¢ GRESB

o) INFRASTRUCTURE
d»

GRESB Infrastructure Asset

Benchmark Report
2022

Tele Columbus AG

Tele Columbus AG; held by North Haven Infrastructure Partners Il (NHIP
1), an ir;vestment managed by Morgan Stanley Infrastructure Inc. (MSI
or MSIP




* ' GRESB

INFRASTRUCTURE
4

2022 GRESB Infrastructure Asset Benchmark Report

Tele Columbus AG; held by[North H]aven

Infrastructure Partners Il (NHIP 11}, an
Tele Columbus AG investment managed by Morgan Stanley

Infrastructure Inc. (MSI or MSIP)

* % & Kk
Participation & Score Peer Comparison
88 Western Europe | Fibre networks |
Maintenance and operation
2022 Out of 6
Nature of Ownership: Sector: Location:
Public entity (listed Fibre networks Germany
on a Stock
Exchange)

Rankings

GRESB Score within Data
GRESB Score

Infrastructure: Data Transmission

Out of 649 Out of 40

GRESB Score within Data

Management Score

Out of 652

Performance Score

Out of 649

Infrastructure: Data Transmission /
Europe

Out of 26

GRESB Score within Public

Management Score within Data
Infrastructure: Data Transmission

Out of 10

Out of 41

Performance Score within Data
Infrastructure: Data Transmission

Out of 40
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» Entities with only one component submitted

Each asset participant is assigned to a peer group, based on the entity’s business activities and geographical location. To ensure
participant anonymity, GRESB will only create a peer group if there is a minimum of six participants allocated to the peer group,

the participant and five other peers. Peer group assignments do not affect an asset’s score, but determine how GRESB puts an

Assessment participant’s results into context.

Aspect, Strengths & Opportunities




Certifications & Awards
Customers ,o ]00

Employees &3 100 \

QQ Leadership

lOOj Policies

985 O Reporting

54 3
( Risk Management
87.6

100 /

Health & Safety @ 100 100 > C)Q Stakeholder Engagement
g Energy
@D Greenhouse Gas Emissions
® This Entity Peer Group Average

MANAGEMENT COMPONENT

Western Europe | Fibre networks | Maintenance and operation (6 entities)

ASPECT Weight in Weight in Points Benchmark PO
Number of points Component GRESB Score Obtained Average Benchmark Distribution
4 -
8 Leadership 25% 10% 8.58 7.83
QQ 10 points 0 25 S0 75  100%
4 -
A5 Fonctes 10.8% 4.3% 4.32 3.17 T T
-9£ points 0 25 50 75 100%
4
~2n  Reporting o 0
428 points 10.7% 4.3% 4.22 2.75
Risk
Management 39.2% 15.7% 8.51 9.58 .| ... Sh'am m
15.68 points 0 25 50 75 100%
Stakeholder
Engagement 44
C)Q 14.3% 5.7% 5.01 5.09 O;E'I!
0 25 50 75 100%
5.72 points
PERFORMANCE COMPONENT
Western Europe | Fibre networks | Maintenance and operation (6 entities)
ASPECT Weight in Weight in Points Benchmark PO
Number of points Component GRESB Score Obtained Average Benchmark Distribution
@ Impl_ementation 0% 0% Not scored
0 points
@g OUtP_Ut& Impact 0% 0% Not scored
0 points



ASPECT Weight in Weight in Points Benchmark Benchmark Distribution

Number of points Component GRESB Score Obtained Average
8 4
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Entity & Peer Group Characteristics
This entity Peer Group (6 entities)
Primary Geography: Germany Peer Group Geography: Western Europe

Sector: Fibre networks Peer Group Sector: Fibre networks



This entity Peer Group (6 entities)

Legal Status: Public entity (listed on a Stock  Legal Status:

Exchange)
Total GAV: $2.34 Billion Average GAV: $1.34 Billion
Reporting Period: Calendar year

Business Activities

Asset Description

GG Tele Columbus AG is one of Germany’s leading fibre network operators. Via its brand PYUR, the Company, offers high-speed internet
including telephony and more than 200 TV channels. All of this via a digital entertainment platform that combines linear TV with
video on demand entertainment. To its housing association partners the Tele Columbus Group offers tailored models of cooperation
and state-of-the-art services such as telemetric and tenant portals. As a full-service partner for municipalities and regional utilities,
the Company is actively supporting the fibre-based infrastructure and broadband internet expansion in Germany.”

