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Foreword 
Each day brings news of a fresh crisis posing existential questions – and we are talking 
about sustainability reports? 

Yes, we really believe this is (still) the right moment to do so: sustainability questions are 
existential questions about the risks and opportunities for today’s and future stocks and de-
velopments. Consequently, these questions are a priority in times of crisis, when risks be-
come acute or even materialise. Moreover, the crises currently emerging have their origins in 
malpractices related to non-information, disinformation and false information. 

Companies must therefore be required to display greater transparency. These requirements 
concern the strategies, structures and decision-making processes in view of the sustainabil-
ity-relevant impact of business activities and major developments on the company’s periph-
ery. Both involve a high degree of uncertainty and ignorance. A comprehensible and critical 
treatment of sectorally and socially relevant corporate information is thus essential in order to 
openly counter the key questions which stakeholders ask of companies as well as to evalu-
ate risks and opportunities. 

With the ranking, IÖW and future put these questions in a concentrated form to the German 
companies – and seek answers in their sustainability reports. Companies are supposed to 
make substantial statements in their reports on these relevant issues, in a structured and 
transparent manner which enables readers to reach their own judgment. We examine the 
degree to which companies succeed in doing this by conducting a formalised process on the 
basis of evaluation criteria developed in a dialogue with scientists as well as representatives 
of civil society, politics and industry. 
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In the following we present the results of the current evaluation of sustainability reports from 
the period 2007-2009. We are well aware of the limitations of pure report evaluation. How-
ever, we assume that a company cannot fulfil the transparency requirements without having 
first created the material basis in the form of structures, management systems, programmes 
and measures. Nevertheless, the sustainability reports are de facto merely an addition to the 
annual reports. And just as one cannot learn about life simply from books, nor can one ascer-
tain actual corporate practice solely from the reports.   

We therefore regard our work as a service for other societal actors. As such it is embedded 
in a work-sharing process aimed at both orienting the conduct of companies or other organi-
sations to the vision of sustainable development and calling for them to assume responsibility 
for their own actions. 

We also place this service at the disposal of the companies themselves. We hope that the 
manner in which we conduct the evaluation and convey both the evaluation benchmark and 
the results supports the companies constructively in their further development and makes 
good performance visible in the reporting. 

We are of course ourselves interested in constant further development. We therefore wel-
come your feedback in whatever form and look forward to a lively, critical exchange. 

With special thanks to our supporters, the Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affairs and 
the German Council for Sustainable Development, we send you our best wishes until the 
next IÖW/future ranking. 

 

Jana Gebauer 

(Project Manager) 
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1.  Introduction 

1.1. The IÖW/future Ranking 
The ranking of sustainability reports is a joint project of the Institute for Ecological Economy 
Research (IÖW) and the business initiative future e.V. – verantwortung unternehmen. For 15 
years the biannual IÖW/future ranking has been evaluating the societal reporting of major 
German companies. Based on a comprehensive set of social, environmental, management- 
and communication-related criteria it compiles a ranking of the best reporters. The 
IÖW/future ranking is now being conducted for the seventh time in 2009 – with a set of crite-
ria which after 2005 again has been completely revised. For the first time the ranking is ac-
companied by an independent evaluation of the reports of German small and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs). 

Sustainability reporting is a key instrument with which companies can actively meet the in-
creased transparency requirements and information needs of a broad spectrum of stake-
holders. Companies are also using them to a growing extent to present their own suggested 
solutions to pressing societal problems. Good, substantial sustainability reporting enables 
companies to display awareness of responsibility coupled with innovation and management 
strength, thus distinguishing them from the competition. 

By regularly evaluating this form of corporate communication, we should like to contribute to 
the “systematic comparison of sustainability and CSR reports” (German Council for Sustain-
able Development 2006: 7). On the one hand, we want to promote competition between sus-
tainability reports and the further development of reporting. Since companies enter into a 
commitment with the publication of their sustainability goals and expose themselves to public 
assessment of the level of ambition, appropriateness and achievement of these goals, they 
must present corresponding structures and management systems as well as developing 
programmes and measures. On the other hand, we therefore assume a positive impact also 
on sustainability performance and a continuous process of improvement towards sustainabil-
ity. 

Sustainability reporting and its independent evaluation thus provide an important basis for a 
constructive dialogue about the sustainability requirements made of companies and for the 
critical accompaniment and further development of specific business activities – as the say-
ing goes: Reading broadens the mind. But so does writing.  

In this connection we refer to our English project website www.ranking-
nachhaltigkeitsberichte.de/index_e.html which contains information and documents on the 
ranking as well as a brief summary of the 2007 ranking report and the set of criteria (Ge-
bauer & Hoffmann 2009). 

1.2. Sample 
The IÖW/future ranking evaluates the reports of Germany’s 150 largest industrial and ser-
vice enterprises. The selection is based on the list of the top 500 companies compiled by the 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ; as of July 2009). 

http://www.ranking-nachhaltigkeitsberichte.de/index_e.html
http://www.ranking-nachhaltigkeitsberichte.de/index_e.html
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The ranking covers: 

• the 100 largest industrial enterprises and service-providers, measured by turnover 
• the 15 largest banks, measured by total assets 
• the 15 largest insurance firms, measured by total premiums 
• the 20 largest trade companies, measured by turnover. 

 
We also include ten reporters in the current ranking which are just below the 150 largest 
companies on the FAZ list. This is on the one hand because we want to continue including 
companies such as Axel Springer Verlag and Miele which have been active in this field for 
many years and on the other hand to illustrate current trends in individual sectors where 
there has been little reporting in the past (e.g. trade, electronics/electrical engineer-
ing/engineering). The reports of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs; here defined as 
up to 5,000 employees or annual turnover of up to € 500 million) go into the “SME ranking” 
and are not taken into account here. 

1.3. Subject of Evaluation 
The subject of evaluation consists of independent environmental, sustainability and CSR 
reports or comparable company reports which refer to the entire company and a clear report-
ing period. Every company in the Top 150 which publishes a corresponding report is there-
fore included in the evaluation as a “reporter”. However, we do not necessarily classify the 
other companies in the Top 150 as non-reporters. Companies publish information on social, 
environmental and economic topics in very different forms and intensity. Only those compa-
nies which make no information available on sustainability topics or provide only little infor-
mation on their website or in their annual report are categorised as non-reporters. Overall we 
place companies in the following categories: 

 

Form and intensity of reporting or provision of information 
on social and environmental corporate performances 

   Companies with a stand-alone printed or online report 
   Companies whose parent group has published a report 
   Companies with site-specific or topic-related brochures 
   Companies with relevant information on its website or in its annual report 
   Companies with thematically limited information on its website or in its annual report 
   Companies with only little information on its website or in its annual report 
   Companies with no information 

Table 1: Classification of companies according to form and intensity of reporting 

 

As the table shows, an online report also counts as a stand-alone report in addition to a 
printed report (Gómez 2008). 

Online reports are independent, Internet-based report formats for sustainability communica-
tion which are cross-medial, dynamic, interactive and hypertextual and have no printed 
counterpart, or at most a printed summary. They use the Internet as the main platform for 
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stakeholder-specific, networked and interactive sustainability communication. For evaluation 
purposes and accurate report submission (clearly defined reporting period, clearly defined 
submission date) online reports should be printable as a single document (e.g. as a PDF 
file). However, online reports should be set apart from traditional PDF reports as well as from 
the so-called integrated reporting (see below). 

As a rule, a PDF report is a converted printed report which is offered as a download on the 
company’s website – as the sole report format or to complement the print version; in some of 
these cases, there are no supplementary Web pages on the topic of sustainability. Solitary 
PDFs are treated in the ranking like printed reports (especially in the evaluation of communi-
cative quality). 

Integrated (print/Web or also Web-based) reporting is the supplementation of the printed 
report by individual, usually static, quasi-linear Web pages. There are close links between 
the printed report and the Web pages, e.g. via direct and targeted references in the printed 
report to individual Web pages. In the ranking process, the respective core document is 
taken as the basis for evaluation; on this basis the linked Internet information it contains is 
also evaluated. 

Targeted linking plays a major role in sustainability reporting and its evaluation: for societal 
stakeholders, the sustainability report is often the key document for inquiries on corporate 
performance. It thus forms the starting point for dealing with the company. In order to serve 
the different needs for information as comprehensively as possible and at the same time to 
concentrate on the essentials, to keep the scope of the report to a manageable size and not 
to duplicate publication of information, the (printed) sustainability report can and should refer 
to information on the Internet or in other print publications. Consequently, the evaluation of 
reports has been based on the so-called platform concept since the 1998 IÖW/future rank-
ing; taking the core document as the starting point, other sources of information such as en-
vironmental statements, personnel or annual reports, brochures, websites etc. are included 
under certain conditions. 

To this end, the core document – in most cases the printed sustainability report – must refer 
explicitly and in a qualified manner to other publicly accessible sources. A “qualified” refer-
ence states which information can be found at a precisely specified place. Ideally, page or 
chapter numbers are provided for print references and the URL, the path to a specific menu 
sub-item or an index number for Internet references. Generally worded references such as 
“further information on our sustainability commitment can be found on our website at 
www.company.de/sustainability” will not be followed up for the ranking. The absolutely cru-
cial requirement is that readers can find the additional information rapidly and directly. 

The general information on the company profile is a deviation from this platform concept. 
The company needs to be briefly introduced so that readers can put the contents of report 
into context. It is therefore essential for the report to contain the necessary information, such 
as turnover and workforce figures, number and geographical distribution of business loca-
tions and an overview of products and services. In the case of printed reports, a cross-
reference e.g. to the annual report is not sufficient. 
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1.4. Course of the 2009 IÖW/future Ranking 
The 2009 ranking began back in autumn 2008 with the revision of the evaluation criteria in a 
two-stage process of development and dialogue (cf. Section 2.1). This resulted on the one 
hand in the sets of criteria with the general cross-sector requirements for the sustainability 
reporting of major companies and SMEs. On the other hand, we compiled twelve sector pa-
pers in the ranking for major companies in which we derived specific criteria from the respec-
tive sectoral sustainability challenges. The criteria and sector papers were published on the 
project website in June 2009 (IÖW/future 2009). 

The actual task of evaluating the reports is regularly preceded by an survey: in April and May 
2009, we interviewed the companies in written form inter alia on the formats and responsibili-
ties for sustainability reporting and ascertained the number and appearance dates of the 
reports to be included in the ranking. More detailed questions on how the topic of sustain-
ability reporting is perceived by those responsible for the reports referred in 2009 to current 
trends and future challenges of reporting in the respective sectors, to the positions of the 
interviewees on a general obligation to report as well as to the value of an external and 
comparative evaluation of the reports for the reporters. We have published the results of this 
survey in a discussion paper on the project website (German version only) (Gebauer & Rot-
ter 2009). 

All reporting companies were also asked in the survey to send their current sustainability, 
environmental or other society-related reports; a print-out was requested in the case of 
online reports. We set 31 August 2009 as the final deadline for submitting reports to partici-
pate in the ranking. 

The reports were evaluated in summer and autumn 2009. For each report, the criteria-
relevant references and evaluations were documented in detail in an evaluation sheet. As in 
previous rankings, we sent these sheets to the respective companies in October for their 
written feedback. This feedback loop serves the dual purpose of transparency of the evalua-
tions and quality assurance. The majority of the companies took advantage of this opportu-
nity and pointed to report or website contents which might have been overlooked or to indi-
vidual requirements which, from their point of view, had been given false relevance. On the 
basis of feedback received, the evaluations were reviewed and where necessary adjusted. 

We compiled the overall list of the Top 50 reports in the IÖW/future ranking on the basis of 
the individual evaluations. The results of the ranking were presented at workshops and an 
award ceremony in the context of the Annual Conference of the German Council for Sus-
tainable Development on 23 November 2009. The 2009 IÖW/future ranking was concluded 
at a learning workshop in Hanover on 18 March 2010, which is traditionally aimed at passing 
on knowledge gained from report evaluation and invites discussion on specific challenges 
and trends in sustainability reporting. 

In the following Chapter 2 we shall explain the evaluation method underlying the ranking. 
Chapter 3 presents the overall results and Chapter 4 looks at the specifics of the individual 
sectors. In Chapter 5 we offer a summing-up and explain what generally distinguishes very 
good reports from the others. 
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2. Evaluation Method 

2.1. Developing the Criteria 
IÖW and future conducted their first ranking of environmental reports on the basis of their 
own set of criteria back in 1994. However, society’s demands on corporate activity and ex-
pectations of the reporting are constantly changing: new problem scenarios emerge, focuses 
shift, and growing experience and routine make it possible to tackle new challenges. Conse-
quently, criteria underpinning the first ranking were continuously developed further during the 
subsequent three evaluation periods (1996, 1998, 2000) and expanded into sustainability 
criteria for the first time for the 2005 ranking. 

Each of the development phases was based on broad discussions with companies and vari-
ous stakeholders. In 2004, for example, requirements for the shaping of corporate responsi-
bility and sustainability reporting were developed (Loew et al. 2004) subsequently trans-
ferred to the ranking evaluation method and discussed in workshops with industrial associa-
tions and the German Council for Sustainable Development (RNE). The set of criteria which 
emerged from these discussions were taken as the basis for the rankings in 2005 and (in an 
amended and expanded form) in 2007 (Loew & Clausen 2005; IÖW/future 2007). 

The criteria were fundamentally revised for the 2009 ranking. Compared with previous publi-
cations, the 2009 ranking criteria differ on the one hand structurally: we split up the product 
and supply chain aspects, restructured the assignment of criteria and redistributed the 
weighting factors. On the other hand, we revised the content of the requirements: we ex-
panded the management-related aspects, developed new criteria (corporate governance 
and control, job satisfaction and staff retention) and updated, expanded and specified all 
further criteria. For the criteria on stakeholder relations, biodiversity and supply chain re-
sponsibility we placed greater emphasis on the management approach. We increased the 
requirements for transparency with regard to auditing and corporate changes during the re-
porting period. We expanded the employee-related criteria to include aspects such as the 
systematic compilation of further training needs, the inclusion of temporary work and fixed-
term contracts as well as the number and handling of complaints related for example to 
equal opportunity and equal treatment of men and women. Material efficiency, material 
costs, shortages of raw materials and land consumption are explicitly addressed in the area 
of the environmental aspects of production. Not least of all, data protection and the handling 
of complaints and recalls play a larger role in the criterion of product responsibility. In addi-
tion to the general criteria, we also fundamentally revised the criteria for individual sectors 
which we published for the first time within the framework of sector papers on the project 
website.  

