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MEMORANDUM 
To: Joyce Lopez, Andrea Rodgers, Becky Kellow- Western Washington University 
From: Deanne Woodring, CFA President – Government Portfolio Advisors 
Date: May 4, 2026  
Subject: Assessment of Bloomberg ESG Scores Relative to Morningstar Sustainalytics, S&P Global, and 
MSCI ESG Ratings 

Executive Summary 

Bloomberg’s ESG scores are widely used due to their integration within the Bloomberg Terminal and their 
emphasis on disclosure transparency. In 2024, the original assessment Bloomberg ratings were 
incorporated in the analysis for ESG rankings. However, they are significantly less robust than the ESG 
ratings produced by Morningstar Sustainalytics, S&P Global, and MSCI. Bloomberg’s methodology is 
disclosure-based, rewarding companies for reporting more information rather than for effectively 
managing financially material ESG risks. In contrast, Sustainalytics, S&P, and MSCI employ 
analyst-driven, materiality-focused, and industry-specific frameworks that provide deeper insight into 
actual ESG performance, risk exposure, and long-term financial relevance. In 2025, GPA reviewed the 
utilization and practice of using Bloomberg and it was identified that the variance that was occurring in the 
Bloomberg data was skewed due to the reportability and comparison practices, and removed it from 
rankings effective January 1, 2026.   

1. Methodological Differences 

Bloomberg: Disclosure Quantity 

Bloomberg’s ESG score evaluates how much ESG information a company discloses, not how well the 
company manages ESG risks. This approach can inflate scores for firms with strong reporting capabilities 
but weak underlying ESG performance. 

Sustainalytics, S&P, and MSCI: Risk, Performance, and Materiality 

• Morningstar Sustainalytics measures unmanaged ESG risk, focusing on financially material 
issues that could affect enterprise value. 

• S&P Global uses its Corporate Sustainability Assessment (CSA), which evaluates 
industry-specific ESG performance through detailed questionnaires, independent analysis, and 
controversy monitoring. 

• MSCI ESG Ratings assess industry-specific ESG risks and opportunities, weighting issues 
by financial materiality and evaluating how effectively companies manage those risks relative to 
peers. 

These methodologies provide a more accurate and decision-useful assessment of ESG performance and 
risk. 

2. Reliance on Self-Reported Data 

Bloomberg’s scoring system depends heavily on company-reported disclosures, which vary widely in 
quality and completeness. This creates several challenges: 

• Companies can selectively disclose favorable information. 
• Firms with sophisticated reporting teams are rewarded regardless of actual ESG performance. 
• Global inconsistencies in reporting standards reduce comparability. 
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Sustainalytics, S&P, and MSCI mitigate these issues by incorporating third-party data, controversy 
analysis, and analyst oversight, reducing the risk of greenwashing and improving reliability. 

3. Limited Consideration of Financial Materiality 

Bloomberg does not explicitly weight ESG issues based on industry-specific financial materiality, 
which is essential for investment-grade ESG analysis. 

By contrast: 

• Sustainalytics uses exposure-based models tailored to each industry. 
• S&P applies industry-specific CSAs with topic-specific weighting. 
• MSCI uses a materiality matrix that identifies the most financially relevant ESG issues for each 

industry. 

These frameworks ensure that ratings reflect the ESG factors most likely to affect long-term financial 
performance. 

4. Analytical Depth and Controversy Integration 

Bloomberg’s disclosure-driven approach limits its analytical depth. It does not provide: 

• Detailed assessments of risk management effectiveness 
• Analyst-driven evaluations 
• Integrated controversy scoring 

Sustainalytics, S&P, and MSCI all incorporate real-time controversy monitoring, qualitative analysis, 
and granular sub-scores, making their ratings more actionable for investors. 

5. Comparability and Predictive Value 

Because Bloomberg’s methodology differs fundamentally from risk-based ESG frameworks, its scores 
tend to diverge more sharply from other providers. This reduces their usefulness for: 

• Cross-provider comparisons 
• Predicting financially material outcomes 
• Integrating ESG factors into valuation models 

Sustainalytics, S&P, and MSCI ratings are more aligned with investment-grade ESG analysis and have 
stronger predictive value for long-term risk and performance. 

Conclusion 

Bloomberg’s ESG scores serve as a useful disclosure benchmark, but they lack the rigor, materiality 
focus, and analytical depth required for robust ESG risk assessment. For investment, risk management, 
and due-diligence purposes, Morningstar Sustainalytics, S&P Global, and MSCI ESG Ratings 
provide significantly more reliable, comprehensive, and decision-useful evaluations. 
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