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Abstract

Sustainability has moved from a voluntary corporate responsibility narrative to a measurable strategic issue in Indian
capital markets. This paper examines whether sustainability improves profitability among selected companies
represented in the NIFTY 100 ESG universe. The study is positioned in the post-BRSR regulatory context, where
Indian listed entities are increasingly expected to disclose comparable environmental, social and governance
information. The proposed empirical design uses a balanced panel of selected NIFTY 100 ESG companies for FY
2020-21 to FY 2025-26 and measures sustainability through an ESG/BRSR disclosure index and pillar-level
environmental, social and governance scores. Profitability is measured through return on assets, return on equity, net
profit margin and earnings per share, with firm value measured through Tobin's Q. The study proposes correlation
analysis, multicollinearity diagnostics, fixed-effects and random-effects panel regression, Hausman specification
testing, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors and lagged ESG robustness models. The central proposition is that
sustainability may improve profitability when it reduces operational waste, strengthens stakeholder trust, improves risk
management and lowers the cost of capital. However, the relationship is expected to be sector-sensitive and may appear
with a time lag. The paper contributes by connecting Indian ESG regulation, NIFTY 100 ESG index design and
profitability-based corporate performance analysis into a single empirical framework suitable for doctoral and Scopus-
oriented research.

Keywords: ESG disclosure; profitability; NIFTY 100 ESG; BRSR; sustainable strategy; panel data; India.

1. Introduction

The question of whether sustainability improves profitability has become central to corporate finance, strategic
management and investment analysis. For a long time, sustainability was treated as a moral or compliance-oriented
responsibility. In the present business environment, however, environmental, social and governance practices are
increasingly viewed as sources of risk reduction, brand credibility, operational efficiency and long-term value creation.
Large Indian corporations now operate in an ecosystem where investors, regulators, lenders, consumers and civil
society expect transparent disclosure of sustainability-related performance.

India is an important setting for this research because the sustainability reporting regime has recently become more
structured. The Securities and Exchange Board of India introduced Business Responsibility and Sustainability
Reporting for listed entities through its 2021 circular, and later introduced the BRSR Core framework for assurance
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and value-chain ESG disclosure through its 2023 circular (SEBI, 2021, 2023). This regulatory development makes
India a suitable emerging-market laboratory for studying whether sustainability is merely a reporting exercise or a
measurable contributor to profitability.

The NIFTY 100 ESG Index provides a meaningful research universe for this inquiry. NSE Indices explains that the
index reflects the performance of companies within the NIFTY 100 based on Environmental, Social and Governance
risk scores and that constituent weights are tilted using free-float market capitalization and modified ESG risk score
(NSE Indices Limited, 2026; Nifty Indices, n.d.). Therefore, the index captures large Indian companies that are already
visible to institutional investors and have a stronger likelihood of publicly available sustainability information.

The title question—does sustainability improve profitability?>—cannot be answered only through descriptive claims.
A credible answer requires measurable variables, reliable data sources and appropriate statistical tests. Sustainability
has many possible channels of influence: energy efficiency may reduce costs, responsible labour practices may improve
productivity, governance may reduce agency problems, and better disclosure may reduce information asymmetry. Yet
sustainability investments can also involve short-term costs. For this reason, the study requires an empirical framework
that can test both direct and lagged effects while controlling for firm size, leverage, sector and year-specific shocks.
This paper therefore develops a Scopus-oriented empirical research structure to examine the sustainability-profitability
relationship among selected NIFTY 100 ESG companies. It integrates stakeholder theory, resource-based theory, the
natural-resource-based view and Indian BRSR regulation. It also presents a testable conceptual framework, variable
design, company-selection logic, tables, charts, diagrams and statistical procedures. The study is suitable for
researchers working in commerce, management, finance, sustainability accounting and corporate governance.

2. Indian ESG and BRSR Context

The Indian ESG ecosystem is changing from broad corporate social responsibility narratives to more measurable and
comparable reporting. BRSR has made sustainability disclosure more structured by requiring companies to report
information related to governance, workforce, community, environment, customers, human rights and value-chain
impacts. The BRSR Core framework further increases the credibility of reporting by focusing on a limited set of
assured key performance indicators and value-chain disclosures (SEBI, 2023).