The reformulation of the criteria draws not only on our own work but also on that of others in 
the field of corporate responsibility and sustainability reporting. These were primarily organi-
sations which themselves develop social and environmental standards for business activi-
ties, compile guidelines for sustainability reporting or evaluate the sustainability performance 
or sustainability communication of companies in rankings and ratings.  
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The following deserve particular mention: 

• AccountAbility 
• Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA) 
• Industrial associations (CEFIC, ICCA, VfU, VCI i. a.) 
• Society of Investment Professionals in Germany (DVFA) 
• European Sustainability Reporting Association (ESRA) 
• Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
• Institute for Environmental Communication (INFU) at Leuphana University, Lüneburg 
• International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
• International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO) 
• International Labour Organisation (ILO) 
• Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
• Rating organisations (oekom research, Sustainable Asset Management [SAM] i. a.) 
• Social Accountability International (SAI) 
• SustainAbility 
• United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). 
 

The reformulation is also based on a broad two-stage process of dialogue with key stake-
holder groups from industry, politics, trade unions, civil society and science. An online forum 
constituted the first stage. From 13 February to 9 March 2009, approximately 430 represen-
tatives of stakeholder groups were invited to discuss the new draft set of criteria online. This 
produced almost 240 comments which were examined and incorporated. The resulting sec-
ond draft was again submitted for discussion at a workshop with 30 experts from reporting 
companies and stakeholders on 23 March 2009. The workshop discussions then fed into the 
final version of the set of criteria which forms the basis for the 2009 IÖW/future ranking. 

2.2. Criteria Structure 
The overall catalogue of criteria for the IÖW/future ranking consists firstly of a comprehen-
sive set of general criteria which are applied to all reports. This set consists of 11 main crite-
ria and a total of 48 individual criteria. The general criteria are supplemented by key sectoral 
challenges and standards. The sectoral specifications refer in particular to the social and 
environmental requirements in the field of production, products and supply chain. They are 
prepared in sector papers in a background text which finally leads to the formulation of the 
criteria (cf. Figure 1). The entire set of criteria (also in English) and the sector papers (Ger-
man version only) can be downloaded from our project website (IÖW/future 2009). 
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Figure 1: Basic Structure of the Set of Criteria in the IÖW/future Ranking 

 

The criteria are divided into material report requirements and requirements of the general 
report quality. The material requirements cover economic and management-related aspects 
as well as social and environmental aspects of production, products and services and supply 
chain relations. The requirements of general report quality cover criteria of good reporting 
practice such as credibility, comparability and communicative quality. 

Since the topics underlying the individual report requirements differ in relevance, a weighting 
element was introduced. The table below gives an overview of the main criteria with their 
respective weighting and maximum number of points. In total a maximum of 700 points can 
be achieved. 

 

Ranking Criteria and the Weighting Elements Maximum 
Evaluation 

Weighting Maximum 
Points 

A    Material Requirements of Reporting    

A.1 Company Profile 5  5   25 
A.2 Vision, Strategy and Management 5 20 100 
A.3 Objectives and Programme 5 20 100 
A.4 Employee Interests 5 15   75 
A.5 Environmental Aspects of Production 5 15   75 
A.6 Product Responsibility 5 20 100 
A.7 Responsibility in the Supply Chain 5 15   75 
A.8 Society 5 10   50 
B    General Report Quality    
B.1 Credibility 5 10   50 
B.2 Comparability 5  5   25 
B.3 Communicative Quality 5  5   25 

Table 2: Set of Criteria of the IÖW/future Ranking 
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2.3. Overview of Criteria Content 
For details on the formulation of the criteria we refer to the overall set of criteria. Here we 
can only give a summary overview of the contents of the main criteria and mention individual 
aspects of sub-criteria.  

The data on the company profile provides readers with the necessary background informa-
tion on the size of the company, its international set-up, business purpose and areas etc., 
which enable them to put the sustainability information into context. At the same time, this 
data forms the logical starting point for the reporter to derive the sustainability requirements 
and substantiate the fields of action. Required here are details on turnover, profit, employ-
ees, locations, business areas, product and customer groups as well as ownership structure 
and holdings. 

The comments on vision, strategy and management show the readers to what extent the 
company compiles and evaluates the social and environmental impacts of its business activi-
ties, the expectations of stakeholder groups and the opportunities and risks for business 
activity and competitiveness as well as translating them into sustainability-related goals, 
strategies, structures and action plans. Required here are explanations of values, vision and 
strategy; corporate governance and control; management systems and instruments as well 
as stakeholder relations. 

The presentation of objectives and programme, including reporting on the objectives (not) 
met during the reporting period, makes it clear to the readers what priorities and specific 
measures the company derives from its sustainability strategy and to what extent the com-
pany is working on a continuous process of improvement towards sustainability. 

The comments on employee interests clearly show the readers the extent to which the com-
pany assumes responsibility for its current and future employees and is guided in this by 
questions of (regionally different) interests and needs for protection of employee groups as 
well as nationally and internationally recognised norms and standards. At the same time, the 
company shows how it meets the main challenges of demographic developments with its 
activities. The sub-criteria here are remuneration policy; working time regulations; basic and 
further professional training; workers’ rights and employment; diversity and equal opportu-
nity; equal rights for men and women; occupational health and safety as well as job satisfac-
tion and employee retention.  

The presentations on the environmental aspects of production show the extent to which the 
company surveys, evaluates and systematically improves its consumption of resources and 
pollutant emissions. Required here are statements on energy management and climate pro-
tection; air pollution and noise emissions; the use of raw and other materials; waste man-
agement; water management; logistics and transport; production and transport accidents; 
release of chemicals, fuels and oils as well as nature conservation, land use and biodiver-
sity. In view of the particular relevance of climate protection, the depiction of targets and 
achieved objectives enables readers to judge how ambitious the company’s activities are in 
this field. 

The comments on energy management and climate protection also carry double weight in 
the overall evaluation of production ecology. 
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The presentations on product responsibility show the extent to which the company gears its 
products to sustainability requirements; here impacts over the entire product life cycle are 
taken into consideration. Companies are expected to comment on social and environmental 
aspects of product development, on the environmental compatibility of their products as well 
as on consumer orientation and customer information. 

Companies should also show the extent to which they assume responsibility for environ-
mental, labour and social standards in the supply chain. They must demonstrate how stan-
dards for key procurements are observed and how suppliers’ rights to a fair and practicable 
process are taken into account.  

With regard to society, readers expect an overview of the extent to which the company acts 
like a “good citizen” and is committed to sustainable development beyond its core business. 
This includes information on responsible behaviour in the region; transparency regarding 
financial transfers to and from the company in the form of taxes and subsidies; the com-
pany’s political engagement as well as the approach towards and measures for promoting 
charitable projects (corporate citizenship concepts). 

Companies enhance the credibility of their report by communicating a substantial mission 
statement from the CEO; openly and consistently stating the key challenges; discussing un-
resolved problems and target conflicts; presenting the results of audits and permitting exter-
nal comments and evaluations. 

The information in the report should permit internal temporal and cross-company compari-
sons and with this a broader classification of sustainability performance with regard to the 
key aspects. Data should be compiled in a transparent and comprehensible manner. Re-
quired are details on report boundaries; statements on how the information is gathered and 
interpreted as well as on important developments in the reporting period. 

The structure, text and layout of the report in the print and/or online version, the linking of the 
two report formats (where appropriate) and references to further internal and external 
sources of information should give the reader a clear picture of the corporate sustainability 
challenges and performance in a high quality and grant the reader rapid access to relevant 
information. Sub-criteria refer correspondingly to report structure; text; layout; quality of illus-
trations; contact possibilities as well as the offer of additional information. 
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2.4. Evaluation 
The IÖW/future ranking criteria should be regarded as a guideline to help companies identify 
and structure report topics. Rather than simply “ticking off” topics in the evaluation, a distinc-
tion is made between the quality of reporting on these topics. The crucial element here is our 
points system. There are four grades for evaluating the individual criteria, with five points 
representing the maximum requirements and the expected best level of current practice.  

Fulfilment of the individual criteria is evaluated as follows: 

The stipulated requirements … 

5 = …have been met in an exemplary manner. 
3 = …have been largely met. 
1 = …have only been partially met. 
0 =     No information or data available. 

 

Based on this, the specific formulations of the individual criteria contain more precise de-
scriptions of how to interpret the grades. We have frequently set minimum requirements 
which are essential e.g. for attaining three points. As already mentioned, there are also sec-
tor-specific additions or specifications for part of the criteria 

Our assessment team consists of six evaluators who are responsible for individual sectors. 
In order to guarantee the highest quality for the evaluations, the evaluation process contains 
systematic steps for internal review: those in charge of quality assurance and project man-
agement ensure that there are uniform standards in the application of criteria for each report 
evaluation. For external quality assurance, the report evaluations are shown to the compa-
nies which in turn are offered the opportunity to give their feedback in writing. This transpar-
ent, feedback-oriented evaluation process is an intrinsic quality feature of the IÖW/future 
ranking of sustainability reports.  
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3. Results of the 2009 Ranking 

3.1. General Overview  
In the 2009 IÖW/future ranking of major companies, we evaluated a total of 60 reports. 50 of 
these reports were actually published by companies in the Top 150. Ten more reports origi-
nate from companies with slightly lower turnover figures. We included Axel Springer Verlag 
and Miele once again out of tradition because they are long-standing and substantial report-
ers. Among trading and technology companies, the main developments in reporting figures 
appear to be taking place below the Top 150 – we wanted to be able to reflect this in qualita-
tive terms via the eight extra reports. 

Discounting the reports by Springer and Miele, 56 reports were evaluated from the Top 150 
companies in 2007, six more than in the 2009 ranking. However, four reporters from the Top 
150 published their new reports much later than the cut-off date of 31.08.2009, whereas their 
previous reports had been evaluated in the last ranking. Consequently, these could not be 
included in the evaluation. The number of non-reporters among the Top 150 is almost un-
changed: after 39 companies in 2007, there were 40 in 2009 which offered an interested 
general public (virtually) no printed or Internet information on relevant environmental and 
social aspects (cf. Section 3.3). 

Due to the dynamics within the overall group of Germany’s 150 largest companies, however, 
neither the number of reporters nor non-reporters permits any exact conclusions on quantita-
tive reporting trends. Developments in sustainability reporting should therefore first be as-
sessed in terms of quality. 

Translated into ranking values, the following picture emerges: compared with 2007, the av-
erage score of evaluated reports continued to rise, namely from 336 to 347 points, despite 
stiffer requirements. Although the best report in 2009 (533 points) fell short of the best mark 
for 2007 (543 points), all of the top 3 reports scored above 500; the average of the top 10 
reports in 2009 (492) was a notable 16 points higher than in 2007. The lowest number of 
points awarded to a report rose slightly compared with 2007, but at 110 points did not reach 
the level of the 2005 ranking (130). 

The following table gives an overview of the 50 best reports out of a total of 60 evaluated in 
the 2009 IÖW/future ranking. We should like to emphasise that all companies which issue 
reports display commitment and a willingness to disclose at least part of their sustainability-
related performance. This is praiseworthy in itself and offers a very positive contrast to the 
non-reporters which fundamentally refuse this transparency (cf. Section 3.3)  
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  A.1 A.2 A.3 A.4 A.5 A.6 A.7 A.8 B.1 B.2 B.3 

Weighting 5 20 20 15 15 20 15 10 10 5 5 
1 3 13 BASF Group 533 We shape the future. Report 2008 4,3 3,5 3,0 3,3 3,2 4,3 5,0 4,0 3,8 4,3 4,3 137 122 40 152 82 

2 – – Siemens AG 524 Sustainability Report 2008 4,3 4,5 5,0 2,0 2,6 3,7 5,0 2,5 3,4 4,3 3,0 104 112 25 212 71 

3 10 9 BMW Group 518 Sustainable Value Report 2008 3,7 4,0 5,0 2,8 3,7 3,7 3,0 2,5 4,2 4,3 3,3 100 114 25 198 81 

4 2 6 RWE AG 507 Our Responsibility. Report 2007 + Our Respon-
sibility. Status 2008 5,0 5,0 3,0 3,0 2,3 3,0 3,0 4,0 5,0 4,3 5,0 98 88 40 185 97 

5 12 – Deutsche Bahn AG 483 Sustainability Report 2009 (Online) 5,0 4,5 3,0 3,0 3,9 3,0 3,0 3,5 2,6 4,3 3,3 98 111 35 175 65 

6 9 7 Volkswagen 478 Driving ideas. Sustainability Report 2009/2010 3,7 3,5 4,0 2,8 2,1 3,7 4,0 3,0 3,0 4,3 4,3 100 106 30 168 74 

7 27 14 Daimler 476 360° - Sustainability Report 2009 5,0 3,5 5,0 2,8 2,1 3,7 3,0 1,5 4,2 3,7 3,0 87 105 15 195 75 

8 19 10 BSH Bosch und Siemens Hausge-
räte GmbH 475 Environmental and Corporate Responsibility 

2008 4,3 4,0 4,0 2,5 2,8 3,0 3,0 3,5 3,4 4,3 3,3 91 95 35 182 73 

9 38 33 Landesbank Baden-Württemberg 467 Sustainability. Made in Germany. Sustainability 
Report 2007/2008. 2,3 2,5 4,0 3,8 4,3 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,4 3,0 4,0 109 118 30 142 69 

10 1 3 Otto Group 457 Sustainability Report 2009 3,0 4,0 2,0 2,3 2,7 3,0 5,0 4,0 3,8 3,0 4,0 102 108 40 135 73 

11 14 1 Henkel AG & Co. KGaA 456 Sustainability Report 2008. Corporate Social 
Responsibility at Henkel 3,7 3,0 2,0 2,8 3,7 3,0 5,0 3,0 3,8 4,3 3,3 109 123 30 118 77 
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  A.1 A.2 A.3 A.4 A.5 A.6 A.7 A.8 B.1 B.2 B.3 

Weighting 5 20 20 15 15 20 15 10 10 5 5 
12 7 31 Bayer AG 454 Sustainable Development Report 2008 4,3 4,0 3,0 2,8 2,8 3,0 3,0 3,5 3,0 4,3 3,3 107 81 35 162 69 

13 12 26 Merck KGaA 451 Responsibility. Corporate Responsibility Report 2009 4,3 3,5 3,0 2,8 2,8 3,7 3,0 3,0 2,6 5,0 3,3 107 95 30 152 68 

14 
20 – E.ON AG 431 E.ON CR Reporting 2008 3,0 3,0 2,0 3,3 2,0 3,0 5,0 3,5 3,2 3,7 3,3 117 98 35 115 67 

15 12 Robert Bosch GmbH 431 Corporate Social Responsibility - Report 2007/2008 4,3 2,5 4,0 2,5 2,4 2,3 4,0 3,5 3,0 3,0 3,3 91 91 35 152 62 

16 30 17 Miele & Cie. KG 427 Responsibility for Generations. Sustainability Report 
2008 5,0 3,0 3,0 2,5 2,3 3,7 3,0 2,5 2,6 4,3 3,7 97 94 25 145 66 

