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Abstract: This article presents the BP4S (Business Plan for Sustainability), which builds on the
literature about business models, as an innovation that considers sustainability as a characteristic of a
business. Sustainability becomes the objective of business instead of being an attribute of business.
This article also proposes the Global Sustainability Project Index (GSPI) as a metric to measure the
effect of a business venture on sustainability to help with the decision-making on the viability of a
project in supporting the pillars of sustainability. Additionally, a collection of indicators for the 3Ps of
sustainability (planet, people, and profit) is also an asset of this article.

Keywords: business plan; sustainable business; global sustainability project index; triple bottom
line; BP4S

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process of vision, change, and creation [1]. It requires
spending energy and passion on the creation and implementation of new ideas and creative
solutions. The essential ingredients of this process are the willingness to take risks, the
capacity to create an effective team and combine the necessary resources, and the vision
to recognize opportunities where others see chaos [2]. Entrepreneurs are thus individuals
who perceive an opportunity to create value and take risks in the development and creation
of innovation to realize that opportunity [3]. Their initiatives are frequently judged by the
paradigm of neoclassical economic theory that suggests that the primary obligation of the
firm is to maximize profits for their shareholders [4] while subordinating its social and
environmental goals to this primary obligation [5]. However, this paradigm does not fit
reality anymore. Current reality challenges the entrepreneurs to walk a different path and
to gain a holistic perspective on potential problems and pitfalls by balancing economic,
ecological, and social goals [6]. They must evaluate all of these priorities when crafting
their business and, for this, a business plan is crucial.

The literature on structures and models of business plans is vast, as well as the more
specific one on sustainable business models (SBM) e.g., [7–9]. However, three major issues
are preventing the emergence of the SBM field: construct clarity, boundary setting, and
uncertainty about outcomes [7]. Instead of trying to solve the above-mentioned three issues,
our proposal is to work on a clear way to predict outcomes. Thus, based on the usual
structure of business plans, we have introduced changes and additions that fully capture
the sustainability challenge when crafting a business plan. This approach is justifiable
given the impact of what is known as the “lure to simplicity” [10], which encourages new
entrepreneurs to remain with what they know, rather than risk the unknown.

This article presents a proposal for a coherent business plan based on the triple bottom
line (TBL) of sustainability. This plan requires a measurement model that is based on a
taxonomy of indicators and metrics of sustainability to evaluate the creation of value that,
according to the TBL scenario, addresses the social and environmental dimensions and
leverages them at the same level of an economic pillar. With this model, entrepreneurs can
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pursue a sustainable path and have a “win-win-win situation” [11,12] in which they con-
tribute to the environment, to society, and are economically profitable and productive. All
these dimensions are embedded at the design stage of the project and are thus proactively
considered in the decision-making and integrated into the corporate strategy. By presenting
a proposal for a business plan devoted to sustainability, we hope to contribute to a wide
discussion about SBM and the ongoing debate on sustainability assessment metrics as
well as establishing the basis for a real and timely orientation to business models devoted
to sustainability.

This paper is organized as follows. In the first section, we present the importance of
integrating the concept of sustainability into business plans, which supports our research
question of the need to introduce changes into the existing business plans structures. In the
next section we present our proposal for a business plan structure—the BP4S model. Finally,
we compare our proposal with the literature on business plan structures in order to answer
the formulated research question. Finally, the conclusions and limitations are presented.

2. Business Sustainability and Business Plans

Following the canonical definition of sustainable development by the Brundtland
Report, Our Common Future [13], we understand business sustainability in this article as “the
ability of firms to respond to their short-term financial needs without compromising their
(or others’) ability to meet their future needs” [14] (p.71). This concept is the application of
sustainability at the micro-level of companies, as in effect companies are a major player in
the process of sustainability. For companies, strategies, practices, and operations—in sum,
their business model—all need to contribute to achieving the macro-goal of sustainable
development. It is this root and focus, both on internal and external responsibility, as well
as the short and long-term implications of a company’s performance, that differentiates
business (or corporate) sustainability from the corporate social responsibility approach [15].
Although differing points-of-view exist regarding the overlapping or separation of these
two concepts in the literature [15,16], this paper adopts the sustainability framework,
whilst considering the importance of appraising business through a holistic and mutually
reinforcing lens of social, environmental, and economic components in the long-term.
Those components form the so-called “triple bottom line”, a kind of triple helix for change
and value creation, that combines economic growth, environmental quality, and social
justice [12,17]. Studies have translated this approach into the three Ps—profit, planet, and
people. Despite this tripartite structure, the three terms are not on equal footing. In fact,
traditionally, the priority given to the profit pillar has overshadowed the planet and people
dimensions, in particular the latter.