The NIFTY 100 ESG Index provides a practical universe for research because it is based on companies within the
NIFTY 100 and uses ESG risk information in the index design. The official factsheet describes the index as tilt-
weighted, real-time, semi-annually rebalanced and based on a base date of April 1, 2011 with a base value of 1000
(NSE Indices Limited, 2026). In the factsheet used for this paper, Financial Services, Information Technology and
Automobile and Auto Components were the largest sector groups. This matters because the sustainability-profitability
relationship may vary across capital-intensive, service-intensive and consumer-facing sectors.

Table 1. Indian ESG reiortini context and its research relevance

Business _Responsibility and Provides comparable disclosure

Sustainability Reporting | . i
BRSR introduced by SEBI for listed |Stce0nr1: for building an ESG/BRSR
entities. '

Improves reliability of
BRSR Core Ersag (cei\i,\;glrlcjsu:grfora\ztljtrjzngﬁainand sustainability data and reduces
" | greenwashing risk.

Index based on NIFTY 100 | Creates adefined universe of large

NIFTY 100 ESG Index companies with ESG risk-score- | Indian firms for ESG-profitability
based tilt. analysis.
Whether sustainability is| Links corporate sustainability
Profitability question associated with ROA, ROE, NPM, | with shareholder and stakeholder
EPS and market valuation. value.

Note. The table summarizes the policy and index context for the proposed empirical study. Sources include SEBI

circulars and Nifty Indices documentation.
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Figure 1. Sector representation of the NIFTY100 ESG Index
NIFTY100 ESG Index: Sector Representation
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Source. Prepared from NIFTY100 ESG Index factsheet sector-weight data (NSE Indices Limited, 2026).
Figure 2. Top constituents by weightage in the NIFTY100 ESG Index

NIFTY100 ESG Index: Top Constituents by Weightage
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Source. Prepared from NIFTY100 ESG Index factsheet top-constituent weight data (NSE Indices Limited, 2026).
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3. Review of Literature

3.1 Theoretical foundations

Stakeholder theory argues that firms perform better when they manage relationships with employees, customers,
suppliers, communities, regulators and investors rather than focusing narrowly on shareholders (Freeman, 1984). In
the ESG context, sustainability becomes a governance mechanism for aligning corporate conduct with the expectations
of multiple stakeholders. A company that manages stakeholder concerns well may reduce conflict, litigation,
reputational loss and regulatory risk.

The resource-based view suggests that valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable resources can generate
competitive advantage. The natural-resource-based view extends this logic to environmental capabilities such as
pollution prevention, product stewardship and sustainable development (Hart, 1995). In this view, sustainability is not
merely a cost; it can become a capability that improves efficiency, innovation and market positioning.

The triple-bottom-line approach also supports this perspective by emphasizing that business performance should be
assessed through economic, environmental and social dimensions (Elkington, 1997). Porter and Kramer (2011) further
argue that firms can create shared value when they address social problems through business models that also improve
competitiveness.

3.2 ESG and financial performance evidence

The empirical literature on ESG and corporate financial performance is broad but not unanimous. Friede, Busch, and
Bassen (2015) reviewed more than 2,000 empirical studies and found that the majority of results support a non-negative
relationship between ESG and financial performance. This suggests that sustainability is often financially compatible
with corporate performance, although causality and sectoral effects remain important methodological concerns.
Eccles, loannou, and Serafeim (2014) compared high-sustainability and low-sustainability firms and found that high-
sustainability companies developed different governance and stakeholder-engagement processes and outperformed in
certain long-term measures. Khan, Serafeim, and Yoon (2016) added nuance by showing that sustainability
investments on financially material issues are more likely to improve performance than investments on immaterial
issues.

Velte (2017) found evidence that ESG performance can positively influence financial performance, particularly when
measured by accounting-based and market-based performance indicators. Whelan, Atz, Van Holt, and Clark (2021)
also reviewed ESG-financial performance literature and emphasized that the relationship is often positive, especially
over longer horizons and where ESG practices are connected to operational strategy.