17 35 – Telefónica O2 Germany GmbH 
& Co. oHG 411 Corporate Responsibility Report 2008 (Online) 3,7 3,5 4,0 2,0 2,3 2,3 3,0 2,3 3,0 3,0 3,7 89 68 23 168 63 

18 – – Tchibo GmbH 410 Bericht zur nachhaltigen Entwicklung 2008 (Online) 3,7 3,5 3,0 2,0 1,7 3,7 3,0 3,0 2,8 1,7 4,7 96 78 30 148 59 

19 24 – K+S Aktiengesellschaft 405 Corporate/Sustainability Report 2008. Deep-Rooted 
Strength 5,0 3,0 2,0 3,0 2,9 2,3 3,0 3,0 3,4 3,7 3,7 98 82 30 125 70 

20 22 7 HypoVereinsbank 403 Nachhaltigkeit - Unser Profil 2007/08 2,3 4,5 0,5 3,3 4,7 2,3 3,0 2,5 2,6 2,3 3,3 88 123 25 112 55 

21 – – REWE Group 394 Sustainability Report 2008. A question of values 3,0 3,0 3,0 1,5 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 2,6 2,3 3,7 76 98 30 135 56 

22 5 – WestLB AG 391 Sustainability 2009. Integration und Efficiency 3,0 2,5 4,0 1,5 4,0 3,0 1,0 3,0 2,2 3,7 3,7 61 98 30 145 58 

23 8 4 Axel Springer AG 382 Sustainability Report 2007 (Online) 3,0 2,5 2,0 1,9 3,3 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0 4,0 81 102 30 105 65 

24 37 10 Deutsche Telekom 372 We take responsibility. The 2009 Corporate Respon-
sibility Report. 2,3 2,5 4,0 2,0 1,8 2,3 2,0 3,5 2,6 3,7 3,3 76 58 35 142 61 



 

IÖW / future Ranking of Sustainability Reports 2009 

 18 

 
 

    
   IÖW/future-Ranking of Sustainability Reports 2009 

Criteria Categories 

 C
om

pa
ny

 P
ro

fil
e 

 V
is

io
n,

 S
tra

te
gy

 a
nd

 M
an

ag
em

en
t 

 O
bj

ec
tiv

es
 a

nd
 P

ro
gr

am
m

es
 

 In
te

re
st

s 
of

 E
m

pl
oy

ee
s 

 E
co

lo
gi

ca
l A

sp
ec

ts
 o

f P
ro

du
ct

io
n 

 P
ro

du
ct

 S
te

w
ar

ds
hi

p 

 R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 fo

r t
he

 S
up

pl
y 

C
ha

in
 

 S
oc

ie
ty

 

 C
re

di
bi

lit
y 

 C
om

pa
ra

bi
lit

y 

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

iv
e 

Q
ua

lit
y 

 S
oc

ia
l R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

 

 E
co

lo
gi

ca
l R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

 

 S
oc

ie
ty

 

 M
an

ag
em

en
t 

 G
en

er
al

 R
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 

 R
an

k 
20

09
 

 R
an

k 
20

07
 

 R
an

k 
20

05
 

Company  T
ot

al
 P

oi
nt

s 
Report 

  
  A.1 A.2 A.3 A.4 A.5 A.6 A.7 A.8 B.1 B.2 B.3 

Weighting 5 20 20 15 15 20 15 10 10 5 5 

25 16 – Vodafone D2 GmbH 366 Zeit, die Welt zu bewegen. Corporate Responsibility 
Report 2008/09 3,7 2,0 3,0 2,0 3,0 2,3 2,0 3,5 2,6 3,0 4,0 83 69 35 118 61 

26 46 – Commerzbank AG 363 Corporate Responsibility Report 2007 ** 2,3 2,5 3,0 3,3 3,3 1,0 3,0 2,3 1,8 3,7 3,7 82 83 23 122 54 

27 – – Puma 359 PUMAVision. Sustainability Report 2007/2008 4,3 2,0 3,0 1,5 1,7 1,7 4,0 3,5 2,8 3,7 3,0 71 71 35 122 61 

28 
31 16 KfW Banksgruppe 355 Sustainability Report 2009 3,7 1,5 2,0 1,5 4,0 3,7 2,0 2,5 2,6 3,0 3,0 67 119 25 88 56 

17 15 Evonik Industries AG 355 Living up to our responsibility. Corporate-
Responsibility Report 2008 4,3 2,5 2,0 1,8 2,8 3,0 1,0 3,5 2,6 4,3 3,3 64 80 35 112 65 

30 17 5 adidas AG 349 2008 Sustainability Performance Review - Sport 
Matters (online report) 2,0 2,8 4,0 1,0 1,2 1,3 4,0 2,3 3,0 3,7 2,5 63 57 23 145 61 

31 43 – C&A Mode KG 339 Acting Responsibly. C&A Report 2008 2,0 3,5 0,5 1,8 1,3 3,0 4,0 2,5 3,0 3,0 2,7 94 73 25 90 58 

32 34 – ThyssenKrupp Steel AG 337 Nachhaltigkeitsbericht 2009. Das Richtige tun. Rich-
tig? 3,0 2,5 2,0 2,3 2,0 3,7 1,0 2,5 2,6 2,3 3,3 85 68 25 105 55 

33 35 – Beiersdorf AG 336 Our Responsibility – Sustainability at Beiersdorf 
(Online) 2,3 3,5 1,0 2,0 2,1 1,7 3,0 3,5 2,6 3,7 3,0 76 65 35 102 59 

34 4 2 Arcandor AG 335 Stability in times of change. Sustainability Report 
2007 3,0 1,5 3,0 1,8 0,8 3,7 2,0 3,0 3,4 2,3 2,7 92 50 30 105 59 

35 41 – Sanofi-Aventis Deutschland 
GmbH 333 Corporate Social Responsibility 2009 ** 2,3 1,0 2,0 2,5 4,6 2,3 3,0 1,8 1,8 3,0 2,3 91 107 18 72 45 

36 
29 – Deutsche Bank AG 328 Corporate Social Responsibility Report 2008 ** 2,3 2,0 2,0 1,3 2,7 3,0 3,0 2,3 2,2 2,0 3,3 72 93 23 92 49 

11 26 Hochtief AG 328 Turning Visions into Value. Sustainability Report 2009 3,0 2,5 3,0 2,0 1,0 3,0 1,0 3,0 2,6 2,3 3,0 81 39 30 125 53 
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  A.1 A.2 A.3 A.4 A.5 A.6 A.7 A.8 B.1 B.2 B.3 

Weighting 5 20 20 15 15 20 15 10 10 5 5 

38 
– 28 Bayerische Landesbank 327 Sustainability Report 2007 3,0 2,0 3,0 1,8 4,7 1,7 1,0 1,5 2,6 2,0 3,3 50 94 15 115 53 

– – Primondo GmbH 327 Sustainability Report 2008 (Online) 3,0 2,5 2,0 1,5 1,3 3,0 2,0 2,5 3,4 3,0 3,0 82 51 25 105 64 

40 32 22 METRO AG 325 
Nachhaltigkeitsbericht 2007. Erkennen. Handeln. 
Gestalten. + Nachhaltigkeit. Fortschritte 2008. Kenn-
zahlen und Ziele 

3,7 2,0 3,0 1,5 2,3 1,7 2,0 1,8 2,6 4,3 4,0 69 53 18 118 68 

41 – – Allianz SE 321 Sustainable Development Report 2008/2009 (Online) 3,0 2,5 2,0 1,9 3,7 2,3 1,0 2,8 1,8 2,3 2,7 52 93 28 105 43 

42 – – Norddeutsche Affinerie AG 
(Aurubis AG) 317 Sustainability Report 2008. Demonstrating 

Responsibility. 2,3 2,0 1,0 2,0 2,1 3,7 1,0 3,5 3,0 2,3 3,7 81 70 35 72 60 

43 – – SAP AG 294 SAP 2008 Sustainability Report (Online) 3,0 3,5 0,5 1,3 1,7 2,3 1,0 2,5 3,0 3,7 4,0 57 49 25 95 68 

44 
– – DZ Bank AG Deutsche Zentral-

Genossenschaftsbank 282 Taking Responsibility together. Sustainability Report 
2008 3,0 1,5 3,0 2,0 1,7 1,7 0,0 3,5 2,2 3,0 3,3 47 42 35 105 54 

45 34 Deutsche Post DHL 282 Changing ways. Sustainability Report 2009 1,0 1,5 4,0 2,3 1,2 1,7 1,0 2,0 2,2 2,3 2,7 52 49 20 115 47 

46 33 23 Münchener Rück AG 279 Sustainability 2008 (Online) 3,0 1,5 2,0 1,8 3,3 2,3 0,5 2,5 1,8 1,7 2,7 43 88 25 85 39 

47 23 – HeidelbergCement AG 277 Sustainability Report 2009. Foundations 2,3 1,5 3,0 1,0 1,3 2,3 1,0 3,0 1,8 3,0 3,0 53 44 30 102 48 

48 – – Fraport AG 273 Fairplay. Sustainability Report 2008 3,7 2,0 2,0 2,3 2,3 1,0 1,0 1,0 2,6 3,7 3,3 52 53 10 98 61 

49 – – NRW.Bank 256 Financial Report 2008 + Gründerland 3,7 1,5 0,5 1,8 3,3 3,0 0,0 2,5 0,6 3,7 2,7 56 80 25 58 37 

50 47 – MAN 244 Sustainability Report MAN AG 2007/2008 3,7 1,3 0,5 0,9 2,4 3,0 2,0 1,0 2,4 0,7 2,8 51 90 10 53 41 
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3.2. The Top 10 of the 2009 Ranking 
1st place: BASF Group 

With 533 out of 700 possible points, the BASF Group’s “2008 Report” is the best report in 
the 2009 ranking. Like Otto in the previous ranking, BASF thus improved their position from 
third to first place. The “2008 Report”, subtitled “We are shaping the future”, is the first report 
in the ranking which fully integrates sustainability and business reporting. It is aimed at the 
systematic interweaving of sustainability issues with the business purpose and corporate 
strategy, thus conveying a consistently strategic approach to sustainability management. In 
so doing, it discusses the contributions made by sustainable product developments to corpo-
rate success and creates transparency about how the company analyses the risks but also 
emissions and consumption of resources throughout the entire life cycle of its products. The 
company also sets out what solutions the group offers to meet key global challenges such as 
climate change. Overall, BASF’s “2008 Report” is an exemplarily balanced report: it fulfils the 
set requirements to at least two thirds in all categories. However, this is “only” achieved with 
a comprehensive report concept aimed primarily at a specialist readership and which, in ad-
dition to the printed report, works extensively with the index of the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) and makes equal use of the Internet. 

2nd place: Siemens AG 

Following a series of rather meagre reports, the first report by the Siemens AG explicitly des-
ignated as the “2008 Sustainability Report” leapt straight into 2nd place with 524 points. The 
main topic running through the whole report is transparency and compliance. In view of the 
problems and infringements in this area, of which the general public are highly aware, the 
company deals very openly in the reports with errors and omissions, explains measures at 
structural and also cultural level and presents its further prospects above all with regard to 
strategy and management as well as the supply chain. Furthermore, the report contains a 
systematic and comprehensive portrayal of sustainability as a component of purchasing pol-
icy and a basis for supplier management. The company describes a partnership approach to 
supplier management which comprises the qualification of suppliers for observing minimum 
social and environmental standards as well as integration of suppliers into the evaluation of 
the company’s overall sustainability performance. Due to its focus on management the re-
port is less balanced: whilst it scored almost maximum points here, it met only half to just 
under a third of the expectations in the set of criteria for social and societal requirements.  

3rd place: BMW Group 

With an increase of almost 90 points to a total of 518, the BMW Group’s “Sustainable Value 
Report 2008” climbed from tenth place in 2007 to third place in the current ranking. The main 
topic of the report is the company’s product responsibility. In particular, the company de-
scribes the integration of sustainability aspects into its strategic thinking and its efforts in the 
field of product development. BMW specifies approaches and targets for reducing emissions 
and developing alternative forms of propulsion and fuels. The report also contains compre-
hensive, clear and comparable data and information on the relevant sustainability-related 
objectives in the reporting period; the presentations are at the beginning of each chapter, in 
the data section which is sorted by topic and in the UN Global Compact progress report. 
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However, the BMW report too is not very balanced across the categories and, in a similar 
way to Siemens, places emphasis on the management-related requirements. 

4th place: RWE AG 

Once again the RWE report is in the top group: after 2nd place in 2007, the company 
achieved 4th place in the current ranking. The evaluation took account of both the 2007 re-
port “Our Responsibility” and the linked 2008 status report “With Responsibility”. The publi-
cations scored 507 points, just 20 points less than in 2007. The main emphasis is placed on 
strategy and management as well as combating climate change. The report contains com-
prehensive explanations of the relevant sustainability-related challenges and open state-
ments on the critical topics of the sector. Overall, RWE tackles critical points openly, ex-
plains legal accusations of cartel formation and unfair prices as well as its positions in the 
political debate and allows critical stakeholders room for comments. However, the RWE re-
port is also not very balanced: whilst the report is exemplary with regard to general reporting 
quality requirements, it only half meets environmental requirements, despite comprehensive 
material on the company’s climate protection strategy. 

5th – 10th place 

With its 2009 online sustainability report, Deutsche Bahn AG improved its position by seven 
places compared with the last ranking (12th). The company scored a total of 483 points for 
very good and balanced presentations on strategy and management, questions of employee 
interests and the environmental compatibility of a transport service-provider.  

Volkswagen AG continues the tradition of previous years with a comparatively slim and 
overall quite balanced report which has many cross-references to the Internet. With a score 
of 478 points, it is once again among the top 10, as in 2007 and 2005. The “2009/2010 Sus-
tainability Report” focuses on product development and the presentation of supply chain 
links. 

With its 2009 Sustainability Report, Daimler AG has again made a significant leap forward: 
after 27th place in 2007 and 14th place in 2005, it occupies 7th place in the current ranking 
with 476 points. Daimler places emphasis on environmental protection and the environ-
mental impacts of products. Social and societal requirements are given less prominent 
treatment. 

In customary manner, BSH Bosch and Siemens Hausgeräte GmbH submitted a very slim, 
yet substantial report: with its 35-page report entitled “Responsibility for Environment and 
Society 2008”, BSH scored 475 points. The strengths of the report lie in the management 
and communication-related requirements; social and environment aspects took a relatively 
backseat position. 