Facilities

Data Infrastructure: Data Transmission: Fibre networks weight: 100%
Tele Columbus AG

Tele Columbus AG is one of Germany’s leading fibre network operators. Via its brand PYUR, the Company, offers high-speed internet
including telephony and more than 250 TV channels. All of this via a digital entertainment platform that combines linear TV with video
on demand entertainment. To its housing association partners the Tele Columbus Group offers tailored models of cooperation and
state-of-the-art services such as telemetric and tenant portals. As a full-service partner for municipalities and regional utilities, the
Company is actively supporting the fibre-based infrastructure and broadband internet expansion in Germany.




Validation

GRESB Validation

Automatic Automatic validation is integrated into the portal as participants fill out their Assessments, and consists
of errors and warnings displayed in the portal to ensure that Assessment submissions are complete and
accurate.

Manual Manual validation takes place after submission, and consists of document and text review to check that

the answers provided in Assessment are supported by sufficient evidence. The manual validation
process reviews the content of all Assessment submissions for accuracy and consistency.

Evidence Manual Validation

Integrated Report

LE3 PO1 P02 P03 RM1
RP1 Annual Report
Corporate Website
RM1 RM2.1 RM2.3 :
Other Disclosure
B = Accepted = Partially Accepted M = Not Accepted/Duplicate = No response

Manual Validation Decisions - Excluding Accepted Answers

Evidence
Indicator  Decision Reason(s):
LE6 Partially Does not support the existence of non-financial consequences
Accepted Does not support some of the selected personnel groups for financial consequences
RP1 Partially Not applicable to the selected reporting level (Entity/Group)
Accepted Cannot confirm the alignment with the selected reporting standard
RP1 Partially Does not meet the validation requirements
Accepted Only contains actions and/or performance from one element of E, S, or G
RM2.1 Not Accepted Does not meet the definition or intent of a risk assessment.
Does not support most of the relevant/material issues selected (as per relevance/materiality of
issues determined in RC7)
Does not support most of the selected elements of the Risk Assessment process
RM2.2 Partially Does not support most of the relevant/material issues selected (as per relevance/materiality of
Accepted issues determined in RC7)
Does not support most of the selected elements of the Risk Assessment process
RM2.3 Not Accepted Does not support some of the relevant/material issues selected (as per relevance/materiality of
issues determined in RC7)
Does not support some of the selected elements of the Risk Assessment process
Other Answers
Indicator  Decision Other answer provided:
SE1 Not Accepted CSR Directive Implementation Act (CSR-RUG, Sections 289b et seq. HGB]
Materiality
Environmental W High relevance [l Medium relevance Low relevance No relevance
Issue Entity specific materiality Peer materiality

Air pollution No relevance



Issue

Biodiversity and habitat
Contaminated land

Energy

Greenhouse gas emissions
Hazardous substances
Light pollution

Material sourcing and resource efficiency
Noise pollution

Physical risk

Waste

Water inflows/withdrawals

Water outflows/discharges

Social

Issue

Child labor

Community development
Customer satisfaction
Employee engagement

Forced or compulsory labor
Freedom of association

Health and safety: community
Health and safety: contractors
Health and safety: employees
Health and safety: supply chain
Health and safety: users
Inclusion and diversity

Labor standards and working conditions
Local employment

Social enterprise partnering

Stakeholder relations

Entity specific materiality
No relevance

No relevance
Medium relevance
Medium relevance
No relevance

No relevance

Low relevance

No relevance

Low relevance
Low relevance
Low relevance

No relevance

W High relevance [l Medium relevance
Entity specific materiality
No relevance
Medium relevance
Medium relevance
Medium relevance
No relevance
Low relevance
Low relevance
Medium relevance
High relevance
Medium relevance
No relevance
High relevance
Low relevance
High relevance
Low relevance

Medium relevance

Peer materiality

Low relevance No relevance

Peer materiality



Governance

Issue

Audit committee structure/independence

Board composition
Board ESG oversight

Bribery and corruption

W High relevance [l Medium relevance

Compensation committee structure/independence

Conflicts of interest
Cybersecurity

Data protection and privacy
Delegating authority
Executive compensation
Fraud

Independence of board chair
Lobbying activities

Political contributions
Shareholder rights

Whistleblower protection

Management

Management

Aspect indicator

Score Max

Entity specific materiality

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Low relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Low relevance