The literature also indicates that results may differ by sector, ESG pillar, time horizon and measurement method.
Environmental variables may matter more for energy-intensive firms, governance variables may matter more in
financial and family-owned firms, and social variables may be financially relevant in consumer-facing firms where
reputation and employee productivity are critical.

3.3 Research gap

Despite the growing literature, several gaps justify a focused Indian study. First, many global ESG studies are based
on developed markets where disclosure quality, rating coverage and investor behaviour differ from India. Second,
Indian research often examines CSR expenditure rather than structured ESG or BRSR disclosure quality. Third, the
NIFTY 100 ESG universe has not been fully utilized as a research setting for profitability-oriented panel data analysis.
Fourth, existing studies often use a single profitability indicator, whereas a stronger design should test multiple
accounting and market-based indicators.

A further gap concerns disclosure reliability. ESG rating and reporting can suffer from greenwashing and selective
disclosure. BRSR Core and assurance requirements increase the relevance of studying whether better disclosure is
associated with actual profitability rather than merely symbolic reporting. This paper therefore proposes a framework
that combines ESG/BRSR disclosure scoring, profitability measures and robust panel data testing.

Table 2. Selected literature supporting the sustainability-profitability relationship
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Explains ~ why  stakeholder-
oriented ESG practices may

Freeman (1984) Stakeholder theory reduce risk and support long-term
performance.
Hart (1995) Natural-resource-based view Links environmental capabilities

with competitive advantage.

Shows that high-sustainability
firms can differ in governance and
performance outcomes.

Corporate sustainability and long-

Eccles et al. (2014) term performance

Supports the general expectation
Friede et al. (2015) Meta-review of ESG-CFP studies | of a non-negative ESG-financial
performance relationship.

Highlights that material ESG

Khan et al. (2016) Material sustainability issues issues matter more for financial
performance.
Supports  testing ESG  with
Velte (2017) ESG and financial performance - | accounting and market-based
indicators.
Suggests long-term and
ESG-financial performance | strategically embedded ESG

Whelan etal. (2021) review practices are more likely to

support performance.

4. Objectives, Research Questions and Hypotheses

4.1 Objectives

1. To examine whether sustainability disclosure is associated with profitability among selected NIFTY 100 ESG
companies.

2. To construct an ESG/BRSR disclosure index using publicly available annual reports, BRSR reports and
sustainability reports.

3. To test the relationship between ESG disclosure and accounting-based profitability indicators such as ROA, ROE
and net profit margin.

4. To examine whether ESG disclosure is associated with market-based performance measured through Tobin's Q or
market-to-book value.

5. To identify whether environmental, social and governance pillars have different effects on profitability.

6. To evaluate whether the sustainability-profitability relationship is sector-sensitive and affected by firm size,
leverage and sales growth.

7. To provide policy and managerial suggestions for improving BRSR-based sustainability reporting and profitability-
linked ESG strategy.

4.2 Research questions

e Does sustainability improve profitability among selected NIFTY 100 ESG companies?

e Which ESG pillar—environmental, social or governance—has the strongest association with profitability?
o |s the sustainability-profitability relationship immediate or lagged?

e Do firm size, leverage and sectoral differences moderate the relationship between ESG and profitability?
e Does better ESG/BRSR disclosure support market valuation as well as accounting profitability?
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4.3 Hypotheses

Table 3. Hypotheses for empirical testing

H1
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ESG/BRSR disclosure score has a
positive and significant
relationship with ROA.

Positive

H2

ESG/BRSR disclosure score has a
positive and significant
relationship with ROE.

Positive

H3

ESG/BRSR disclosure score has a
positive and significant
relationship  with net profit
margin.

Positive

H4

Environmental, social and
governance pillar scores have
differential effects on profitability.

Mixed/sector-sensitive

H5

Lagged ESG/BRSR disclosure
score has a stronger relationship
with profitability than
contemporaneous ESG score.

Positive lagged effect

H6

ESG/BRSR disclosure score is
positively associated with market-
based firm value.