The expansion of its environmental report into the “Sustainability Report 2007/2008” brought 
the Landesbank Baden-Württemberg a jump from 38th place in 2007 to 9th place. The overall 
very balanced report scored 467 points, above all due to its comprehensive and high-quality 
statements on employee topics and operating/business ecology. However, the financial cri-
sis is hardly mentioned. 
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There are reservations about the success of Otto’s attempts to expand the reporting frame-
work from the GmbH (limited liability company) to the Group in its “2009 Sustainability Re-
port”. The winner of the 2007 ranking “only” managed 10th place this time, with a score of 
457 points. The particular strengths of the quite balanced report continue to lie in the state-
ments on responsibility in the supply chain, sustainability strategy, dealing with stakeholders 
and openly addressing problems and weaknesses. 

The other reports among the top 20 are virtually all new entries, which also means that many 
of those relegated from the top group of the 2007 ranking occupy positions much lower down 
in the current ranking. These upward and downward trends are dealt with in greater detail in 
the sectoral analyses in Chapter 4. 

3.3. Non-reporters in the 2009 Ranking 
As explained in Section 1.3, non-reporters are those companies which either provide no in-
formation at all on sustainability topics (hereinafter categorised as ‘X’) or publish only a small 
amount of information on their website or in their annual report (categorised as ‘E’). 

Table 3 below shows the current non-reporters among Germany’s 150 largest companies. It 
is interesting to note that the majority now at least addresses individual sustainability aspects 
online or in their annual reporting: the number of ‘X’ and ‘E’ companies fell by 12 and 13 re-
spectively. 

In relation to the total number of companies per sector in the ranking, non-reporters were 
particularly numerous among the insurance firms, technology companies and transport ser-
vice-providers. 
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Nr. Company Sector 
Rank 
2009 

Rank 
2007 

Rank 
2005  

1 Adam Opel GmbH Automobile Manufacturers E B 24 
2 Air Berlin plc. & Co. Luftverkehrs KG Transport / Logistics / Tourism E – – 
3 Anton Schlecker Trade / Clothing E X X 
4 B. & C. Tönnies Group Food Industry E X – 

5 Basell-Polyolefine GmbH 
Chemicals / Pharmaceuticals / Chemical-
related Consumer Goods E – – 

6 Behr GmbH & Co. KG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E C E 

7 Benteler AG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E E X 

8 Dachser GmbH & Co. KG Transport / Logistics / Tourism E X – 
9 Debeka Versicherungen Insurance E X X 

10 Freudenberg & Co. KG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E E D 

11 Gea Group AG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E E – 

12 Georgsmarienhütte Holding GmbH Basic Industry E – – 

13 Hella KGaA Hueck & Co. 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E D C 

14 Helm AG Trade / Clothing E – – 

15 Kion Group GmbH 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering E – – 

16 Knauf Group Basic Industry E X – 
17 Kühne & Nagel Deutschland Transport / Logistics / Tourism E – – 
18 Marquard & Bahls AG Trade / Clothing E C C 
19 R+V Group Insurance E X X 
20 RAG AG Basic Industry E D D 
21 Scholz AG Transport / Logistics / Tourism E – – 
22 Signal Iduna Group Insurance E X X 
23 Stadtwerke Köln GmbH Energy Suppliers E E X 
24 Talanx Insurance E X – 
25 Versicherungskammer Bayern Insurance E E* X 
26 VNG - Verbundnetz Gas AG Energy Suppliers E E D 
27 Würth Group Trade / Clothing E C D 
28 Württembergische Versicherungen Insurance E – – 
29 Adolf Merckle Group Trade / Clothing X – – 
30 Aldi Nord Trade / Clothing X X X 
31 Alfred C. Toepfer International Group Trade / Clothing X X X 
32 DKV Euro Service GmbH + Co. KG Media / Information Service-providers X – – 
33 Landesbank Berlin Holding AG Banks X X X 

34 
Liebherr International Deutschland 
GmbH 

Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering X – – 

35 Rethmann AG & Co. KG Transport / Logistics / Tourism X X – 

36 Rheinmetall AG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering X E X 

37 Phoenix Pharmahandel AG & Co. KG Trade / Clothing X X X 
38 Schmolz + Bickenbach Basic Industry X – – 
39 Schwarz Group Trade / Clothing X X – 

40 Voith AG 
Electronics / Electrical Engineering /       
Engineering X D C 

Table 3: Non-reporters in the 2009 Ranking; E = little information, X = no information 
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Figure 2 below depicts the distribution of the 160 (150 plus 10) companies into the catego-
ries mentioned in Section 1.3 for classifying the form and intensity of information which the 
companies provide on sustainability aspects. 

Figure 2: Classification of company reporting in the ranking (N = 160) 

 

3.4. Developments in the Categories 
The different criteria in the set can be thematically grouped according to social, environ-
mental, management, peripheral and communication-related requirements. We have 
changed these categories and the assignment of criteria to the categories since 2007. But to 
ensure that there is nevertheless a comparability of developments in the reporting we have 
recalculated the average points from the 2005 and 2007 rankings in accordance with the 
changes in the set of criteria and the 2009 grouping. However, this does not reflect the 
changes in content so that we must always bear in mind when assessing the development of 
the evaluations that our reporting requirements have increased overall. 

The average value of all reports, which has risen slightly from 336 to 347 points, clearly 
shows that the requirements in the set of criteria are met to a higher degree, namely almost 
50%, by the statements in the reports (cf. Figure 3). In particular, it is apparent that the as-
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sumption of responsibility by companies in their social environment is depicted in a much 
more systematic, structured and thus better manner today than in previous years.  

The scale and quality of details on social responsibility towards employees, suppliers and 
customers have also improved, although this is still the worst category. The level of fulfilment 
for the social criteria is only slightly below that for the environmental criteria, which also rose 
somewhat. There was also a further increase in the evaluations of the general reporting 
quality requirements, which is testimony to more professional reporting; however, the gap 
between these and the standards of annual reporting is still great. Despite increased re-
quirements, the management criteria are accomplished as well as in 2007. 

 

Figure 3: Average degree of fulfilment by category from 2005 to 2009 

 

A 50% average fulfilment level of the ranking’s criteria requirements raises the question 
whether we are expecting companies to provide too much and too detailed information. 
Comparison with the best report in the ranking (cf. Figure 4) shows, however, that the re-
quirements also set out what is currently possible in the reporting and what is also imple-
mented: the BASF report meets two thirds of the requirements overall, in four of the five 
categories with values around 80%.  
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Figure 4: Average degree of fulfilment by category in 2009, overall and best report 

 

If we break the developments in the categories down to the level of the upper criteria, the 
following picture emerges (cf. Figure 5): strong positive developments are evident in the 
presentations on company responsibility vis-à-vis suppliers and in their societal environment; 
there were slight improvements in the presentation of targets and programmes, environ-
mental aspects of production or in communicative quality. Deterioration was noted above all 
in statements on vision, strategy and management. 

Example: “Society” 

The criterion “society” contains four sub-criteria and asks about the company’s regional re-
sponsibility as investor, employer, contractor and supplier, about its tax revenue and re-
ceived subsidies, about its contribution to politics and the regulatory framework through par-
ticipation in sustainability initiatives and lobbying as well as about the Corporate Citizenship 
concepts.  

The presentations on responsibility for the society are still dominated by information which 
focuses on the company’s broader social engagement through donations, sponsoring etc. 
However, these details are at least placed in context with the core business to a greater ex-
tent than before and derived somewhat more systematically from the fields of activity with 
entrepreneurial and social relevance. Some reports present the standards and selection cri-
teria for supporting projects and initiatives and specify the temporal or financial scope of the 
engagement (cf. Deutsche Bank, Merck or Siemens).  

There is hardly any mention of the further impacts on the local or regional environment at the 
locations (exceptions: E.ON and RWE); only for regional procurement (responsibility as con-
tractor) are principles and criteria explained in a few cases. The majority of reports contain 
statements on tax revenue in aggregated form; Puma for example provides details per coun-
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try. Bosch discloses subsidies annually in the data section; however, the receipt of public 
money is rarely addressed and above all hardly ever quantified. 

Virtually all the reports look broadly at corporate participation in sustainability-oriented initia-
tives. As a rule, however, this is no more than an unstructured list without further explanation 
of the inherent interest or the company’s own contribution. There is also little specific detail 
on the policy and practice of lobbying. Reports contain at most a reference to general asso-
ciation activities or state that no donations are made to political parties. The company’s basic 
approach to dealing with officialdom, politicians and other opinion-formers is seldom made 
clear. Examples of how to create transparency and set out the company-wide norms and 
fundamental procedures can be found inter alia in the reports submitted by BASF and Bayer. 

Example: “Vision, Strategy and Management” 

The criterion “vision, strategy and management” also contains four sub-criteria which refer to 
the values and strategies of the companies, to questions of good and transparent corporate 
governance and control, to the existing management systems in the relevant areas and their 
integration in terms of sustainable corporate governance as well as to the shaping of stake-
holder relations.  

The reports accord sustainable action a very high status often substantiating this with com-
pany mission statements or corporate values, yet seldom translating it into long-term corpo-
rate goals. Clear strategic statements on key sustainability challenges, which are derived 
from the main social and environmental impacts of the company’s activities, are rare (posi-
tive: LBBW). However, reports frequently contain the claim that the company is or intends to 
be the “leader in matters of sustainability” in its sector – we now eagerly await a competition 
for the highest sustainability performance in the respective sectors. 

This claim presupposes that the company consistently integrates sustainability topics into 
the decision-making bodies and performance evaluations as well as management processes 
and instruments, in both personnel and structural terms. In this connection, there is frequent 
mention of strategic steering committees and operational control units or project groups 
which are sorted into the areas of responsibility of members of the board. As a rule, the ex-
tent to which the sustainability performance of the companies is actually a relevant criterion 
for evaluating their overall performance is not addressed. 

Management systems, mostly in the areas of quality assurance and environmental protec-
tion but partly also for occupational health and safety, frequently receive no more than a 
mention; the underlying, if applicable certifiable standards are not always specified. It is fre-
quently not clear how they are implemented across the group or assembled for the purpose 
of monitoring sustainability performance. Overall, there are more claims than explanations 
when it comes to integrative approaches. Beiersdorf offers a good example for the compre-
hensible presentation of an integrated corporate management system. 

Transparency regulations and rules for dealing with conflicts of interest and corruption are 
very often to be found in the codes of conduct, which are available online; the reports them-
selves refer to them but often without going any further into the topic. Above all, there is little 
concrete information on the main risks of corruption specific to sectors or regions; the reports 
submitted by RWE and HochTief, which refer explicitly to Transparency International’s coun-
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try-specific Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), constitute exceptions. External norms and 
standards for combating corruption also feature little in the reports; Otto, LBBW and Allianz 
refer in this context to the codes and recommendations of the International Chamber of 
Commerce (ICC), Transparency International (TI) and the Organisation for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD). Actual cases of corruption and infringements of laws are 
seldom mentioned; in individual cases, there is at least a nil return. Siemens goes into com-
prehensive detail in the field of transparency and compliance, where it is strongly affected, 
and makes it one of the focal points of its report. 

Figure 5: Average points score according to main criteria 

 

Following these brief comments on the general trends in German sustainability reporting, we 
now turn to the central area of sectoral analyses. 
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4. Sectoral Analyses 

4.1. Overall View 
In this chapter we shall look at the reporting performances of the individual sectors. The per-
formance of a sector results on the one hand from the average value of the individual per-
formances of the evaluated reports. On the other hand, performance is measured by how 
many companies in the respective sector appear in the ranking with an independent societal 
report. Companies from 12 sectors or sectoral clusters are represented in the 2009 ranking. 
Figure 6 shows the number of companies and reports per sector. 

Most of the reports in the evaluation were submitted by banks, chemical companies and 
traders. Measured against the size of the sectors in the Top 150, the largest proportion of 
independent reports is among the banks and automobile manufacturers, whilst technology 
companies make up only a very small proportion (cf. Figure 7). The food industry is notable 
for the complete absence of current reports for evaluation (Südzucker only provides the old 
report already evaluated in 2007). 

Figure 6: Number of companies and reports per sector (N = 160) 
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Figure 7 compares the percentage of reports with their average evaluation for the individual 
sectors. The highest number of points was scored by automobile manufacturers, technology 
companies as well as media companies and information service-providers. The average 
value is much poorer for financial and transport service-providers. With no report, food 
manufacturers also score no points in the assessment. 

Figure 7: Percentage of independent reports per sector and their average evaluation (N = 160) 
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For an aggregate account, Figure 8 shows the product of the average score and the per-
centage of reports per sector. On this basis, the automobile manufacturers come top, fol-
lowed by the banks and somewhat further behind the chemical companies. The last places 
on the sectoral list are occupied by the technology companies, basic materials producers 
and insurance firms – as well as the food manufacturers, of course.  
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Before we take a look at the individual sectoral analyses, here is a summary of the best re-
ports from each sector (Table 4): 

 

Sector Company Report 
Automobile Manufacturers BMW Group Sustainable Value Report 2008 

Banks Landesbank Baden-
Württemberg 

Sustainability. Made in Germany.  
Sustainability Report 2007/2008. 

Chemical/ Pharmaceutical/  
Chemical-related consumer goods 

BASF Group We shape the future. Report 2008 

Electronics/ Electrical Engineering/ 
Engineering 

Siemens AG Sustainability Report 2008 

Energy Suppliers RWE AG Our Responsibility. Report 2007 +  
Our Responsibility. Status 2008 

Basic Materials Industry K+S Aktiengesell-
schaft 

Corporate/Sustainability Report 2008. 
Deep-Rooted Strength 

Trade/ Clothing Otto Group Sustainability Report 2009 

Building Industry HOCHTIEF AG Turning Visions into value. Sustainability 
Report 2009 

Media / Information   
Service-providers 

Telefónica O2 Ger-
many GmbH & Co. 
oHG 

Corporate Responsibility Report 2008 
(Online) 

Transport / Logistics /  
Tourism 

Deutsche Bahn AG Sustainability Report 2009 (Online) 

Insurance Allianz SE Sustainable Development Report 
2008/2009 (Online) 

Table 4: Winners per sector in the 2009 Ranking 
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4.2. Individual Sectors 
Unlike in the more comprehensive German version of this report, we shall not be presenting 
detailed interpretations of the results in the following 12 sectoral analyses. We shall restrict 
ourselves here to an introduction to the sector, the key sustainability challenges and the 
challenges for further reporting derived from these analyses. We should naturally be pleased 
to answer any further questions. 

The results of the analyses are summarised in tables and figures which show for each com-
pany in the sector their placing in the last three rankings, the current number of points or 
report category as well as for the sectors the percentages of the report categories and aver-
age scores in the individual requirement categories. 