This paradigm has fueled the emergence of new organizational forms such as “B
corporations” [18] whose identity is formed by the objective of fulfilling both shareholder
and stakeholder interests. This singular identity can help companies to distinguish them-
selves from the rest of the organizational landscape. B-corporations are the main form of
a “conscious capitalism” [19], that is, one that is mindful, recognizable, and accountable
for all its externalities and is in harmony with nature and communities. Some authors,
e.g., [20] even propose that organizations operate currently in a 1.0 (focused on shareholder
value management) or 2.0 business sustainability modes (focused on the triple bottom
line) and that they should move up to 3.0 model: a “truly sustainable business” that can
solve collective sustainability challenges and therefore create value for the common good.
It adopts an “outside-in” approach. This perspective is in line with the grand challenges
of the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)—the world’s holistic and
integrated agenda for sustainable development [21,22].

Creating a business means investing resources—namely financial ones. To get these
resources, a business must present a solid and coherent idea to potential investors [23].
According to Barrow, Barrow, and Brown [24] (p.10), “The business plan is the ticket of
admission giving the entrepreneur or proposal champion the first and often only chance
to impress prospective backers with the quality of the proposal”. The literature offers
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abundant approaches about how to craft a business plan [25] that allows prospective
backers to evaluate the business proposal and decide whether to invest or not to invest in
the proposal (see Table 1). Traditionally, this decision was based on the evaluation of the
return and the degree of risk involved in the investment [26]. The emphasis of traditional
business plans was the degree of risk that depended on the business capacity to generate
cash flows, the presence of collateral security, the capability of the management team, the
product or service, and the market [25].

Table 1. Business plan models and BP4S proposal.

Kuratko Model [27] Harvard Model [28] Deloitte & Touche
Model [29]

Ernst & Young
Model [30] BP4S

Executive Summary Executive Summary Executive Summary Executive Summary Executive Summary

Company history and
entrepreneurs’
presentation

Business Description Company, Strategy and
Management Team Concept

Business outline, based
on the sustainability

principles (3P’s)

Business description Environmental
Analysis

Management and
Organization

Market and
Competition

Market and
Competition Analysis
Strategy outline based

on the 3P’sMarket Sectorial Analysis Market and
Competition Business Strategy

Marketing Competitive Analysis Products/Services Operational Strategy Resources consumption

Operations Market Analysis Marketing and Sales Management and
Organization Funding

Financial projections Marketing Plan Financial Information Financial Information Prospective
Performance

Risk Analysis Operational Plan Future Prospects Global Sustainability
Project Index

Business management
and control model Management Team Required funds Risk Assessment and

Analysis

Calendar Financial Plan Risk Analysis

Calendar

Globally, as a management tool, the business plan can be used to identify and establish
business objectives, develop strategy, create appropriate structures, define activities and
responsibilities, and measure potential results; all of these metrics could be very important
to communicate to future employers, suppliers, and potential investors [31]. The relevance
of writing and implementing a business plan can be understood under the assumption
that its elaboration has a positive effect on the realization of a business and the success
of a company (new or already established) [32]. Although there is extensive research in
the literature on identifying the main factors of success associated with the creation of
new companies, the results of those studies are contradictory. An evaluation is needed
on the effect that the existence and the respective quality of a business plan has on the
survival of a company. According to Fernández-Guerrero, Revuelto-Taboada, and Simón-
Moya [33], the execution of a business plan with economic and financial viability is not
in itself a guarantee of the company’s survival. But several authors identify a positive
relationship between the construction and implementation of a business plan and the
respective company’s performance, e.g., [32], especially against companies that choose not
to carry out the aforementioned plan, e.g., [34].