Low relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Medium relevance

Low relevance

Score Entity (p)

Score Benchmark (p)

No relevance

Peer materiality

Strengths & Opportunities

Q Leadership 10.00p | 25% 8.58 7.83 60% of peers scored
foYo) lower
LE1 Entity materiality assessment 1.44 1.44 1.44 0% of peers scored lower
LE2 ESG leadership commitments Not scored
LE3 ESG objectives 2.84 2.84 2.43 40% of peers scored lower
LE4 Individual responsible for 1.44 1.44 1.34 20% of peers scored lower
ESG
LES ESG senior decision maker 1.44 1.44 1.44 0% of peers scored lower
LE6 Personnel ESG performance 2.84 1.42 1.18 40% of peers scored lower
targets
Policies 4.32p | 10.8% 4.32 3.17 100% of peers scored

lower



Aspect indicator Score Max Score Entity (p)  Score Benchmark (p)  Strengths & Opportunities
PO1 Policies on environmental 1.44 1.44 0.99 60% of peers scored lower
issues
P02 Policies on social issues 1.44 1.44 1.12 80% of peers scored lower
PO3 Policies on governance 1.44 1.44 1.06 100% of peers scored
issues lower
o Reporting 4.28p | 10.7% 4.22 2.75 100% of peers scored
g:@ lower
RP1 ESG reporting 2.84 2.84 1.58 100% of peers scored
lower
RP2.1 ESG incident monitoring 1.44 1.38 1.16 40% of peers scored lower
RP2.2  Involvement in ESG-related Not scored
misconduct, penalties,
incidents (The response to
this indicator will be reviewed
as part of sector leader
requirements)
Risk Management 15.68p | 39.2% 8.51 9.58 80% of peers scored
@ higher
RM1 Management systems 2.84 2.84 2.1 40% of peers scored lower
RM2.1  Environmental risk 2.84 0 1.4 80% of peers scored
assessment higher
RM2.2  Social risk assessment 2.84 1.35 1.4 60% of peers scored
higher
RM2.3  Governance risk assessment 2.84 0 1.07 80% of peers scored
higher
RM3 Resilience of strategy to Not scored
climate-related risks
RM4.1  Transition risk identification Not scored
RM4.2  Transition risk impact Not scored
assessment
RM4.3  Physical risk identification Not scored
RM4.4  Physical risk impact Not scored
assessment
RM5.1  Monitoring of environmental 1.44 1.44 1.29 40% of peers scored lower
performance
RM5.2  Monitoring of social 1.44 1.44 1.19 60% of peers scored lower
performance
RM5.3  Monitoring of governance 1.44 1.44 1.12 60% of peers scored lower
performance
Stakeholder Engagement 5.72p | 14.3% 5.01 5.09 80% of peers scored
C)Q higher
SE1 Stakeholder engagement 2.84 2.27 2.45 40% of peers scored
program higher
SE2 Supply chain engagement 1.44 1.41 1.34 60% of peers scored lower
program
SE3.1  Stakeholder grievance 1.44 1.33 1.3 80% of peers scored

process

higher



Aspect indicator Score Max Score Entity (p)  Score Benchmark (p)  Strengths & Opportunities

SE3.2  Stakeholder grievance Not scored
monitoring
Leadership

LE1 Points: 1.44/1.44
Entity materiality assessment

Yes 100% I

Elements covered in the materiality assessment report (multiple answers possible)

Identification of the material ESG issues from the entity’'s operations 100% I
Engagement with relevant stakeholders to identify which issues are material 100% I
0% [ ]

No

Additional context

[Not provided]

LE2 Not Scored
ESG leadership commitments

SO%

Yes

No SO% |

Additional context

[Not provided]

Objectives

LE3 Points: 2.84/2.84
ESG objectives

Yes 100% I



The objectives relate to

General sustainability

Environment

Social

Governance

The objectives are
Publicly available
Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)

g https://www.telecolumbus.com/en/sustainability/

Not publicly available

No

Additional context

[Not provided]

LE4 Points: 1.44/1.44

Individual responsible for ESG

Yes

ESG

Select the persons responsible [multiple answers possible)

Dedicated employee for whom sustainability is the core responsibility

Employee for whom sustainability is among their responsibilities

External consultant/manager

Investment partners (co-investors/JV partners)

83% NI |

100% I

100%

100% I

/%I A~

[ACCEPTED]

KR —

0% [ ]

100% I

100% I

SO%

83% I |

17% ]

KRR E—



Climate-related risks and opportunities 100% .