Positive

5. Conceptual Framework

The proposed framework assumes that sustainability improves profitability through multiple mechanisms. First,
environmental initiatives can reduce energy intensity, water use, waste and regulatory exposure. Second, social
practices can improve employee retention, productivity, supply-chain stability and consumer trust. Third, governance
quality can reduce agency problems, improve transparency and lower the cost of capital. These mechanisms are
expected to translate into profitability, but the effect may depend on sector, size and leverage.
Figure 3. Conceptual framework of sustainability and profitability
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6. Research Methodology

6.1 Research design

The study follows a quantitative, explanatory and panel-data research design. The unit of analysis is the company-year.
The proposed observation window is FY 2020-21 to FY 2025-26, subject to the availability of comparable BRSR and
annual report data. A panel design is appropriate because it allows the researcher to observe variation across firms and
over time, thereby improving the quality of inference compared with a single-year cross-section.

Figure 4. Research design flowchart

Research Design Flow

( 1, Define population NIFTY100 ESG companies I

— — ‘ -

[2- Select sample Top/sector-balanced firms with available BRSR and %mual repc

N +

[ 3. Build dataset FY 2020-21 to FY 2025-26 company-year panel j

i +

[ 4. Code sustainability ESG/BRSR disclosure index and E-S-G sub-scores w
‘ /

|’ 5. Measure profitability ROA, ROE, net profit margin, EPS and Tobin's Q )
¥

[ 6. Run tests Descriptive statistics, correlation, VIF, FE/RE regress\ipn, Hausn
. J

( 7. Interpret Managerial and policy implications for Indian ESG re}orting

6.2 Population and sample

The population consists of companies in the NIFTY 100 ESG universe. A purposive sample may be drawn from
companies that satisfy three conditions: (a) availability of annual reports and BRSR/sustainability reports for the
selected period; (b) availability of profitability and balance-sheet variables; and (c) representation of major sectors in
the NIFTY 100 ESG Index. The top constituents shown in the NIFTY100 ESG factsheet can be used as a starting
point, but the final sample should include enough sectoral balance to avoid over-representation of financial services
and information technology.

Table 4. Indicative selected companies from the NIFTY100 ESG universe

ICICI Bank Ltd. Financial Services H_|gh index \.Ne'ght and  strong
disclosure availability.
Large service-sector firm with
Bharti Airtel Ltd. Telecommunication sustainability and network-energy
issues.
. Large IT firm with mature ESG
Infosys Ltd. Information Technology reporting,
Major banking firm  with
HDFC Bank Ltd. Financial Services governance and social-finance
relevance.
Axis Bank Ltd. Financial Services E :rﬂ:esentatlve private-sector
. New-age consumer platform with
Eternal Ltd. Consumer Services value-chain and social issues.
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Mabhindra & Mahindra Ltd.

Automobile
Components

and Auto | Manufacturing firm with climate
and supply-chain relevance.

Bajaj Finance Ltd.

Financial Services

Retail

governance and
responsibility relevance.

finance  firm  with
customer

HCL Technologies Ltd.

Information Technology

capital

IT services firm with human

reporting.

and environmental

Hindustan Unilever Ltd.

FMCG

Consumer-facing firm with water,
packaging and
sustainability focus.

supply-chain

Note. The list is based on top constituents from the official NIFTY100 ESG factsheet and should be finalized after
verifying complete company-year data availability.

6.3 Data sources
Annual reports and audited financial statements of selected companies.
Business Responsibility and Sustainability Reports and sustainability reports.
NSE/Nifty Indices factsheets and index methodology documents.

SEBI circulars related to BRSR and BRSR Core.
Financial databases such as CMIE Prowess, Capitaline, Refinitiv, Bloomberg or company filings for verification.
Stock-market data from NSE/BSE for market value and Tobin's Q calculations.

6.4 Variables and measurement
Table 5. Variable design and measurement

JETNR2606164

Disclosure index
; constructed from BRSR
Independent SECSO%/BRSR AERLENE items; score = disclosed | +
items / applicable items x
100.
Sub-index based on
Independent Environmental score energy, emissions, water, +/sector-sensitive
waste and  resource-
efficiency disclosures.
Sub-index based on
workforce, human rights,
Independent Social score community,  customer | +/sector-sensitive
and value-chain
disclosures.
Sub-index based on
Independent Governance score board, . ethics, |
transparency, risk and
compliance disclosures.
Profit after tax / total
Dependent ROA assets. +
Profit after tax /
Dependent ROE shareholders' equity. *
Dependent Net profit margin ?Ig(t) profit / revenue x|
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Earnings per share from

Dependent EPS audited statements.