In summary, a business plan is undoubtedly an important roadmap of a possible
future scenario that can help improve the company’s chances of success [35,36]. Therefore,
companies that fail to embrace sustainability concerns in their strategy put their future at
risk [37]. Using broader sustainable criteria—and not only financial ones—has become
increasingly important and necessary to compete for investors’ attention, respond to a
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radically different market reality, ensure reputation and a long-term competitive advantage,
and to comply with the sustainability of resources to the satisfaction of regulators, employ-
ees, customers, and society at large [38,39]. A business plan that integrates a sustainability
lens expands the focus from the financial performance and shareholder interests to the
long-term social and environmental effects as well as a multi-stakeholder perspective. Such
a plan recognizes the need to create value for all groups involved in the company and the
natural environment, while emphasizing the need to go beyond profit maximization which
is what stakeholder theory argues [40–42].

As a general proposal, Gabler, Panagopoulos, Vlachos, and Rapp [43] offer a three-level
environmentally sustainable business plan. Companies must thus embrace a philosophy
of environmental sustainability (normative level that includes the beliefs and attitudes of
an organization seen through employees and managers but also in the mission statement).
Companies must also develop specific strategies that convey the normative philosophy of
the organization (strategic management level). Finally, they should operationalize, execute,
and measure the performance of those strategies (operational level). Within this normative
and strategic realm, one can reconceptualize business models around a “value triangle”, as
proposed by Biloslavo, Bagnoli, and Edgar [44], which brings to the fore elements that truly
add value and would otherwise be hidden despite being crucial to business growth. Based
on an eco-critical approach, this new framework represents how a company “co-creates
and co-delivers value with its stakeholders within a circular value system and capture
some economic value from it” [44] (p.755). Despite the current advances in this field, there
is still room to explore this co-creation and values at a more operational level. Sustainable
business plans may thus be the vehicle to change the mindset and practice on the process
of evaluating business ideas.

Accordingly, our research question is: What changes and additions should a business
plan that fully considers sustainability adopt compared with the traditional structure
of a business plan? To answer this research question, we take as a departing point the
important insights provided by Rauter, Jonker, and Baumgartner [45] and Laasch [46]. The
former argues that businesses which incorporate sustainability dimensions do not differ
substantially from traditional ones, but require specific adaptations and extensions. The
latter suggests that two or more heterogeneous value logics can coexist in the some business
(the sustainability business models’ heterogeneous value logics). Grounded on these inputs,
we analyzed the structures of traditional business plans and reviewed the literature on the
3Ps and their impacts on businesses in order to propose a new model, the BP4S, which will
be presented in the next section.

3. The Need for a Business Plan That Fully Considers Sustainability: The BP4S Proposal
3.1. The Traditional Business Plan Structure

There are several approaches to writing a business plan such as those proposed by
Harvard [28], Ernst & Young [30], or Kuratko [27] (Table 1). According to Harvard [28]
and Kuratko [27], entrepreneurs do not have to strictly follow a predetermined model but
doing so will help them to define how they wish to present the information to their target
audience. Although Vesper [47] notes that all potential investors will be interested in core
problems such as feasibility, potential profit, negative risks, or life cycle to some degree,
they are increasingly approaching new projects from the perspective of the three pillars of
sustainability (planet, people, and profit) [48,49].

All traditional models for business plans analyze the impact of changes in the main
project parameters on business performance based mainly on financial metrics (e.g., pay-
back, net present value (NPV), or internal rate of return (IRR)) as well as a risk analysis
(scenario or sensitivity analysis). This approach implicitly assumes that the entrepreneurs
and/or investors are only concerned with an adequate return on invested capital. However,
a new approach to business plans is clearly needed in a context where investors are increas-
ingly considering nonfinancial perspectives (social, environmental), where performance
can be seen in three integrated and complementary approaches (people, planet, and profit),
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where risks can be identified, assessed, and managed by also considering non-financial
elements and where public policies also include concerns for sustainability (e.g., the Green
Deal at the European Union level [50]). In addition, specifically for new projects (start-ups),
new performance metrics are needed that include all three strands and are reliable, easy to
measure, and technically robust.