Select the persons responsible (multiple answers possible)

Dedicated employee with core responsibility 3%

Employee where this is among their responsibilities 83% NI |

Name: Alexander Eulitz

Job title: Head of Internal Audit & Risk Managament

External consultant/manager 17% ]
Name: Amanda Schweickert

Job title: Project Director, Sustainability, Energy, and Climate Change at WSP USA

Investment partners (co-investors/JV partners) 17% ]

No 0% [ ]

Additional context

[Not provided]

LE5 Points: 1.44/1.44

ESG senior decision maker

Yes 100% I

ESG 100% I

The individual's most senior role is as part of:

Il [100%] Board of directors

Climate-related risks and opportunities 83% I |
Name: Roland Schleicher

Job title: Chief Operation Officer

The individual's most senior role is as part of:

‘ W [67%] Board of directors

B [17%] C-suite level staff/Senior management

. B [17%] No answer provided



Additional context

[Not provided]

LE6 Points: 1.42/2.84

Personnel ESG performance targets

Yes

Predetermined consequences

Yes

Financial consequences

Personnel to whom these factors apply

All other employees

Asset managers

Board of directors

C-suite level staff/Senior management

Dedicated staff on ESG issues

ESG managers

External managers or service providers

Fund/portfolio managers

Investment analysts

Investment committee

Investor relations

Other

0% [ ]

83% I | A

83% I | A

7% N | A

REFD  E—

17% - ]

7% I |

SO% |

17% ]

KRN

17% ]

0% [ ]

0% [ ]

0% [ ]

0% [ ]

0% [ ]




Non-financial consequences 7% I

Personnel to whom these factors apply

All other employees 3% 000
Asset managers 17% ]
Board of directors 7% I
C-suite level staff/Senior management 7% I |
Dedicated staff on ESG issues 17% - ]
ESG managers 17% - ]
External managers or service providers 17% I ]
Fund/portfolio managers 0% [ ]
Investment analysts 0% [ ]
Investment committee 0% [ ]
Investor relations 0% [ ]
Other 0% [ ]

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors) [PARTIALLY ACCEPTED]

No 0% [ ]

No 17% . ]

Additional context

[Not provided]

Policies

PO1 Points: 1.44/1.44



Policies on environmental issues

Yes 83% I |

Environmental issues included
Air pollution 17% ]
Biodiversity and habitat 5% 00
Contaminated land 3% M ]
Energy 83% NI |
Greenhouse gas emissions 83% NI |
Hazardous substances 17% - ]
Light pollution 0% [ ]
Material sourcing and resource efficiency 7% I
Noise pollution 33%
Physical risk 3% 0 |
Waste 67% I |
Water outflows/discharges 17% ]
Water inflows/withdrawals 0% ]
Other issues 0% [ ]

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors) [ACCEPTED]

& https://www.telecolumbus.com/en/sustainability/

No 17% - ]

Additional context

[Not provided]



P02 Points: 1.44/1.44

Policies on social issues

s 100% I

Social issues included

Child labor 83% I |
Community development 83% NI |
Customer satisfaction 7% I
Employee engagement 100% I
Forced or compulsory labor 7% I
Freedom of association 83% NI |
Health and safety: community 3%
Health and safety: contractors 100%
Health and safety: employees 100% I
Health and safety: supply chain 7% I
Health and safety: users 17% - ]
Inclusion and diversity 83% NI |
Labor standards and working conditions 100% I
Local employment 3%
Social enterprise partnering 17% ]
Stakeholder relations 83% I |

Other issues 17% ]




Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)

& https://www.telecolumbus.com/en/sustainability/

Additional context

[Not provided]

PO3 Points: 1.44/1.44

Policies on governance issues

Yes

Governance issues included

Audit committee structure/independence

Board composition

Board ESG oversight

Bribery and corruption

Compensation committee structure/independence

Conflicts of interest

Cybersecurity

Data protection and privacy

Delegating authority

Executive compensation

Fraud

Independence of board chair

Lobbying activities

[ACCEPTED]

0% [ ]

100% I

ERL  —

83% I |

77 I |

100% I

KM

100%

100% M

100%

S0%

67% I |

100% I

S0%

83% I |



Political contributions

Shareholder rights

Whistleblower protection

Other issues

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors])

& https://www.telecolumbus.com/en/sustainability/

No

Additional context

[Not provided]