At this point, we should like to draw your attention once again to the classification of the pro-
vision of information on which the ranking is based (cf. Table 5): 

 

Form and intensity of reporting or provision of information on          
social and environmental corporate performance 

Category 

Companies with a stand-alone printed or online report        A 
Companies whose parent group has published a report        B 
Companies with site-specific or topic-related brochures         C 
Companies with relevant information on its website or in its annual report         D 
Companies with thematically limited information on its website or in its 
annual report 

       E* 

Companies with only minimal information on its website or in its annual 
report  

       E 

Companies with no information        X 
Table 5: Categories for classifying reporting according to form and intensity 

 

It should be noted that category E* only applies to financial service-providers and that we do 
not display companies in this category as non-reporters. We have continued this practice 
from the 2007 ranking when banks and insurance companies published thematically very 
limited information which referred mainly to the companies’ commitment in the field of art, 
culture and sport. In view of the strong reporting developments, at least among the banks, 
we assume that this special category will not be necessary for the next ranking.  
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4.3. Automobile Manufacturers 
The ranking sector “automobile manufacturers” covers those companies which produce mo-
tor vehicles, in particular cars and lorries. The German automobile industry builds cars of all 
categories, but the upper class and luxury models tend to dominate, together with lorries (in 
part). 

The automobile industry is again represented in the ranking with seven companies, four of 
which publish their own sustainability reports: BMW, Daimler, MAN and Volkswagen. These 
companies have submitted reports for several years and accompany their print reporting with 
comprehensive material on their websites. 

Sustainability Challenges 

The main sustainability challenges for the automobile industry lie in the field of product re-
sponsibility. The most notable are consumption data and environmentally relevant emissions 
such as CO2 and soot particles but also noise during the use phase. The reports should 
therefore describe the systematic development efforts and the underlying criteria for the im-
provement of existing and the development of alternative forms of propulsion and fuels. 
Weight reduction by employing alternative materials as well as the use of recycled materials 
or raw materials with a high degree of availability and comparatively small upstream chains, 
all play a role here.  

Relevant aspects with regard to customers are the maintenance and communication of the 
highest safety standards, the status of low-emission and fuel-efficient vehicles in branding 
policy, cost transparency throughout the life cycle, take-back plans for old vehicles or the 
development of mobility services as a substitute for vehicle ownership.  

Key social challenges lie in the socially-compatible handling of restructuring and staff cut-
backs, in systematic personnel development and in ensuring health and safety at work. The 
industry’s sustainability reporting must comment on this as well as on corporate approaches 
to responsible supplier management.  

Challenges for further Reporting 

Automobile manufacturers are facing up much better than before to challenges in the prod-
uct sector by at least disclosing vehicle fuel consumption and emission values and explain-
ing future development prospects. However, companies must also demonstrate that envi-
ronmental information is finding its way out of the data sections of the reports and into wider 
customer information. 

Not least of all, important areas of responsibility, such as fair working conditions or efficiency 
and consistency in the use of raw and other materials, should be raised from the commit-
ment to the implementation level in the reports. 
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Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

BMW Group 518 1 3 10 9 
Volkswagen AG 478 2 6 9 7 
Daimler AG 476 3 7 27 14 
MAN SE 244 4 50 47 A 
Ford-Werke GmbH - - B B B 
Porsche Automobil Holding SE - - C C A 
Adam Opel GmbH - - E B 24 

Table 6: Reporting Results – Automobile Manufacturers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Classification of the Reporting – Automobile Manufacturers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Automobile Manufacturers 
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4.4. Banks 
Banks (savings banks and state-owned regional banks, cooperative or private banks) offer 
savings and current accounts, grant loans, conduct payment, deposit, foreign exchange and 
investment transactions and manage assets. The ranking regularly includes a fixed number 
of 15 banks. In addition to the major private banks, these are particularly the state-owned 
regional banks. The table below lists all the banks in the current ranking. 

Eleven of the 15 banks, and thus four more than in 2007, submit their own independent re-
port for evaluation: Commerzbank, Deutsche Bank, Deutsche Postbank, DZ Bank, HVB, the 
Reconstruction Loan Corporation (KfW) as well as state-owned regional banks, such as 
BayernLB, LBBW, Nord/LB, NRW.Bank and WestLB. Five of the companies are represented 
with a report in the ranking for the first time. The DZ Bank extended its previous social re-
porting, the BayernLB expanded and combined its information which had previously only 
been available in its annual report or on its website. The NORD/LB and the NRW.Bank, 
newly represented among the major banks, each submitted company reporting with a mark-
edly expanded sustainability sector. The Deutsche Postbank, also a newcomer to the rank-
ing, published an online report. All reporting companies provide comprehensive information 
on their websites and offer various additional documents. 

Sustainability Challenges 

Banks bear a major responsibility for sustainable development. Above all, they enable value-
added processes (investment, production and consumption activities) in a global context by 
providing the necessary financial resources and services. For many people, participation in 
economic processes is dependent on how access to and conditions of bank services are 
organised. By integrating sustainability aspects into e.g. loan allocation or asset manage-
ment, banks can exert a guiding influence in favour of socially and environmentally compati-
ble activities. For the banks we have therefore made the general ranking criteria more spe-
cific, above all for reporting in the area of product responsibility, which also includes cus-
tomer information and consumer protection issues. 

At the same time, poor risk management by individual institutes can also lead to enormous 
macro-economic problems. In this sense, it is essential for companies to reflect on the 
causes and consequences of the financial market crisis with regard to their own business 
activities. Depending on their publication date, we therefore expect reports to comment on 
how companies have been affected by developments and their own role in the crisis; on ex-
isting incentive structures and control mechanisms as well as how they are to be shaped in 
future; on any support received as well as on general strategic and structural consequences 
for guaranteeing good corporate governance.  

Specifications of the general ranking criteria arise in the field of environmental aspects of 
production processes. As with other service-providers, this is primarily about issues of en-
ergy and building management as well as material consumption. With a view to their own 
employees, the main focus is on job security, remuneration or pay equity, working time mod-
els or the health protection of branch employees (e.g. stress management in exceptional 
situations). When presenting their responsibility in the supply chain, banks should give de-
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tails in particular of the service-providers they use (e.g. external call centres, security guards, 
cleaning firms) and the procurement and disposal of computer hardware. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

The new reports from the banking sector are already very respectable in individual areas. As 
structures and measures continue to grow and expand, one can almost inevitably count on 
further development on weaknesses such as target comparison and the display of data and 
facts. 

Overall, the banks have meanwhile lifted the veil on their activities and the effects of these 
activities to some extent. Nevertheless, transparency and responsibility can be done differ-
ently. We expect a self-critical and credible position with regard to the financial market crisis 
and its consequences, less of a “spotlight approach” and more systematic and quantitative 
classifications in the product portfolio as well as a clear reduction in statements such as “On 
competition grounds we provide no information on this topic”. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Landesbank Baden-
Württemberg (LBBW) 467 1 9 38 33 
HypoVereinsbank (HVB) 403 2 20 22 7 
WestLB 391 3 22 5 A 
Commerzbank 363 4 25 46 D 
KfW-Banksgruppe 355 5 28 31 16 
Deutsche Bank 328 6 36 29 A 
Bayerische Landesbank  
(BayernLB) 327 7 38 C 28 
DZ Bank AG 282 8 44 D X 
NRW.BANK 256 9 49 new 2009 new 2009 
Norddeutsche Landesbank 
(NordLB) - - A E* D 
Deutsche Postbank AG - - A new 2009 new 2009 
HSH Nordbank - - D E* X 
Hypo Real Estate Holding AG - - D E* new 2007 
Landesbank Hessen-Thüringen 
Girozentrale (Helaba) - - D E* X 
Landesbank Berlin Holding AG - - X X X 

Table 7: Reporting Results – Banks 
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Figure 11: Classification of the Reporting – Banks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Banks 
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4.5. Chemicals / Pharmaceuticals / Chemical-related Consumer 
Goods 

Companies in the sector “chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical-related consumer goods” 
use chemical conversion processes to make products for the manufacturing trade and other 
branches of industry as well as the consumer goods sector. The most important products are 
inorganic and organic basic materials and chemicals, fertilisers and pesticides, pharmaceuti-
cals, fine and specialty chemicals as well as various chemical products such as adhesives, 
paper or toiletries and cleaning agents. As the table below shows, there are currently 18 
companies from this sector in the top 150. 

Ten companies from this sector go into the ranking with their own independent report: BASF, 
Bayer, Beiersdorf, Cognis, Dow, Evonik, Henkel, Linde, Merck and Sanofi-Aventis. Wacker 
also published a sustainability report, but this was not available in time for the evaluation. 

Sustainability Requirements 

The social and environmental challenges facing this sector lie primarily in risk and hazard 
prevention and thus in implementation of the precautionary principle in all phases of the 
product life cycle. 

Process safety, in particular occupational health and safety, are key features during produc-
tion. This concerns e.g. avoiding accidents or serious and long-term illnesses as well as pre-
venting the uncontrolled discharge of chemicals. The reports should therefore depict the 
corresponding management systems and specify the particular risk situations for employees. 
The frequency of industrial accidents and the number of working days lost due to illness 
should be specified as well as production accidents with leaks, the extent of damage caused 
and how they are managed. 

There are also increased security requirements for the transport and storage of chemicals in 
order to reduce the risk of an uncontrolled release of hazardous substances into the envi-
ronment. The reports must therefore detail transport accidents involving releases as well as 
the corresponding guidelines and measures for preventing and managing them. A high gen-
eral level of employee training as well as continuous and comprehensive safety courses are 
required to avoid production or transport accidents. Suppliers must also be called upon to 
implement minimum safety and environmental standards and supported in these efforts. 
Companies must therefore systematically report on their efforts in this direction and on the 
current state of implementation. 

In the field of product responsibility, it is important in terms of both industrial and non-
industrial users to ensure the usage safety of products and to set out the measures taken in 
the field of consumer protection and customer information. With regard to product develop-
ment and composition, details should also be given on the use of alternatives to animal ex-
periments for material and product tests, the evaluation and use of new technologies, phar-
maceutical residues in the environment or side effects of medicines. Evidence of early and 
systematic account being taken of risk aspects in product development is therefore required.  
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Other social topics which should be taken up in the reports are the marketing and sales 
practice of pharmaceutical companies in particular, access to medicines in economically 
weaker regions, debates about so-called biopiracy and patent protection for medicines. 

Other key areas affecting production processes which should be contained in the reports 
concern the enhancement of energy and resource efficiency, the reduction of pollutant emis-
sions, expansion of the use of renewables and a reduction in the pollutant load of production 
wastewater.  

Challenges for further Reporting 

For those reports which are placed further down in the overall ranking, the first priority is to 
broaden the narrow focus on Health, Safety and Environment (HSE) issues and to underpin 
programmatic statements by setting out measures and improving the data situation. Overall, 
companies should display greater awareness and willingness for proactive and open com-
munication, above all with regard to those aspects of products and processes which are per-
ceived as crucial by society (beyond the “traditional” safety issues).  

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

BASF Group 533 1 1 3 13 
Henkel AG & Co. KGaA 456 2 11 14 1 
Bayer AG 454 3 12 7 31 
Merck KGaA 451 4 13 12 26 
Evonik Industries AG 355 5 29 17 15 
Beiersdorf AG 336 6 33 35 A 
Sanofi-Aventis Deutschland GmbH 333 7 35 41 new 2007 
Cognis GmbH - - A 44 A 
Dow Gruppe Deutschland - - A A new 2007 
Linde AG - - A 39 C 
Procter & Gamble Deutschland - - B A B 
SCA Hygiene Products AG - - B B B 
B. Braun Melsungen AG - - C A A 
Boehringer Ingelheim - - C 48 D 
Lanxess AG - - C C new 2007 
Fresenius SE - - D C D 
Basell-Polyolefine GmbH - - E new 2009 new 2009 

Table 8: Reporting Results – Chemicals / Pharmaceuticals / Chemical-related Consumer Goods 
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Figure 13:  Classification of the Reporting – Chemicals / Pharmaceuticals / Chemical-related Con-
sumer Goods 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14:   Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Chemicals / Pharmaceuticals / 
Chemical-related Consumer Goods  
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4.6. Electronics / Electrical Engineering / Engineering 
Companies in the sectoral cluster “electronics / electrical engineering / engineering” gener-
ate their added value primarily by manufacturing products and systems in the field of elec-
tronics, electrical engineering or engineering. This ranges from machines for the manufac-
ture of diverse products and systems for generating, distributing and converting electrical 
energy to electrical and electronic household appliances and entertainment electronic de-
vices.  

From this cluster of technology-oriented sectors, 23 companies are represented in the cur-
rent ranking; they are listed in the table below. Of these 23 companies, just five provide an 
independent sustainability report: Bosch, BSH, Continental, Miele and Siemens. All reporters 
publish both printed and comprehensive online information. 

Sustainability Challenges 

In addition to constant enhancement of process efficiency, the sector’s main environmental 
challenges lie above all in the field of product responsibility: the fierce pressure to innovate, 
which characterises the development and sales activity of technology companies, frequently 
leads to a situation where the actual usage times of appliances and machines remain below 
the potential usage times. In view of growing raw material shortages and the frequent use of 
substances detrimental to health and the environment, there is a need for aspects of recy-
cling and disposal capability to be integrated to a greater extent at the development stage.  

Methods should also be found to renew existing appliances and machines by exchanging 
components or to provide electronic updates on a large scale. This should also lead in par-
ticular to efficiency benefits for the usage phase. This affects the consumption of raw materi-
als and energy as well as the emission of greenhouse gases. A further task for development 
work is to reduce potential health risks in the usage phase, especially due to electro-smog or 
dust particles. For the technology companies, the ranking criteria for reporting were specified 
accordingly, above all with regard to product development and product information require-
ments.  

The social challenges arise – partly comparable with other sectors, partly more intensified – 
from demographic developments and changed requirements in terms of personnel recruit-
ment and development, preventive health management and company-wide knowledge and 
idea management. Current economic developments mean that reporting also has to focus 
on how companies deal with staff cuts and restructuring as well as cooperation with the so-
cial partner. Further topics should be the implementation of appropriate social and environ-
mental standards in the supply chain as well as corporate governance structures for increas-
ing transparency and compliance. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

As in the 2007 ranking, there is room for improvement in the scope of reporting in this sector 
– especially as ten companies publish little or no information at all. Also as in 2007, further 
details are required on employee interests, use of raw and other materials as well as trans-
port and logistics. In addition, the reference to sector-specific challenges should be further 
strengthened, above all in the context of product responsibility.  
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Company Points Rank 2009  Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Siemens AG 524 1 2 C A 
BSH Bosch und Siemens 
Hausgeräte GmbH 475 2 8 19 10 
Robert Bosch GmbH 431 3 15 15 12 
Miele & Cie. KG 427 4 16 30 17 
Continental AG - - A C C 
ABB AG - - B B B 
Airbus Deutschland GmbH - - B B new 2007 
Philips Deutschland GmbH - - B B B 
Claas KGaA GmbH - - C new 2009 new 2009 
Mahle GmbH - - C C C 
Schaeffler Group - - C E C 
Infineon Technologies AG - - D C 32 
Knorr-Bremse AG - - D E new 2007 
ZF Friedrichshafen AG - - D C 20 
Behr GmbH & Co. KG - - E C E 
Benteler AG - - E E X 
Freudenberg & Co. KG - - E E D 
Gea Group AG - - E E new 2007 
Hella KGaA Hueck & Co. - - E D C 
Kion Group GmbH - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Liebherr International 
Deutschland GmbH - - X D C 
Rheinmetall AG - - X E X 
Voith AG - - X new 2009 new 2009 

Table 9: Reporting Results – Electronics / Electrical Engineering / Engineering 
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Figure 15: Classification of the Reporting – Electronics / Electrical Engineering / Engineering  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Electronics / Electrical  
     Engineering / Engineering  
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4.7. Energy Suppliers 
Energy utilities are engaged in the generation and/or distribution of energy. In the case of the 
companies represented in the ranking, this activity is linked with the generation and trans-
mission of electricity as well as partly with the transmission and sale of natural gas and dis-
trict heating. Some companies also operate water and wastewater networks or are active in 
the promotion of energy sources. 