3.2. The Needed Change to Capture the Sustainability Dimensions

A vast literature exists on the theme of sustainable business plans to overcome the ne-
glect of the social and environmental dimensions when assessing a business’s performance,
e.g., [9,44,51–53].

One of the well-known proposals for a sustainable business plan is the TLBMC, which
stands for Triple Layered Business Model Canvas (Joyce and Paquin [54] that is based on
the works of Osterwalder and Pigneur [55] and Osterwalder, Pigneur, and Tucci [56]). This
TLBMC was presented with the aim of “explicitly integrating environmental and social
impacts through additional business model layers that align directly with the original
economic-oriented canvas” [54] (p.1474). To achieve that, Joyce and Paquin proposed a
model involving 27 key building blocks: the first group of nine addresses economic issues,
the second group addresses the environmental life cycle, and the remaining group of nine
addresses societal issues. The objective is to achieve vertical and horizontal coherence
between the blocks in each layer and between the layers in order to reach “a clear under-
standing and align an organization’s actions towards sustainability at strategic business
model level” [54] (p.1476).

In our view, this approach has two problems. First, it is highly complex, which means
that new ventures and small entrepreneurs will not be able to fully use this approach. As
an example of this difficulty, Marcovecchio and Nambalirwa Kuwana [57] compare the
TLBMC of two multinational firms and find several inconsistencies both vertically and
horizontally. Second, it affects the impact of the already mentioned “lure to simplicity” [10].
To overcome these difficulties, it is necessary to develop a proposal for the evaluation of
business plans where sustainability dimensions are effectively considered. Such a proposal
should be grounded on adding a sustainability dimension to the models already widely
used. In this way the needed changes are inserted and in the same way the investors are
kept in “their known world”.

Having as a background the most used business plan structures, the BP4S proposes a
model in which the business plan and its evaluation form a harmonious whole where the
business is foreseen and evaluated according to its sustainability option. In this way, the
sustainability dimensions are not understood as restrictions to the business or as politics
or legal regulations but rather are highly recommended because they generate value to
the business and respond to all stakeholders’ needs. The last column of Table 1 presents
the outline of the sections of such a model for formatting and writing a business plan
based on sustainability concerns. As can be seen in Table 1, the BP4S structure is not
considerably different from the other models currently in use. The main differences are
the clear orientation towards sustainability when conceptualizing different sections to
present the business idea, where emphasis is given to the sustainability dimension (see, for
example, the titles of each section, or all the new sections of resources consumption, or the
global sustainability project index). The complete structure is presented in detail in the
following section in order to see the full picture of what is new in BP4S.

The main concern is to develop a business plan in which the sustainability dimension
is a characteristic of the business and actively contributes to the creation of value whatever
the business activity. Thus, the BP4S model is structured with seven sections (Figure 1).

The BP4S building blocks explain the business idea and present how it will create value
to the stakeholders. In particular, they show how the global sustainability index affects
sustainability. The development of each building block is presented in the next section.
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Figure 1. BP4S building blocks.

3.3. Detailed Analysis of BP4S Sections

Presenting a business plan should begin with an executive summary that is an oppor-
tunity for entrepreneurs to make a memorable presentation.

Executive Summary: The executive summary should highlight what is distinctive
in the plan: What is the sustainable idea that supports the business? What are the core
competencies that will guarantee the success of the business? What will be the main results
in the short, medium, and long terms? Why does this business deserve funding?

After crafting a solid and memorable executive summary, the plan needs to detail
the information that is the base to understand the new business and the choices made to
accomplish value. The BP4S is divided into seven sections. From those, the first and the
last one are considered fundamental given their importance. The first one explains the
sustainable business idea and the last one proposes an index to measure the sustainability
impact of the project.