Market value of equity
Dependent Tobin's Q plus book value of debt |+
divided by total assets.

Natural logarithm of total

Control Firm size assets of revente. Control

Control Leverage Total debt / total assets. | -/control

Control Sales growth Annual_ percentage +/control
change in revenue.

Control Firm age Years _ SINCE | = ontrol
incorporation or listing.

Control Sector and year dummies | Categorical controls. Control

Figure 5. Variable map for empirical model

Variable Map for Empirical Model

Independent ' Dependent .
variable variables Control variables
: . Firm size, leverage,
ESG/BRSR disclosure ROA, ROE, net profit
score E, S and G margin EPS and age, tsales growth.
sub-indices Tobin's Q sector and year

effects

X

Core question

Does better sustainability performance strengthen
profitability and firm value after controlling for size,
leverage and sectoral differences?

6.5 Construction of ESG/BRSR disclosure index

The ESG/BRSR disclosure score can be constructed through content analysis. Each relevant BRSR disclosure item is
coded as 1 if the company provides a clear, quantitative or narrative disclosure and 0 if it is absent. Where a disclosure
item is not applicable, it should be excluded from the denominator. To improve quality, a second-stage quality score
may be added: O for no disclosure, 1 for narrative disclosure, 2 for quantitative disclosure, and 3 for audited or
externally assured disclosure. A quality-weighted score is preferred for Scopus-level research because it differentiates
symbolic disclosure from decision-useful disclosure.

Table 6. ESG/BRSR disclosure-index construction

Energy consumption, renewable
energy, emissions, water | 0/1 disclosure coding or 0-3
withdrawal, waste, environmental | quality coding.

impact assessment.

Environmental

Workforce diversity, health and | 0/1 disclosure coding or 0-3

Social safety, training, human rights, | quality coding.
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grievance redressal, community
impact, customer privacy.

Board oversight, ethics, anti-

corruption, - risk - management, 0/1 disclosure coding or 0-3

Governance compliance, stakeholder . :
. - | quality coding.
engagement, public policy
transparency.
Whether reported data are
Assurance externally assured, internally | Higher score for assured data.
verified or unaudited.
. Sup_pller assessment, \_/all_Je-chaln Separate sub-index or robustness
Value chain environmental and social impacts,

variable.

MSME/local sourcing.

7. Statistical Tests and Model Specification

The statistical testing strategy should move from basic screening to robust panel estimation. The aim is not only to
identify whether ESG is correlated with profitability, but to test whether the relationship survives controls for firm
size, leverage, sector and time. The following sequence is recommended for a publishable empirical paper.

Figure 6. Statistical testing sequence

Statistical Testing Sequence

Data 1 | Descriptive '

screening statistics
Missing values ™ Mean SD
and max.

winsorisation

N
Correlation VIF and

min-max

\

Panel Robustness
matrix diagnostics regression checks
— —
i FE/RE Lagged ESG and
| ical ' ¢
Pearson/Spearman | h’:;:t:i:;i?::;i Hausman, alternative
) 4 robust SE ) proxies

Table 7. Recommended statistical tests

Descriptive statistics

Summarize mean, median,
standard deviation, minimum and
maximum for all variables.

Identifies distribution and outliers.

Normality test

Check whether variables are
approximately normally
distributed.

Use Shapiro-Wilk or
skewness/kurtosis; transform
extreme variables if needed.

Correlation matrix

Assess bivariate relation between
ESG and profitability indicators.

Positive and significant
correlations  support initial
association.

VIF test

Check multicollinearity among
independent variables.

VIF below 5 is generally
acceptable; above 10 is
problematic.
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Pooled OLS

Baseline regression without firm-
specific effects.

Used as a starting model.

Fixed-effects model

Controls for unobserved time-
invariant firm heterogeneity.

Preferred when firm-specific
unobserved factors are correlated
with ESG.