In addition to EnBW, E.ON, RWE and Vattenfall Europe as the dominant energy utilities on 
the German market, EWE, the municipal utilities in Munich and Cologne as well as the Ver-
bundnetz Gas are also included in the overall ranking. E.ON, RWE and Vattenfall provide 
independent reports. Whilst E.ON’s report is an online report, RWE’s report is cross-medial, 
based on a printed core document. Vattenfall only publishes an environmental report; re-
sponsibility for the group’s CSR reporting lies with the parent company, Vattenfall AB. EnBW 
also has a sustainability report. However, this was not available at the time of evaluation. 
Their previous report was evaluated in the 2007 ranking.  

Sustainability Challenges 

The availability of electricity is an important prerequisite for economic development, and en-
ergy suppliers face the long-term challenge of ensuring this availability on a broad scale, in 
an environmentally compatible way and at fair prices. This leads to requirements of the pro-
duction and distribution processes along the value-added chain which companies should 
particularly address in their reports. 

The extraction and transport or acquisition of raw materials raises questions about their envi-
ronmental, social and political-economic impacts as well as corporate measures to control 
these impacts (cf. also basic materials industry). With regard to the operation of power sta-
tions, the focus of attention is on ecological aspects such as the emission of greenhouse 
gases and other hazardous substances, the structure and efficiency of the power plant park, 
new energy generation and storage technologies, safety and waste disposal. Operation of 
the networks raises issues of nature conservation and land use but also occupational safety, 
impact on health (e.g. electro-smog) and market structures. 

Energy suppliers also face expectations with regard to customer information and the devel-
opment/expansion of energy services or energy efficiency advice for industrial customers 
and end users. Due to the dominant market position of the energy suppliers evaluated here, 
their price policy and influence on the shaping of economic policy and the regulative frame-
work (e.g. regarding infrastructure and emissions trading) is particularly important. Specifica-
tions of the general ranking criteria for this sector thus arise for production ecology, product 
and regional responsibility. 
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Challenges for further Reporting 

Whilst Vattenfall can achieve marked improvements by systematically interweaving its own 
environmental report with the group’s CSR report (e.g. with targeted cross references), the 
challenges facing the sector as a whole lie in the provision of more specific details on objec-
tives, development activities and expansion plans, especially with regard to renewables. 
Risk aspects and safety issues require greater openness – in the presentation of work and 
process safety, dealing with waste or risk assessment in the context of technology develop-
ment. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

RWE AG 507 1 4 2 6 
E.ON AG 431 2 14 20 C 
EnBW AG - - A 28 A 
Vattenfall Europe AG - - A A B 
Stadtwerke München GmbH - - C D new 2007 
EWE AG - - D X D 
Stadtwerke Köln GmbH - - E E X 
VNG - Verbundnetz Gas AG -  E E D 

Table 10: Reporting Results – Energy Suppliers 
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Figure 17: Classification of the Reporting – Energy Suppliers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Energy Suppliers  
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4.8. Basic Materials Industry 
The companies examined here are primarily active in the field of extracting raw materials or 
processing them into basic materials. Six of the 18 companies from this sector represented 
in the ranking are German subsidiaries of international mineral oil companies. They refine 
petroleum and distribute the products to Germany.1 A further eight companies can be attrib-
uted to the metal manufacturing and processing industry2 or advanced materials in the wider 
sense.3 The third group of companies is active on a considerable scale in the extraction (and 
further processing) of raw materials.4 Of the 18 companies in the ranking, four provide an 
independent sustainability report, namely Aurubis, HeidelbergCement, K+S and ThyssenK-
rupp Steel. 

Sustainability Requirements 

The industrial sectors of the basic materials industry with their raw material-related, energy 
intensive production systems have various environmental impacts. The companies’ main 
concern should be to reduce CO2 and other air pollutant emissions, enhance energy effi-
ciency, decrease the use of materials, protect natural resources and avoid the discharge of 
harmful substances into water bodies. Specific challenges for the mining sector lie in land 
use and in the impact on biodiversity; petroleum exploration and transport basically entail the 
risk of releasing substances harmful to the environment. The building material sector, in co-
operation with the construction industry, makes a considerable contribution to the closed-
loop recycling of raw materials; it must be ensured that pollutants are safely removed from 
waste. 

One outstanding social aspect is guaranteeing occupational health and safety and thus 
avoiding serious and fatal accidents as well as grave and long-term illnesses. Where there 
are major activities at foreign locations, compliance with internationally recognised labour 
and social standards must be shown in addition to health and safety aspects. 

Mining activities in particular have great regional impact and induce e.g. health risks for peo-
ple living close to the mines. Furthermore, there is a long-term loss of livelihoods to the re-
gion. One particular requirement of companies active in this sector and their sustainability 
communication is therefore active dialogue with the local population, for example to openly 
discuss the need for and consequences of resettlement as well as to determine compensa-
tion where necessary.  

                                                
1 These are: Agip Deutschland GmbH, Deutsche BP AG, Shell Deutschland Oil GmbH, ExxonMobil Central Eu-

rope Holding GmbH, OMV Deutschland GmbH, Total Mineraloel und Chemie GmbH. 
2 These are: Aurubis (formerly Norddeutsche Affinerie AG), Georgsmarienhütte Holding GmbH, Heraeus Holding 

GmbH, Salzgitter AG, Schmolz + Bickenbach KG and ThyssenKrupp Steel. Due to the higher turnover of its 
materials division compared with the technology division, Thyssenkrupp was also attributed to the basic mate-
rials sector. 

3 This solely concerns Umicore. 
4 These include the two building materials manufacturers HeidelbergCement and the Knauf Group, the fertiliser 

producer Kali+Salz as well as the RAG, where Germany’s hard coal activities are concentrated. 
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Challenges for further Reporting 

Expectations of the further development of this sector’s reporting are aimed primarily at 
statements on combating climate change and emissions as well as (in part) material and 
delivery flows. It is also important to set out dealing with stakeholders as well as locations, 
processes and products in a broad or representative manner – in particular with regard to 
social criteria. 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Total Total Total Total 

K+S Group 405 1 19 24 A 
ThyssenKrupp Steel AG 337 2 32 34 new 2007 
Norddeutsche Affinerie (now: Aurubis AG) 317 3 42 C new 2007 
HeidelbergCement AG 277 4 47 23 A 
Agip Deutschland GmbH - - B B A 
Deutsche BP AG - - B 41 B 
ExxonMobil Central Europe Holding GmbH - - B B B 
Heraeus Holding GmbH - - D E D 
OMV Deutschland GmbH - - B B new 2007 
Shell Deutschland Oil GmbH - - B B B 
Total Mineralöl und Chemie GmbH - - B B B 
Umicore AG & Co. KG - - B B B 
ThyssenKrupp AG - - C D E 
Heraeus Holding GmbH - - D E D 
Salzgitter AG - - D A A 
Georgsmarienhütte Holding GmbH - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Knauf Group - - E X new 2007 
RAG AG - - E D D 
Schmolz + Bickenbach - - X new 2009 new 2009 

Table 11: Reporting Results – Basic Materials Industry 
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Figure 19: Classification of the Reporting – Basic Materials Industry 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Basic Materials Industry 
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4.9. Trade / Clothing 
Trading companies buy, transport and sell goods and are thus in an intermediate position 
between the manufacturers or suppliers of these goods and the commercial or non-
commercial customers. We include the manufacturers of textiles and clothing here if they 
distribute these items themselves. 

The ranking regularly contains a fixed number of 20 trading companies. In the past, this 
group has not been very dynamic in terms of its composition or the number of reporters. 
Consequently, further reports have been included in order to portray the decidedly positive 
current developments beyond these 20 companies. In addition to the “old reporters” C&A5 
and Puma, there are first reports by EDEKA Südwest, Primondo6 and Tchibo. The table be-
low gives an overview of the companies included.7 Beside these five additional reports, four 
further reports have been included in the ranking, namely by Adidas, the Metro Group, the 
Otto Group and the REWE Group. 

Sustainability Challenges 

Since trade acts as an intermediary between manufacturers and consumers, it holds a key 
position for the propagation of sustainable production and consumption models. On the one 
hand, it can exert considerable influence on the environmental and social conditions of 
goods manufacturing through its purchasing power. On the other hand, it can influence the 
purchasing behaviour of consumers by offering a sustainable range of goods as well as in-
formation and advice for consumers. 

The main sustainability challenges for the trade sector lie in upstream production. This con-
cerns on the one hand the establishment of minimum labour law standards for example in 
the product groups of textiles, toys and electronic goods. On the other hand there are differ-
ent environmental burdens on the upstream value-added stages – in the textiles industry 
above all due to the use of pesticides, chemical auxiliaries and heavy metals or water con-
sumption. The companies should therefore set out the criteria and instruments deployed 
throughout the group for selecting and sanctioning suppliers as well as the corresponding 
qualification and monitoring systems. 

With regard to the above-mentioned range of goods, companies are expected to state the 
proportion of sustainable products with reference to established product labelling as well as 
the further customer information measures, including advice and advertising. 

Low wages, part-time and hourly working, high (physical) work burden or shortcomings in 
data protection frequently characterise working conditions in shops and the further distribu-
tion process. Remuneration policy and working time models, guaranteeing employee rights 

                                                
5 C&A was previously among the Top 20 in the trade sector and is now just below that group. 
6 The economic prospects of the Arcandor subsidiary Primondo were unclear at the time of evaluation, and the 

report was thus nevertheless included in the ranking. 
7 Arcandor, whose economic prospects were unclear at the time of evaluation, was still included in the ranking. 

However, due to the high turnover share of Thomas Cook, it was included this time in the “transport / logistics / 
tourism” cluster. 
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as well as measures to survey and assess job satisfaction must therefore also be set out in 
the reporting.  

Expectations of reporting in the field of data protection are aimed also at the handling of per-
sonal customer data. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

Fortunately, there has been an increase in the number of both reporters and also more gen-
erally of companies which publish sustainability-related information – this development 
should continue. However, a qualitative improvement in previous weaknesses has not been 
achieved. Trading companies still have an almost total lack of introspection, with the result 
that even elementary requirements above all in the field of employment are not being met. 
Greater efforts must be made here as well as in the depiction of company policy on product 
mix. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Otto Group 457 1 10 1 3 
Tchibo 410 2 18 C new 2007 
Rewe Group 394 3 21 C X 
Puma 359 4 27 new 2009 new 2009 
Adidas AG 349 5 30 17 5 
C&A 339 6 31 43 A 
Primondo 327 7 39 new 2009 new 2009 
Metro AG 325 8 40 32 22 
Edeka Südwest - - A X X 
Edeka Group - - C X X 
Franz Haniel & Cie. GmbH - - C X X 
maxingvest AG - - C new 2009 new 2009 
Aldi Süd - - D X new 2007 
BayWa AG München - - D C X 
Lekkerland AG & Co. KG - - D C D 
Tengelmann (Welt) - - D C D 
Anton Schlecker - - E X X 
Helm AG - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Marquard & Bahls AG - - E C C 
Würth Group - - E C D 
Adolf Merckle Group - - X new 2009 new 2009 
Aldi Nord - - X X X 
Alfred C. Toepfer International 
Group - - X X X 
Phoenix Pharmahandel AG&Co.KG - - X X X 
Schwarz Group - - X X new 2007 

Table 12: Reporting Results – Trade / Clothing 
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Figure 21: Classification of the Reporting – Trade / Clothing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Trade / Clothing 
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4.10. Building Industry 
Companies in the building industry are engaged primarily in the construction or modification 
of buildings. The companies from the building sector in the current ranking are HochTief, 
Bilfinger Berger and Strabag. Their sphere of activity lies in particular in the realisation of 
major, very diverse building projects, in which they primarily assume project management as 
the main contractor, whilst large parts of the actual building work is performed by sub-
contractors. To an increasing extent, company activities also include the management of 
property and infrastructure (Hochtief) or industrial and energy services as well as facility 
management (Bilfinger Berger). Once again, HochTief was the only company in the building 
sector to publish an independent sustainability report. 

Sustainable business activity in the building industry is characterised above all by the as-
sumption of a high degree of responsibility towards the employees: fair remuneration for 
work and social security, but occupational health and safety are also key here. Environ-
mental aspects of sustainable production are primarily the management of building waste 
and the reduction of noise, dust and exhaust emissions. One particular challenge is to im-
plement or enable high environmental and social standards also in the sub-contractor chain, 
especially for projects in countries with weaker state regulation. Suitable governance struc-
tures must be created in order to avoid corruption when the contract is awarded and to en-
sure conformity with differing building and environmental laws. However, building companies 
can only exert indirect influence on sustainable product design, above all by advising clients, 
e.g. with regard to so-called “green buildings”. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

For HochTief, presumably the only sustainability reporter in the next ranking as well, it is 
particularly important to convey more superordinate system and how examples are classified 
as representative. Specific tasks would also be to look at the origin of raw and other materi-
als used and also to include sub-contractor employees in accident statistics. 

 

Company Points 
Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 

Sector Total Total Total 
Hochtief AG 328 1 37 11 26 
Strabag AG - - B X X 
Bilfinger Berger AG - - D E X 

Table 13: Reporting Results – Building Industry  
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Figure 23: Classification of the Reporting – Building Industry 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Building Industry 
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4.11. Media / Information Service-providers 
Publishing and media companies, telecommunications service-providers and service-
providers in the field of information technologies (IT) are attributed in the ranking to the sec-
toral cluster “media and information service-providers”. Eleven companies are represented in 
the 2009 ranking: the media companies Axel Springer and Bertelsmann, the telecommunica-
tions companies Deutsche Telekom, E-Plus Gruppe, Telefónica O2 Germany and Vodafone 
D2 as well as the IT (infrastructure) service-providers Fujitsu Siemens Computer (now Fu-
jitsu Technology Solutions), Hewlett-Packard Deutschland, IBM Deutschland and SAP. The 
DKV Euro Service was also included in this cluster since the company offers card and 
online-based information services in the broadest sense. From this sector, five independent 
reports took part in the evaluation: the printed reports by Deutsche Telekom8 and Vodafone 
D2 as well as the online reports by Axel Springer, SAP and O2. 