The first section—The Sustainable Business Idea—describes the business by empha-
sizing: (a) how the business idea is sustainable or contributes to increasing the sustainability
levels in the industry or region; (b) how the value will be created; (c) what distinctive com-
petencies does the project have that will guarantee success (e.g., approach to customers, use
of resources, type of products, innovation, etc.); (d) who are the promoters and what value
do they add to the project; and (e) what legal structure will be followed by the business.

The second section—the Market and Strategy Outline based on the 3Ps—presents in
detail the knowledge that the business has accumulated in the industry where the project
will be developed. This knowledge is mainly related to the market and the competition
analysis and to the strategy that will be put into practice to be successful in that market
and industry. Further, the market and the competition analysis should emphasize the way
in which the new project fills the gap in terms of sustainable dimensions (Table 2).

Table 2. Market and Competition Analysis.

Market and Competition Analysis
Should present in detail the knowledge accumulated on the industry where the project will be developed.

1. Describe the industry where the new
venture will operate

What are the sustainable practices already in use?
Who are the players and their activities?
Who are the major customers?

2. Describe the target markets including
major characteristics and segments

How are the sustainable practices valued by the market and how are they
implemented?
What needs are being or not being satisfied by the actual players?
Importance of localization and its impact on the business.
How the purchase decisions are made (main determinants).
Market size in terms of number of customers, sales volume for the products or
services that are similar to the ones offered in this project, growth of sales in the past
5 to 10 years.
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Table 2. Cont.

3. What are the products or services offered
in terms of the main features and
sustainability impacts?

Explain the concept of product or service that is being offered.
How is sustainability a part of this concept?

4. Describe the pricing and margins in the
market including the rationale and the
connection with the sustainability practices.

Price objectives and gross margins
Detail how sustainable practices affect the pricing policy and gross margin.

5. What was the market penetration and
evolution of the market position of the
main competitors?

Number of customers/market share/geographical coverage and rationale
Evolution of the market in the past 5 to 10 years
Associate the evolution with changes in the product or service concept.

6. Describe the methods used to gain the
customers.

The main sale arguments and their rationale
Communications channels

7. What are the market constraints? Present
an analysis that details the main threats or
requirements to operate in this market.

Detail the barriers to entry into the market (investment required, technology, key
certifications, patents, key knowledge, customer inertia due to loyalty, among others)
Detail legal and regulatory implications to the new venture

After the snapshot of the actual market situation, one should present how the new
business will integrate into that market and the reasons why it deserves to be funded.
Table 3 presents the information that must be gathered to craft a strategy outline for the
new business to enter the market.

Table 3. Strategy outline.

The strategies designed here should disclose the proponents’ ability to develop the management activities needed for a successful
entry into the market. The design of strategies must consider the implementation of sustainability practices that simultaneously
meet the requirements of efficiency and effectiveness as well as having an impact on the three pillars of sustainability. (It is Advised
to use the collection of sustainable measures offered in this article.)

1. Detail the products or services that
will be offered in the market and the
future developments.

What need will to be satisfied by the new concept?
Describe the product or service in terms of benefits, ability to meet needs, competitive
advantages, sustainable impacts, and present stage of development.
Describe the product or service’s life cycle by explaining what the current stage of the
product or service is and what factors can affect that position.
Present the research and development (R&D) activities that are connected to the actual
and future level of development of the product or service as well as the legal protections
that are or might be put in place.
Detail the expected returns from future R&D activities.

2. How will sales be achieved?

Detail the sustainable practices that will occur that will make the difference for the client
in terms of:

(a) the marketing penetration strategy, the growth strategy, and what distribution
channels will be used;

(b) the argument for the sale and its rationale;
(c) the communication strategy that will be used to attract customers through the

arguments for the sale in terms of promotion, advertising, public relations, and
communication channels, among others;

(d) the sales strategy that will be used in terms of sales force (internal or external),
efforts to recruit, train, and compensate;

(e) the sales activities that will be used.

3. How are operations expected to
work to achieve the objective.

Describe the production and delivery procedures that will be used and their present and
future capabilities. Be specific about the sustainable practices that will be used regarding
these procedures and their expected effects.
Explain the operating competitive advantages (techniques, experience, economies of scale,
etc.) in terms of their source and impact on the venture.
Describe who will be the principal suppliers (the ones that will supply the critical
elements of production of your product or service) in terms of their capacity to guarantee
the provisioning and the type of contractual arrangements that will be used to support
the relationship.
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Table 3. Cont.

