set. In the era ofStakeholderCapitalism, thewinnerswillnot

be thecompanieswiththeloudestbrands, butthosewiththemostrobust, transparent, and

normalized data architectures.
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