Sustainability Challenges 

The main sustainability challenges refer on the one hand to “digital” services and processes 
such as the operating of web-based media, the programming of software and technology-
related services, and the provision of information. This results in a requirement to portray 
performance development and design, such as the basic reflection of the opinion-forming 
role as media companies, the development of solutions commensurate with the capacities 
and needs of corporate customers or end users, the ensuring of data protection / security or 
the protection of minors or the guaranteeing of possibilities for information, expression of 
opinion and participation. 

On the other hand, requirements arise from the provision, operation or procurement of 
“physical” products and processes such as printed products, memory cards, infrastructure, 
hardware or computer centres. Topics for discussion here should be the social, health and 
environmental impacts of raw material mining, the use of land and materials, energy effi-
ciency and emission values during use as well as subsequent take-back possibilities. 

In the field of employee interests, the general reporting requirements should be extended to 
include current challenges and specifics which refer e.g. to ensuring employee rights and fair 
pay in call centres or for free-lancers and interns, to data protection or to social compatibility 
in cases of job cuts and outsourcing. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

In view of the many parent company reports, no quantitative increase in reporting can be 
expected. However, there is scope for further development in qualitative terms, namely on 
the “tough” employee issues such as remuneration, working time, employee rights and em-
ployment but also on systematic further professional training or the social and environmental 
requirements in the context of product development and procurement.  

 

 
                                                
8 The printed report was incorporated as a core document. The company also publishes a dynamically updated 

online report. 
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Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Telefonica O2 Germany GmbH & Co. 
oHG 411 1 17 35 new 2007 
Axel Springer AG 382 2 23 8 4 
Deutsche Telekom AG 372 3 24 37 10 
Vodafone D2 GmbH 366 4 26 16 B 
SAP AG 294 5 43 C E 
Bertelsmann AG - - A 40 A 
E-Plus Mobilfunk GmbH & Co. KG - - B B B 
Fujitsu Siemens Computers GmbH - - B new 2009 new 2009 
Hewlett-Packard GmbH - - B B B 
IBM Deutschland GmbH - - B B B 
DKV Euro Service GmbH + Co. KG - - X new 2009 new 2009 

Table 14: Reporting results – Media and Information Service-providers  
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Figure 25: Classification of the Reporting – Media and Information Service-providers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Media and Information  
     Service-providers 
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4.12. Food Industry 
Food manufacturers are active in the further processing of agricultural raw materials into 
food and beverages. These companies traditionally cover a wide variety of very different 
(intermediate) products and value-added stages, from the cultivation of crops, raw material 
and product-specific processing steps to packed consumer articles ready for sale. 

Four companies from the food industry are included in the 2009 ranking: Nestlé Deutsch-
land, the Oetker Group, TönniesFleisch and Südzucker. The Humana Milchunion, which was 
included in the last ranking as a non-reporter, is currently not among the top 150 major Ger-
man companies. Südzucker, the only company with an independent sustainability report in 
2007, has unfortunately not continued its reporting activities. The company still offers the 
now outdated report as a download on its website, but it does not hold out any prospects of 
further reporting. 

Sustainability Challenges 

Due to its close links with the agricultural sector, the food industry is expected also to as-
sume responsibility for the origin of agricultural products and to depict this by explaining the 
corresponding standards, structures and instruments. The production of agricultural raw ma-
terials under the highest possible environmental, animal welfare and social standards poses 
a major challenge, especially in view of the fierce competitive pressure in the industry.  

A particular focus of reporting on staff management should lie on portraying those parts of 
the industry, such as the slaughter trade, where infringements of labour law are more fre-
quent, and also include agricultural suppliers (e.g. the cultivation of cocoa and coffee beans). 

The food industry continues to be affected to a particular degree by consumer protection 
issues. Companies should therefore explain in their reports how they ensure food safety as 
well as discussing the short and long-term health impacts of their products and the eating 
behaviour propagated by the industry. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

Due to the lack of rateable reports, no evaluation results can be discussed for the food in-
dustry. The same applies as in 2007: the food industry must take social transparency re-
quirements and information needs seriously and further develop its reporting. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Nestlé Deutschland - - B B B 
Südzucker AG - - C A E 
Oetker Group - - D E 30 
B. & C. Tönnies Group - - E X new 2007 

Table 15: Reporting Results – Food Industry  
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Figure 27: Classification of the Reporting – Food Industry 
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4.13. Transport / Logistics / Tourism 
The sectoral cluster “transport / logistics / tourism” includes companies which generate their 
revenue mainly by transporting passengers or goods or by conducting other tourist services 
at the holiday location.9 Eleven of Germany’s 150 largest companies provide water, air, road 
or rail transport services or are active as a travel group. We have also included two further 
companies outside the Top 150: Hellman and Fraport. 

From this extended Top 150 list, six companies in this sector submitted an independent re-
port in the current ranking: Arcandor, Deutsche Bahn, Deutsche Lufthansa, Deutsche Post, 
Hellman and Fraport. TUI also published a sustainability report but this was not available at 
the time of the evaluation, although the previous report had been assessed in the 2007 rank-
ing. 

Sustainability Challenges 

By providing transport services which replace individual private transport, the companies 
examined may be able to reduce environmental damage elsewhere. Nevertheless, the con-
siderable environmental impacts of the different modes of transport, such as CO2, particu-
late and noise emissions, the release of substances harmful to the environment, land use 
and urban sprawl or the impairment of ecosystems are all issues central to sustainability 
reporting. In addition to an increase in process efficiency (avoiding empty journeys, optimis-
ing route planning, increasing occupancy rates), procurement criteria with regard to efficient 
and quieter forms of transport as well as alternative forms of propulsion and fuels must 
therefore be portrayed. Statements on emissions, consumption of energy and resources, 
land use and biodiversity of course also play a role in the manufacture and maintenance as 
well as operation of tourist infrastructure. In the context of supply chain responsibility, expla-
nations are also required on how the companies as users of the transport, logistics or tour-
ism infrastructures support the providers of these infrastructures to implement environmental 
requirements. 

Developments such as deregulation, intensified outsourcing activities and increasing price 
competition affect the partial sectors examined to differing degrees but have an overarching 
impact on the shape of employment relationships. In their reports, the companies should 
therefore pay particular consideration to working conditions (also in the case of outsourcing), 
to the ensuring of social compatibility in the event of job cuts and restructuring as well as 
overall to cooperation with the social partner. One key aspect of employee interests for 
transport and logistics service-providers is the guaranteeing of occupational health and 
safety, for example the reduction of high workloads and risks for drivers. For tourism compa-
nies, the focus is primarily on global labour and social standards. 

Statements are also expected on society, e.g. with regard to the economic, environmental 
and social impacts in the vicinity of major infrastructure objects like airports, railway stations 

                                                
9 Automobile manufacturers and producers of transport, logistics and tourism infrastructure are not counted as 

part of this sector. However, there is one exception: the manufacturers of rail infrastructure, which are often 
identical with the providers of rail mobility services. 
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or ports, at the sites of tourist activities or as a result of services and the maintenance of 
infrastructure in rural areas. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

For the providers of transport-related services it cannot be a matter of simply “journeying” 
along the appropriate sets of reporting criteria in order to tick the box in the vehicle log. It is 
far more recommendable to stop at service stations en route (working conditions and envi-
ronmental protection in the performance process, social and environmental compatibility of 
the range of services, relations with suppliers and the periphery) for a substantial gathering, 
evaluation and further development of data and information specific to the location. And fel-
low-travellers from the sector are of course also welcome. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Deutsche Bahn AG 483 1 5 12 A 
Arcandor 335 2 34 4 2 
Deutsche Post AG 282 3 45 45 34 
Fraport 273 4 48 new 2009 new 2009 
Deutsche Lufthansa AG - - A 26 18 
Hellmann  Worldwide Logistics 
GmbH & Co. KG - - A new 2009 new 2009 
TUI AG - - A 21 21 
Hapag-Lloyd AG - - D - B 
Air Berlin plc. & Co. Luftverkehrs KG - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Dachser GmbH & Co. KG - - E X new 2007 
Kühne & Nagel Deutschland - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Scholz AG - - E new 2009 new 2009 
Rethmann AG & Co. KG - - X X new 2007 

Table 16: Reporting Results – Transport / Logistics / Tourism 
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Figure 28: Classification of the Reporting – Transport / Logistics / Tourism  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Transport / Logistics / Tourism  
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4.14. Insurance 
Insurance companies offer clients insurance cover for clearly defined cases of damage or 
loss in return for payment of risk-dependent premiums. 

The ranking regularly includes a fixed number of 15 insurance firms which are determined by 
the sum total of income from premiums. There has been a change since 2007: the Kölnische 
Rück is no longer included following the takeover by the General Reinsurance Corporation; 
its place in the list has been taken by the Nürnberger Versicherungsgruppe.  

The companies evaluated in the ranking, which are listed in the table below, offer insurance 
products for private, commercial and industrial clients.10 There are differences with regard to 
the international level at which the companies operate: whilst the largest three companies 
(Allianz, Münchener Rück, Talanx) display extensive international activities, all the other 
companies are almost exclusively active on the German market. Three companies (Generali, 
Axa, Zurich) pool the German activities of international groups. 

Allianz and Münchener Rück provide independent reports. Both publish online reports; the 
Allianz report was included for the first time. Allianz also has other documents, such as a 
summary, a Global Compact progress report and a report for the Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP). In its online report, Münchener Rück also refers to a number of other documents, 
such as SRI reports, a code of conduct, environmental declarations and related brochures. 

Sustainability Challenges 

Important environmental topics for insurance companies lie in dealing with new risks such as 
climate change and resulting damage claims as well as with risks arising from the use of 
new technologies. Geopolitical upheaval, demographic change or new health risks represent 
new social risks. Insurance companies can help develop solutions by creating innovative and 
responsible products. For the insurance sector we have therefore made the general ranking 
criteria more specific, above all for reporting in the field of product responsibility, which also 
includes questions on customer information and consumer protection. 

It is essential to offer all those concerned suitable products at fair conditions – whether by 
developing products for groups with special needs (e.g. micro insurance policies) or a corre-
sponding design for selling insurance and its incentive structures. The administration of cli-
ents’ money and insurance reserves should also take social and environmental criteria into 
account.  

Whilst insurances have a basic social use as instruments of risk management, insurance 
companies must nevertheless also consider the indirect impact of their products. For exam-
ple, when insuring large-scale risks (e.g. major building projects) account should also be 
taken of environmental and social aspects which are not directly relevant in actuarial terms. 

Specifications of the general ranking criteria also arise in the field of environmental aspects 
of production processes. As with other service-providers, this is primarily about issues of 

                                                
10 Allianz was still owner of the Dresdner Bank during the reporting period. However, the sale of the Dresdner 

Bank to the Commerzbank was already well-advanced when the report was published which is why the report 
does not go into this business area. 
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energy and building management as well as consumption of materials. With regard to em-
ployees, the main questions are the same as in other sectors, namely job security, remu-
neration, fair pay and working time models. Special requirements result from the large num-
ber of freelance insurance sellers: in addition to pay and incentive structures, further profes-
sional training and thus ensuring the quality of advice also play a role here. When portraying 
responsibility in the supply chain, insurance companies should pay particular attention to 
their service-providers (e.g. external call centres, security guards, cleaning firms) as well as 
the procurement and disposal of computer hardware. 

Challenges for further Reporting 

The positive aspect is that this sector has markedly fewer “X companies” than in the last 
ranking. However, this is only really a good development if the new information can be sus-
tained over time and expanded beyond a minimum. In terms of a greater social benefit from 
the sector we therefore expect it to convince us of sustainable and transparent corporate 
governance. Expanding the reporting on social topics still remains on the agenda. 

 

Company Points Rank 2009 Rank 2007 Rank 2005 
Sector Total Total Total 

Allianz Group 321 1 41 C A 
Münchener-Rück Group 279 2 46 33 23 
Axa Konzern AG - - B B B 
Generali Deutschland Holding AG 
(ehem. AMB Generali) - - B X new 2007 
Gothaer Konzern - - C A C 
HUK-Coburg Versicherungsgruppe - - C X X 
Nürnberger Versicherungsgruppe - - E* new 2009 new 2009 
Provinzial NordWest Holding AG - - E* X new 2007 
Zurich Gruppe Deutschland - - E* E* new 2007 
Debeka Versicherungen - - E X X 
R+V-Konzern - - E X X 
Signal Iduna Group - - E X X 
Talanx - - E X new 2007 
Versicherungskammer Bayern - - E E* X 
Württembergische Versicherungen - - E new 2009 new 2009 

Table 17: Reporting Results – Insurance 
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Figure 30: Classification of the Reporting – Insurance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 31: Average degree of fulfilment and points in the categories – Insurance  
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5. Summary and Outlook 
The current IÖW/future ranking covers 160 companies. In addition to the 150 largest enter-
prises, we also included ten other, slightly smaller reporters which reflected e.g. new devel-
opments in sectors such as trade which had previously made relatively little effort with re-
gard to transparency. 

60 of the 160 companies were evaluated on the basis of an independent report. 13 of these 
are pure online reports; a large majority of the others use the Internet at least for additional 
information or documents such as figures and illustrations or codes of conduct. Three quar-
ters of the reports contain a GRI index, i.e. they are based explicitly on the indicators of the 
Global Reporting Initiative; in individual cases companies refer to a comprehensive GRI 
document in addition to the report. One third of the reports were also declared as Global 
Compact progress reports.  

The number of non-reporters (40) is almost identical to the last ranking, in which 39 compa-
nies published little or no information on the social and environmental aspects of their activi-
ties. A nevertheless positive trend, which was already apparent in the 2007 ranking, was 
continued: only a few of Germany’s largest companies totally disregard societal transpar-
ency requirements: of the 24 companies in 2007, there are now only 12 left which refuse to 
provide any information on the social and environmental impacts of their business activities. 
28 of the companies classified as non-reporters, and thus 15 more than in 2007, comment 
on this aspect at least to a limited extent, either in their annual report or incorporated in their 
general website. However, their depictions still fall a long way short of satisfying the informa-
tion requirements of the broad range of critical stakeholders. 

The 2009 IÖW/future ranking set newly revised criteria for report evaluation which come 
along with increased demands on the reports. The evaluation results show that the reporters 
were able to meet these requirements because they achieved slight improvements in virtu-
ally all categories. 50% of the criteria requirements are met by all the reports; the best report 
attained a value of 76%. Overall, the general expectations of good reporting practice, which 
comprise aspects of credibility, comparability and communicative quality, are best served.  