4. Describe the pricing and margins
expected including the rationale and
the connection with the sustainability
practices.

Price objectives and gross margins expected
Detail how sustainable practices will affect the pricing policy and gross margin.

5. What will be the expected market
penetration and evolution of the
market position?

Number of customers/market share/geographical coverage and rationale
Evolution of the market in the next 5 to 10 years

6. Present the main results related to
the market test

Reaction from potential customers
Importance given to the product or service concept (emphasis on the sustainable features)
Willingness to purchase at different price levels

7. Present a comprehensive
description of the proximal
competitors, its proposals, and the
prospective retaliation to the new
entry into the market.

Characterize the proximal competitors: type of operation, market share, value offer,
potential of retaliation, and the importance of this market to them.
What do they offer in terms of sustainability practices or claims?
Present the strengths and the weakness of those competitors in terms of their ability to
satisfy the customers, financial resources, key assets (human, technological, geographical,
reputation, or other that are important in the market).

In the third section—Resource Consumption—resource consumption must be antic-
ipated and highlighted in the project’s functioning process. In particular, the plan must
explain how the practices that are related to the three pillars of sustainability will be affected.
This section should explain the differences introduced to the market by the new concept on
each topic and the expected effects on the sustainability (see the Appendix A, Table A1 for
a list of practices). The resource consumptions that should be addressed in detail are:

(a) the human resources in terms of number, capacities, competencies, gender, minorities,
training and development, integration, and reward policy;

(b) the need for infrastructure like buildings, vehicles, and other installations considered
relevant;

(c) the raw materials and others;
(d) the need for technology;
(e) the non-renewable materials;
(f) the renewable materials.

The fourth section—Funding—should present the amount of funds needed by the
project and its sources, shareholders, debts, or investors (see Table 4). The entrepreneur
should provide a fair explanation about the sources of funds, namely amounts; reason
for use of that source; and a calendar related to the use of the funds. In this section, the
importance to the project should be clear about the use of such sources of funds.

Table 4. Funding.

1. Shareholder funding

Description of the estimated amount of equity capital, and the type of associated securities (shares,
quotas, etc.)

Estimation of opportunity cost of equity (considering risk free remuneration, industry beta and market
premium—CAPM)

Calendar of equity subscriptions

2. Funding using debt Description of the estimated amount and type of debt (bonds, bank loans, short term and long term.

Conditions of the loan (interest rate, schedule, and method of redemptions) or bond emission)

3. Funding using other
financial resources

Detailed description of other prospective national and/or international sources of capital (amount,
public policies associated, financial conditions, commitments for the project, etc.)

The fifth section—Prospective Performance—presents quantified estimates of the
operational effects, based on the options made and explained in the previous sections.
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Therefore, this section must offer a comprehensive budgeting of the new venture for each of
the three pillars of sustainability and the expected performance for investors of the project
(see Table 5).

Table 5. Prospective performance.

1. Measuring the prospective
performance of the options
made in the planet pillar (Pl)

Starting with the qualitative effects on the planet by having this new project in operation. It is
important to detail the quantitative effects on the environment of at least 5 to 10 years of
operation. Effects such as effluent production, quality of the air, recycling, consumption of
nonrenewal materials, or renewable materials, etc.

2. Measuring the prospective
performance of the options
made in the people pillar (Pe).

Starting with the qualitative effects on people pillar by having this new project in operation. It
is important to detail the quantitative effects of the options made on the people pillar of at least
5 to 10 years of operation. Effects such as welfare of the conditions of life of the community,
gender equality, employment, education, employability, etc.

3. Measuring the prospective
performance of the options
made in the profit pillar (Po).

Detail the effects of the options in term of budgets for at least 5 to 10 years of operation;
Based on the budgets done present the calculation of performance measures such as financial
performance: NPV—Net Present Value or IRR—Internal Rate of Return.