Random-effects model

Assumes firm-specific effects are
uncorrelated with regressors.

Efficient if assumption holds.

Hausman test

Choose between fixed effects and
random effects.

Significant p-value supports fixed
effects.

Use robust standard errors if

Breusch-Pagan / White test L
significant.

Test heteroskedasticity.

Test serial correlation in panel | Use clustered robust standard

Wooldridge test data. errors if significant.

A significant lagged coefficient
supports long-term sustainability
effect.

Test delayed effect of ESG on

Lagged ESG regression profitability.

7.1 Regression models

The core panel model for accounting profitability can be specified as follows:

PROFIT_it = p0 + B1ESG_it + f2SIZE_it + S3LEV_it + JAGROWTH_it + /5AGE_it +u i+ 1 t+ ¢ it

where PROFIT represents ROA, ROE or net profit margin for company i in year t; ESG is the BRSR/ESG disclosure
score; SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets or revenue; LEV is leverage; GROWTH is sales growth; AGE is
firm age; p_i captures firm effects; A_t captures year effects; and ¢ _it is the error term.

For pillar-level analysis, the model can be expanded as:

PROFIT_it = g0 + BLENV_it + p2SOC_it + f3GOV_it + Controls + u i + 1 t+ ¢_it

For lagged analysis, ESG score from the previous financial year should be used to test whether sustainability
investments produce delayed profitability effects:

PROFIT_it = p0 + P1ESG_it-1 + Controls + u i + 4 t +¢_it

7.2 Result-output template
Table 8 provides the recommended output format. The numerical cells should be populated only after extracting
audited company-year data. This avoids data fabrication and maintains research integrity.

Table 8. Panel regression result-output template

ESG/BRSRscore |B=__ ;p=__ [B=__;p=__ p=__p=__
Environmental _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
score —— P ——PT— —— P —— P
Social score = p=__ =_ _p=__ =__p=__ =__,p=__
Governance score =__p=__ =_ sp=__ =__ S ph=__ =__ b=__
Firm size =__p=__ =_ p=__ =__ . pb=__ = P=__
Leverage = p=__ =_ _p=__ =__p=__ =__ ,p=__
Sales growth =__ ;p=___ =__p=__ =__ 3 p=__ =__p=__
Firm/year effects | Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
Adjusted R2 /

within R? — - - -
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No. of observations

8. Expected Findings and Discussion Framework

The expected direction of the sustainability-profitability relationship is positive, but the paper does not assume uniform
results. A positive ESG coefficient would indicate that companies with stronger sustainability disclosure and practices
tend to report better profitability after controlling for size, leverage and growth. A statistically insignificant coefficient
would suggest that sustainability may be strategically important but not immediately reflected in accounting profits. A
negative coefficient would require deeper interpretation, because it may indicate short-term cost pressure, transition
expenditure or sectoral burden rather than failure of sustainability.

Environmental performance may be more financially relevant in manufacturing, automobile, power, FMCG and
resource-intensive industries because resource efficiency directly affects costs. Social performance may be important
in IT, services and consumer-facing sectors because human capital, customer trust and brand reputation drive revenues.
Governance performance may matter across all sectors because it reduces agency risk and improves investor
confidence.

The lagged ESG model is especially important. Sustainability investments often take time to influence profitability.
Energy-efficient technology, supply-chain improvements, employee training and governance reforms may not produce
immediate gains in the same financial year. Therefore, the strongest evidence of sustainability-led profitability may
appear when ESG score at time t-1 is used to predict profitability at time t.

The Indian context also requires careful interpretation because BRSR disclosure quality varies across companies and
sectors. Some firms may disclose extensive sustainability information because they are already profitable and have
greater resources. This creates a possible reverse-causality problem: profitable firms may invest more in sustainability
rather than sustainability causing profitability. Future studies can address this through lagged models, dynamic panel
methods, instrumental variables or difference-in-differences designs if a clear policy shock is available.

Table 9. Interpretation matrix for ESG-irofitabiIity results

Sustainability disclosure/practice

Posm_vg and significant ESG is associated  with higher Sup_ports H1-H3 and strengthens
coefficient . business-case argument for ESG.
profitability.
- . - L . May require longer time period,
Positive but insignificant| Direction is favourable  but larger sample or better ESG-
coefficient evidence is not strong.

quality scoring.