Reporting

RP1 Points: 2.84/2.84

ESG reporting

Yes

Types of disclosure

Integrated Report*

Stand-alone sustainability report(s)

Reporting level

W [67%] Entity

B [33%] No answer provided

Aligned with third-party standard

. W [17%] GRI Sustainability Reporting Guidelines

’ B [17%] Other
B [67%] No answer provided

Third-party review

100% I

83% I |

83% I |

0% [ ]

[ACCEPTED]

0% [ ]

100% I

0% [ ]

7% N | A



Yes
Externally checked
Externally verified
Externally assured
using
‘ B [17%] ISAE 3000
B [83%] No answer provided
No

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)
Section of Annual Report

Dedicated section on website

Reporting level
‘ W [50%] Entity
| [33%] Group
B [17%] No answer provided

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided

Entity reporting to investors

Frequency of reporting: Annual

Reporting level

‘ W [50%] Entity
B [33%] Group
B [17%] No answer provided

Aligned with third-party standard

Il [33%] PRI Reporting Framework
B [17%] Other
Il [50%] No answer provided

o

KXRY  — N

17% - ]
0% [ ]
17% - A
KEFD

[PARTIALLY ACCEPTED]

17% - ]

83% I |~

[ACCEPTED]

83% NI |



Third-party review

Yes

No

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)

Other

Tele Columbus 2021 CSR Rreport

Reporting level

‘ W [17%] Entity

B [83%] No answer provided

Aligned with third-party standard

‘ l [17%] Other: German Sustainability Code

Third-party review

Yes

No

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)

No

Additional context

B [83%] No answer provided

0% [ ]

83% I |

[PARTIALLY ACCEPTED]

17% ]

[ACCEPTEDI

0% [ ]

17% ]

[ACCEPTED]

0% [ ]

GG The Tele Columbus 2021 CSR report is aligned with the German Sustainability Code, and it references the GRI Standards.

RP2.1 Points: 1.38/1.44

ESG incident monitoring

Yes

Stakeholders

100% I



Clients/customers 7% I

Contractors 7% I |
Community/public 50% 000
Employees 83% N |
Investors/shareholders 100% I
Regulators/government 67% I
Special interest groups 3%
Suppliers 7% I
Other stakeholders 17% ]
Self employed people and freelancers [ACCEPTED]
Process

GG Tele Columbus discloses misconduct and associated penalties annually in the CSR Report. Financial irregularities and data
protection incidents are reported to governmental bodies as well. If any data breaches occur that directly impact customers,
the customers will be notified. In the event there are incidents or sanctions taken against suppliers, these cases may be
reported via a corporate blog or to the press.

No 0% [ ]

Provide additional context for the answer provided (not validated, for reporting purposes only)

[Not provided]

RP2.2 Not Scored

Involvement in ESG-related misconduct, penalties, incidents (The response to this indicator will be reviewed as part
of sector leader requirements)

Yes 0% [ ]

No 100% I

Provide additional context for the answer provided (not validated, for reporting purposes only)

Tele Columbus has a process to track ESG incidents, but none occurred in 2021.



(4

Risk Management

RM1 Points: 2.84/2.84

Management systems

Yes

Accreditations maintained or achieved [multiple answers possible)

IS0 55000
1SO 14001
1SO 9001

1SO 45001

Other standard

IS0 27001

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)
Management standards aligned with [multiple answers possible)

1SO 55000

I1SO 14001

I1SO 9001

OHSAS 18001

1SO 26000

1SO 20400

1SO 50001

[ACCEPTED]

83% I |~

S0% (A

0% [ ]

3o

SO%

17% - ]

REMY  —

[ACCEPTED]

7% N | A

0% [ ]

67% I |

KEFD  —

KR —

17% ]

0% [ ]

REMY  —



Other standard 5% 000

TUV IT Trusted Site Infrastructure (TSI) 4.2 Level 3 (advanced); COSO
Enterprise Risk Management Framework [ACCEPTED]

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors) [ACCEPTED]

The management system is not aligned with an ESG related standard nor external certification 0% ]

No 17% - ]

Additional context

[Not provided]

Risk Assessments

RM2.1 Points: 0/2.84

Environmental risk assessment
Yes 100% I

Elements of risk assessment process included

B [100%] Risks are identified, analyzed, evaluated and treated

Environmental issues included

Air pollution 17% - ]
Biodiversity and habitat S0% 0
Contaminated land 67% I
Energy 7% I |
Greenhouse gas emissions 83% NI |
Hazardous substances 3% M ]