The social criteria, which refer to the interests of employees, customers, suppliers and the 
wider society, continue to be least well met (45%). However, after figures of 38% in 2005 
and 42% in 2007, there are signs of continuous further development here. Weaknesses, 
especially in statements on employee interests, are still the explanations of policy and prac-
tice with regard to working time regulations, but also remuneration structure. Above all, the 
absence of information on international locations as well as fixed-term and temporary em-
ployment contracts is a serious deficit: frequently they contain little more than a reference to 
the recognition of global standards or refer solely to permanent employees. A key topic such 
as pay equity is missing from the reports, if one disregards the general commitment to non-
discrimination and expects a consistent reflection of the facts. 

At 533 points, the overall performance of the best report in the 2009 IÖW/future ranking is 
once again well above the 500 mark. Considerably more reports than in 2007, namely 13 
compared with 7, have moved into the top group with 450 points or more; some companies 
improved their ranking by 20-30 places, for example if an environmental report had been 
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expanded into a sustainability report. The number of reports scoring less than 250 points fell 
only slightly from 13 to 11. Despite increased requirements, the average value rose overall 
by 11 to 347 points. The 19 reporters which regard their report at the same time as a Global 
Compact progress report, and the majority of which also report according to GRI principles, 
clearly achieve the best score with an average of 402 points. These include 9 of the 15 best 
reports. 

The companies in the Top 150 are spread over twelve sectors. Trade and technology enter-
prises as well as companies in the chemical and basic materials industry make up the larg-
est sectors in the ranking. Most of the reports, based on sector size, come from banks, 
automobile manufacturers and chemical companies. The best average values were 
achieved by automobile manufacturers, technology and media companies or information 
service-providers. If we take these facts together, the best sectoral performances are at-
tained by the automobile manufacturers, banks and chemical companies. Companies in the 
basic materials industry, insurance firms and above all food manufacturers, which did not 
have a single report in the ranking this time, performed worst. 

What is it that currently sets the best reports apart from the overall group? A particularly 
strong link to overall performance was evident in the criteria vision, strategy and manage-
ment, employee interests and credibility: companies which performed well overall also 
scored high values in these criteria whilst the other companies tended to lose points here. A 
very good reporter for example depicts not only global, sustainability-related corporate 
guidelines but also the corresponding global management structures, controlling and moni-
toring systems; explains the “pricing” of sustainability factors in strategies, responsibilities 
and decisions; and shows – as evidence of systematic implementation of sustainability man-
agement at all levels – auditing e.g. for environmental protection, quality assurance, health 
and safety across the locations. Details of legal infringements and cases of corruption or nil 
returns complete the systematic statements on compliance. 

Very good reporters state not only the norms and standards of employment policy by which 
their actions are guided but also the programmes, measures, data and facts for their imple-
mentation; representative examples are selected and justified by their particular relevance. 
The CEO statement is not restricted simply to welcoming readers but places the sustainabil-
ity strategy in an overall strategic context, specifies key results in the reporting period and 
explains the company’s further objectives and activities. The inclusion of external evalua-
tions of corporate or reporting performance is also to be regarded as evidence of increased 
credibility: the very good reports discuss positive as well as negative results of ratings or 
stakeholder surveys, contain critical external statements or an opinion on the external audit-
ing. 

If the very good reporters pay particular attention to key current (“material”) challenges, this 
is not at the expense of presentations on other criteria. In our opinion, this can also not be 
the consequence of so-called materiality analyses, which are frequently referred to. There is 
no risk of the reporting becoming bloated and unreadable as long as the Internet, previous 
reports or other documents are used for deeper or complementary presentations and neatly 
linked with the fundamental statements in the current core document. 
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Above all, the cross-medial linking will continue to increase in the reporting. However, the 
real benefit in the form of overall increased transparency across the board of aspects rele-
vant to stakeholders stands and falls with the quality of implementation. The companies in 
the top group have already presented good systems, but in some cases they achieve their 
high ratings with quite thin reports. 

The next ranking will show how far the other reporters catch up in this and other aspects. We 
shall not fundamentally revise the criteria again, merely adapt them in individual areas – de-
pending on the experience gathered with the new criteria in this round of evaluation and on 
the relevant developments at the time of the next ranking. In so doing, we want to meet the 
guiding function of the IÖW/future ranking for the reports which are now again being com-
piled and allow learning processes for everyone concerned. 
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6. Appendix 

6.1. Overall Table 

Nr. Company Sector Total 
Points 
2009 

Rank 

2009 2007 2005 

1 BASF Group 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 533 1 3 13 

2 Siemens AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering 524 2 C A 
3 BMW Group Automobile manufacturers 518 3 10 9 
4 RWE AG Energy suppliers 507 4 2 6 
5 Deutsche Bahn AG Transport / logistics / tourism 483 5 12 A 
6 Volkswagen Automobile manufacturers 478 6 9 7 
7 Daimler Automobile manufacturers 476 7 27 14 

8 
BSH Bosch und Siemens Hausgerä-
te GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering 475 8 19 10 

9 Landesbank Baden-Württemberg Banks 467 9 38 33 
10 Otto Group Trade / clothing 457 10 1 3 

11 Henkel AG & Co. KGaA 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 456 11 14 1 

12 Bayer AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 454 12 7 31 

13 Merck KGaA 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 451 13 12 26 

14 E.ON AG Energy suppliers 431 14 20 C 
15 Robert Bosch GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering 431 15 15 12 
16 Miele & Cie. KG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering 427 16 30 17 

17 
Telefónica O2 Germany GmbH & Co. 
oHG Madia & Information service-providers 411 17 35 – 

18 Tchibo GmbH Trade / clothing 410 18 C – 
19 K+S Aktiengesellschaft Basic industry 405 19 24 A 
20 HypoVereinsbank Banks 403 20 22 7 
21 REWE Group Trade / clothing 394 21 C X 
22 WestLB AG Banks 391 22 5 A 
23 Axel Springer AG Madia & Information service-providers 382 23 8 4 
24 Deutsche Telekom Madia & Information service-providers 372 24 37 10 
25 Commerzbank AG Banks 363 25 46 D 
26 Vodafone D2 GmbH Madia & Information service-providers 366 26 16 B 
27 Puma Trade / clothing 359 27 – – 
28 KfW Banksgruppe Banks 355 28 31 16 

29 Evonik Industries AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 355 29 17 15 

30 adidas AG Trade / clothing 349 30 17 5 
31 C&A Mode KG Trade / clothing 339 31 43 A 
32 ThyssenKrupp Steel AG Basic industry 337 32 34 – 

33 Beiersdorf AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 336 33 35 A 

34 Arcandor AG Transport / logistics / tourism 335 34 4 2 

35 Sanofi-Aventis Deutschland GmbH 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods 333 35 41 – 

36 Deutsche Bank AG Banks 328 36 29 A 
37 Hochtief AG Building industry 328 37 11 26 
38 Bayerische Landesbank Banks 327 38 C 28 
39 Primondo GmbH Trade / clothing 327 39 – – 
40 METRO AG Trade / clothing 325 40 32 22 
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Nr. Company Sector Total 
Points 
2009 

Rank 

2009 2007 2005 

41 Allianz SE Insurance 321 41 C A 
42 Norddeutsche Affinerie AG (Aurubis AG) Basic industry 317 42 C – 
43 SAP AG Madia & Information service-providers 294 43 C E 
44 DZ Bank AG Deutsche Zentral-Gen.bank Banks 282 44 D X 
45 Deutsche Post DHL Transport / logistics / tourism 282 45 45 34 
46 Münchener Rück AG Insurance 279 46 33 23 
47 HeidelbergCement AG Basic industry 277 47 23 A 
48 Fraport AG Transport / logistics / tourism 273 48 – – 
49 NRW.Bank Banks 256 49 – – 
50 MAN Automobile manufacturers 244 50 47 A 
51 Bertelsmann AG Madia & Information service-providers - A 40 A 
52 EnBW AG Energy suppliers - A 28 A 

53 Cognis Deutschland GmbH & Co. KG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - A 44 A 

54 Continental AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - A C C 
55 Deutsche Lufthansa AG Transport / logistics / tourism - A 26 18 
56 Deutsche Postbank AG Banks - A – – 

57 Dow Gruppe Deutschland 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - A A – 

58 
EDEKA Handelsgesellschaft Südwest 
mbH Trade / clothing - A X X 

59 
Hellmann Worldwide Logistics GmbH & 
Co. KG Transport / logistics / tourism - A – – 

60 Linde AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - A 39 C 

61 
NORD/LB Norddeutsche Landesbank 
Girozentrale Banks - A E* D 

62 TUI AG Transport / logistics / tourism - A 21 21 
63 Vattenfall Europe AG Energy suppliers - A A B 

64 Wacker Chemie AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - A 6 19 

65 ABB AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - B B B 
66 Agip Deutschland GmbH Basic industry - B B – 
67 Airbus Deutschland GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - B B – 
68 Axa Konzern AG Insurance - B B B 
69 Deutsche BP AG Basic industry - B 41 B 
70 E-Plus Mobilfunk GmbH & Co. KG Madia & Information service-providers - B B B 

71 
ExxonMobil Central Europe Holding 
GmbH Basic industry - B B B 

72 Ford-Werke GmbH Automobile manufacturers - B B B 
73 Fujitsu Siemens Computers GmbH Madia & Information service-providers - B – – 
74 Generali Deutschland Holding AG Insurance - B X – 
75 Hewlett-Packard GmbH Madia & Information service-providers - B B B 
76 IBM Deutschland GmbH Madia & Information service-providers - B B B 
77 Nestlé Deutschland Food industry   B B B 
78 OMV Deutschland GmbH Basic industry - B B – 
79 Philips Deutschland GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - B B B 

80 Procter & Gamble Deutschland 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - B A B 

81 SCA Hygiene Products AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - B B B 
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Nr. Company Sector Total  
Points 
 2009 

Rank 

2009 2007 2005 

82 Shell Deutschland Oil GmbH Basic industry - B B B 
83 Strabag AG Building industry   B X X 
84 Total Mineralöl und Chemie GmbH Basic industry - B B B 
85 Umicore AG & Co. KG Basic industry - B B B 

86 B. Braun Melsungen AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - C A A 

87 Boehringer Ingelheim 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - C 48 D 

88 Claas KGaA GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - C – – 
89 Edeka Group Trade / clothing - C X X 

90 Lanxess AG 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - C C – 

91 Franz Haniel & Cie. GmbH Trade / clothing - C X X 
92 Gothaer Konzern Insurance - C A C 
93 HUK-Coburg Versicherungsgruppe Insurance - C X X 
94 maxingvest AG Trade / clothing - C – – 
95 Mahle GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - C C C 
96 Porsche Automobil Holding SE Automobile manufacturers - C C A 
97 Schaeffler Group Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - C E C 
98 Stadtwerke München GmbH Energy suppliers - C D – 
99 Südzucker AG Food industry - C A E 

100 ThyssenKrupp AG Basic industry - C D E 
101 Aldi Süd Trade / clothing - D X – 
102 BayWa AG München Trade / clothing - D C X 
103 Bilfinger Berger AG Building industry - D E X 
104 EWE AG Energy suppliers - D X D 

105 Fresenius SE 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - D C D 

106 Hapag-Lloyd AG Transport / logistics / tourism - D – B 
107 Heraeus Holding GmbH Trade / clothing - D E D 
108 HSH Nordbank Banks - D E* X 
109 Hypo Real Estate Holding AG Banks - D E* – 
110 Infineon Technologies AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - D C 32 
111 Knorr-Bremse AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - D E – 

112 
Landesbank Hessen-Thüringen 
Girozentrale Banks - D E* X 

113 Lekkerland AG & Co. KG Trade / clothing - D C D 
114 Oetker Group Food industry - D E 30 
115 Salzgitter AG Basic industry - D A A 
116 Tengelmann (Welt) Trade / clothing - D C D 
117 ZF Friedrichshafen AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - D C 20 
118 Nürnberger Versicherungsgruppe Insurance - E* – – 
119 Provinzial NordWest Holding AG Insurance - E* X – 
120 Zurich Gruppe Deutschland Insurance - E* E* – 
121 Adam Opel GmbH Automobile manufacturers - E B 24 
122 Air Berlin plc. & Co. Luftverkehrs KG Transport / logistics / tourism - E – – 
123 Anton Schlecker Trade / clothing - E X X 
124 B. & C. Tönnies Group Food industry - E X – 

125 Basell-Polyolefine GmbH 
Chemicals / pharmaceuticals / chemical related con-
sumer goods - E – – 

126 Behr GmbH & Co. KG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E C E 
127 Benteler AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E E X 
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Nr. Company Sector Total 
Points 
2009 

Rank 

2009 2007 2005 

128 Dachser GmbH & Co. KG Transport / logistics / tourism - E X – 
129 Debeka Versicherungen Insurance - E X X 
130 Freudenberg & Co. KG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E E D 
131 Gea Group AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E E – 
132 Georgsmarienhütte Holding GmbH Basic industry - E – – 
133 Hella KGaA Hueck & Co. Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E D C 
134 Helm AG Trade / clothing - E – – 
135 Kion Group GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - E – – 
136 Knauf Group Basic industry - E X – 
137 Kühne & Nagel Deutschland Transport / logistics / tourism - E – – 
138 Marquard & Bahls AG Trade / clothing - E C C 
139 R+V Group Insurance - E X X 
140 RAG AG Basic industry - E D D 
141 Scholz AG Transport / logistics / tourism - E – – 
142 Signal Iduna Gruppe Insurance - E X X 
143 Stadtwerke Köln GmbH Energy suppliers - E E X 
144 Talanx Insurance - E X – 
145 Versicherungskammer Bayern Insurance - E E* X 
146 VNG - Verbundnetz Gas AG Energy suppliers - E E D 
147 Würth Group Trade / clothing - E C D 
148 Württembergische Versicherungen Insurance - E – – 
149 Adolf Merckle Group Trade / clothing - X – – 
150 Aldi Nord Trade / clothing - X X X 
151 Alfred C. Toepfer International Group Trade / clothing - X X X 
152 DKV Euro Service GmbH + Co. KG Madia & Information service-providers - X – – 
153 Landesbank Berlin Holding AG Banks - X X X 
154 Liebherr International Deutschland GmbH Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - X – – 
155 Rethmann AG & Co. KG Transport / logistics / tourism - X X – 
156 Rheinmetall AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - X E X 
157 Phoenix Pharmahandel AG & Co. KG Trade / clothing - X X X 
158 Schmolz + Bickenbach Basic industry - X – – 
159 Schwarz Group Trade / clothing - X X – 
160 Voith AG Electronics / electrical engineering / engineering - X D C 
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