Negative coefficient

Sustainability costs may exceed
short-term benefits or ESG may be
transition-heavy.

Check lagged effects and sectoral
variation.

Pillar-level differences

One ESG dimension may drive
profitability more than others.

Supports targeted sustainability
strategy by sector.

Lagged ESG significant

Sustainability benefits appear over
time.

Supports  long-term
investment in ESG.

strategic

9. Policy and Managerial Implications

9.1 Implications for companies

e Companies should integrate sustainability with core business strategy rather than treating BRSR as only a
compliance document.

o Environmental initiatives should be linked to measurable cost savings such as energy intensity, water productivity,
waste recovery and renewable energy use.

e Social practices should be measured through employee retention, training, safety, diversity, grievance redressal and
customer trust indicators.

o Governance disclosures should emphasize board oversight of sustainability risks, ethical conduct, risk management
and value-chain accountability.
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e Companies should prioritize financially material ESG issues instead of over-reporting immaterial activities.

9.2 Implications for investors

¢ Investors should evaluate ESG disclosure quality, not merely ESG presence.

o Sustainability performance should be assessed with sector-specific materiality because ESG indicators do not have
equal financial relevance across industries.

e Market valuation models can include BRSR quality, assurance status and ESG pillar scores as non-financial risk
variables.

e Long-term investors may benefit more from sustainability analysis than short-term traders because ESG effects
often occur with a lag.

9.3 Implications for regulators and policy makers

o BRSR Core and assurance requirements can improve the credibility of ESG information and reduce greenwashing
risk.

e Sector-specific ESG guidance may improve comparability because sustainability materiality differs by industry.

¢ Value-chain disclosure should be implemented with adequate capacity building, especially for suppliers and smaller
businesses.

e Public databases of BRSR indicators would improve academic research, investor transparency and policy
evaluation.

10. Limitations and Future Research

This paper is limited by the availability and comparability of company-level ESG data. BRSR reporting is developing,
and companies may differ in disclosure depth, assurance quality and measurement boundaries. ESG scores from third-
party providers may also differ because agencies use different methodologies. Researchers should therefore clearly
report the scoring method and conduct robustness checks using alternative ESG measures.

Another limitation is the possibility of reverse causality. Profitable firms may have greater resources to invest in
sustainability, which means profitability may cause ESG rather than ESG causing profitability. Lagged models help
but do not fully solve the problem. Future research can use dynamic panel estimators, instrumental variables or quasi-
experimental designs.

The sample is drawn from large NIFTY 100 ESG firms and may not represent mid-cap and small-cap companies.
Future studies can compare NIFTY 100 ESG firms with non-ESG benchmark firms, sector-specific firms or companies
from NIFTY 500. Another extension is to evaluate whether BRSR Core assurance improves investor valuation and
lowers cost of capital.

11. Conclusion

This research paper addresses a timely and policy-relevant question: does sustainability improve profitability among
selected NIFTY 100 ESG companies? The paper argues that sustainability can contribute to profitability when it is
embedded in strategy, connected with material business issues and measured through reliable disclosure. The Indian
BRSR and BRSR Core frameworks create a strong institutional foundation for this analysis because they improve the
structure and comparability of sustainability reporting.

The proposed empirical framework uses ESG/BRSR disclosure scores and profitability indicators such as ROA, ROE,
net profit margin, EPS and Tobin's Q. It recommends panel regression, fixed-effects and random-effects models,
Hausman testing, robust standard errors and lagged ESG models. This structure allows the researcher to test whether
sustainability has a direct, pillar-specific and time-lagged association with profitability.

The likely contribution of the study is threefold. Academically, it connects ESG literature with Indian listed-company
evidence. Managerially, it shows how sustainability can be analysed as a profit strategy rather than only a compliance
requirement. From a policy perspective, it supports the need for reliable BRSR disclosure, assurance and value-chain
transparency. The final empirical contribution will depend on careful extraction of audited company-year data and
transparent reporting of statistical results.
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