Light pollution 17% - ]




Material sourcing and resource efficiency 50% 0 |

Noise pollution 7% I
Physical risk 33% .
Waste 7% I |
Water outflows/discharges 50 ]
Water inflows/withdrawals B
Other 0% [ ]

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors) [NOT ACCEPTED]

No 0% [ ]

Additional context

[Not provided]

RM2.2 Points: 1.35/2.84

Social risk assessment

Yes 100% I

Elements of risk assessment process included

B [100%] Risks are identified, analyzed, evaluated and treated

Social issues included

Child labor 67% I |
Community development 50% 0
Customer satisfaction 83% NI |

Employee engagement 83% I |



Forced or compulsory labor

Freedom of association

Health and safety: community

Health and safety: contractors

Health and safety: employees

Health and safety: supply chain

Health and safety: users

Inclusion and diversity

Labor standards and working conditions

Local employment

Social enterprise partnering

Stakeholder relations

Other

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors])

Additional context

[Not provided]

RM2.3 Points: 0/2.84

Governance risk assessment

Yes

Elements of risk assessment process included

67% I |

77 |

SO% )

100% I

100% I

7% I |

REL0)  —

83% N |

100%

KXY —

3o

67% I |

0% [ ]

[PARTIALLY ACCEPTED]

0% [ ]

100% I



‘ B [17%] Risks are identified and analyzed
B [83%] Risks are identified, analyzed, evaluated and treated

Governance issues included

Audit committee structure/independence

Board composition

Board ESG oversight

Bribery and corruption

Compensation committee structure/independence

Conflicts of interest

Cybersecurity

Data protection and privacy

Delegating authority

Executive compensation

Fraud

Independence of board chair

Lobbying activities

Political contributions

Shareholder rights

Whistleblower protection

Other issues

Applicable evidence

Evidence provided (but not shared with investors)

KRN

7% I |

SO% I

100% I

17% ]

100%

100% I

100% I

67% I |

SO%

100%

KRN

83% NI |

83% NI |

83% I |

KRN

0% [ ]

[NOT ACCEPTED]



No 0% [ ]

Additional context

[Not provided]

Climate Related Risk Management

RM3 Not Scored

Resilience of strategy to climate-related risks

Description of the resilience of the organization’s strategy 7% 0 A~

Describe the resilience of the organization’s strategy.

GG Consistent with Morgan Stanley's commitment to sustainability and integrating climate change into its core business
activities, Tele Columbus is incorporating climate change considerations and risk management activities into its strategy.
This will allow the asset to not only assess climate-related risks, but also pursue the next generation of opportunities
related to the transition to a low-carbon economy and sustainability solutions to generate greater value. This includes
working to integrate relevant climate change considerations into governance, strategy, risk management, and targets in
order to provide long term benefits. Tele Columbus’ business processes will continue to evolve to strengthen approaches to
climate risk management and sustainability. Tele Columbus performed a TCFD-aligned, quantitative scenario analysis to
identify physical climate change risks at their facilities. Tele Columbus evaluated present and future exposure to acute and
chronic hazards from temperature and precipitation changes, coastal flooding, inland flooding, drought, water stress and
wildfire. Projected modeled average annual losses [MAAL? due to climate change hazards were calculated for each decade
from the 2020s to the 2090s. MAAL is the sum of losses due to climate-related expenses, decreased revenue, and/or
business interruption. The desktop analysis was based on publicly available data sets developed using methods that have
undergone scientific peer review. For example, Tele Columbus used the NASA NEX-GDDP1 downscaled climate model
projections of temperature and precipitation and sea level rise projections and sea level rise projections developed by Kopp
et al. (2014)2. Tele Columbus used the Representative Concentration Pathway (RCP)3 scenarios RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 to
evaluate the facility’s exposure to climate change risks under a range of potential futures. RCP8.5 represents a higher
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions future with increasing GHG emissions through 2100 and greater physical impacts from
climate change, while RCP4.5 represents a future with decreasing GHG emissions after mid-century and lesser physical
impacts. RCP4.5 is consistent with global warming of 2.4°C by 2100 (range 1.7-3.2°C] while RCP8.5 in consistent with global
warming of 4.3°C by 2100 (range 3.2-5.4°C).

Use of scenario analysis
Yes 7% I |~

Scenarios used

Transition scenarios 33%
Physical scenarios 7% I
RCP2.6 0% [ ]
RCP4.5 S0%

RCP6.0 0% ]




RCP8.5

Other

No

No

Additional context

[Not provided]

RM4.1 Not Scored

Transition risk identification

Yes

Elements covered

Policy and legal

Any risks identified

Yes
Risks are
Increasing price of GHG emissions
Enhancing emissions-reporting obligations
Mandates on and regulation of existing products and services
Exposure to litigation
Other
No
Technology
Market

Any risks identified

SO%

17% ]

0% [ ]

KRR —

7T (A

7% A

KXRY  — N

0% [ ]

0% [ ]

EXMY  E—

0% [ ]

0% [ ]

KNG I

KRR —

SO% (A



Yes 17% - ] A
Risks are
Changing customer behavior 17% ]
Uncertainty in market signals 0% [ ]
Increased cost of raw materials 0% [ ]
Other 17% ]
TV products are increasingly being replaced by streaming
services. [NOT ACCEPTED]
No 3o
Reputation 7% I A
Any risks identified
Yes KEMY R PN
Risks are
Shifts in consumer preferences 17% - ]
Stigmatization of sector 0% [ ]
Increased stakeholder concern or negative stakeholder feedback 17% - ]
Other 0% [ ]
No B ]

Applicable evidence

Evidence not provided

Processes for prioritizing transition risks

GG Risk assessment begins with the identification and assessment of risks relating to the achievement of specified business
objectives. Risks can arise from many sources, including the marketplace, competing firms and customers and employees
engaging in fraud. Individual risks that could lead to missing business objectives need to be managed and assessed for any

changes affecting the Company’s controls.

No

KRR —



Provide additional context for the answer provided (not validated,

[Not provided]

RMA4.2 Not Scored

Transition risk impact assessment

Yes

Elements covered

Policy and legal

Any material impacts to the entity

Yes

Impacts are

Increased operating costs

for reporting purposes only)

7% N | A

7% A~

REMG) I PN

KR —

Write-offs, asset impairment and early retirement of existing assets due to policy 17% I ]

changes

Increased costs and/or reduced demand for products and services resulting from17% Il ]

fines and judgments

Other 0% [ ]

No KRR

Technology 7% I A~

Any material impacts to the entity
Yes B A
Impacts are

Write-offs and early retirement of existing assets 0% [ ]

Reduced demand for products and services 0% [ ]

Research and development (R&D) expenditures in new and alternative 17% ]
technologies

Capital investments in technology development 3% ]



Costs to adopt/deploy new practices and processes 3% 000

Other 17% ]

Disturbed supply chains (COVID 19) and shortage on
construction capacities. [ACCEPTED]

No [Jo—

Market SO% I A

Any material impacts to the entity

Yes 17% I ] A

Impacts are

Reduced demand for goods and services due to shift in consumer preferences 0% [ ]

Increased production costs due to changing input prices and output 17% ]
requirements

Abrupt and unexpected shifts in energy costs 17% ]

Change in revenue mix and sources, resulting in decreased revenues 0% [ ]

Re-pricing of assets 0% [ ]

Other 0% [ ]

No ¥
Reputation S0%

Applicable evidence

Evidence not provided

Integration of transition risk identification, assessment, and management into the entity's overall risk
management

GG The early identification, analysis and management of potential opportunities and risks is an essential part of Tele

Columbus’s corporate strategy. In accordance with Section 91 [ZTAktG, the Management Board of a stock corporation must
“take suitable measures, and in particular establish a monitoring system, in order to allow developments jeopardizing the
company’s continued existence to be identified at an early point in time”. Such developments include high-risk transactions,
accounting inaccuracies, and breaches of statutory provisions that have a material impact on the company’s assets, financial
position and earnings positions of the company. The general design of the risk management system is based on the
internationally recognised COSO Enterprise Risk Management Framework in the version valid until 2017. In this context,
Tele Columbus pursues a holistic, integrative approach, which brings together a risk management system, internal control
system ar}wd compliance management system under one management approach (governance, risk and compliance
approach).



Additional context

[Not provided]

RMA4.3 Not Scored

Physical risk identification

Yes

Elements covered

Acute hazards

Any acute hazards identified

Yes

Factors are

Extratropical storm

Flash flood

Hail

River flood

Storm surge

Tropical cyclone

O