The sixth section is to calculate the Global Sustainability Project Index (GSPI). Given
the integrated perspective of the business plan and in order to allow a global evaluation
of the quality of the proposed investment (considering the environmental, social, and
economic components), an index is proposed as a global synthesis measure. The GSPI rates
the expected future global performance by considering the three pillars together and by
classifying the effect of each pillar with a metric from 1 to 5 for which 1 = very weak effect
and 5 = very strong effect (Table 6). Naturally the proponents must classify each level of
an effect by considering the surrounding conditions and justifying the classification. For
example, consider a situation where a region does not have a sewage treatment system
and waste waters are drained directly into a local river that in turn is a source of water for
the community. If the project foresees the installation of a sewage treatment system that
will not only treat the sewers of the project but also the sewers of the community, then the
impact will be high both in the people pillar and in the planet pillar.

Table 6. Global Sustainability Project Index (GSPI).

Rate future global performance by
considering each of the three pillars
with the following metric:
1 to 5 where:

1—very weak effect
2—weak effect
3—average effect
4—strong effect
5—very strong effect

Regardless of the option used to
calculate the GSPI, this must be
justified by the presentation of the
reasoning that led to the option that
stresses the motives to use either of the
options.

Rate the effect on each pillar by using the analysis of the prospective performance. The overall effect of
the project on each of the pillars must be classified individually. Each classification must be duly justified
considering the insertion of the project into the surrounding conditions using a simple or an elaborate
approach to calculate the global index (GSPI):

(a) simple approach: calculate the mean of the ratings assigned to the effect of each pillar that assigns
the same weight to each pillar; or

(b) elaborated approach: calculate the weighted mean of the ratings assigned to the effect of each pillar.

The two-step approach means the use of two techniques: the Delphi and the MACBETH tool:

(1) By using the Delphi technique, it is possible to select the relevant measures for evaluating the merit
of the project (from a list that considers different indicators for each sustainability pillar (see
Table A1);

(2) Grounded on the measures selected and through a MACBETH tool (Measuring Attractiveness by a
Categorical-Based Evaluation Technique), it is possible to rate the effect of each pillar on of global
value of the project (see Box A1).

Consequently, a combination of Delphi/MACBETH could be used to differently weight the ratings of the
pillars to achieve the GSPI.
Summarizing, the overall value of a project will be:
GSPI = (Wo (Po) + We (Pe) + Wl (Pl))/100
in which:

GSPI = Global Sustainability Project Index
Po = value in the profit pillar
Pe = value in the people pillar
Pl = value in the planet pillar
Po + Pe + Pl = 100 points
W (factor) weight
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The seventh section—Risk Assessment and Analysis—is based on the identification
and measurement of main risks and uncertainties that may affect the bases of the business
presented from Sections 1–4, and have an effect on the prospective performance (Section 5),
considering throughout this approach the three pillars that characterize the BP4S approach.
This analysis is done by using two different but complementary approaches—the sensitivity
analysis and the scenario analysis (Table 7). For each change or set of changes the GSPI
is recalculated. This analysis and the corresponding GSPI is a powerful tool for making
decisions when comparing alternative scenarios and for preparing guidelines for the
design and implementation of a risk management framework and process (such as, for
example, by following the International Organization for Standardization’s guidelines of
2018—ISO 31000).

Table 7. Risk assessment and analysis.

1. Sensitivity analysis

Calculation of the effect on performance indicators of changes in the chosen SDG metrics (ceteris paribus).
The sensitivity analysis should be done by making three variations (e.g., 5%, 10%, and 20%) both positive
and negative on chosen SDG metrics.
If possible, identify break even and security margin for each risk factor.

2. Scenario analysis
Creation of alternative scenarios associated with the various risk factors, duly justified, and if possible,
associated with probability distributions.

Present distribution functions associated with the effect of risk factors on project performance if possible.

4. Conclusions

The number of companies making investments in high-impact sustainable projects is
increasing, and investors are progressively prioritizing the sustainability effect of projects
when making decisions [49]. According to Bernow, Klempner and Magnin [48], some of
the world’s largest institutional investors are integrating sustainability into their invest-
ment decision-making and are assessing new projects based on environmental, social, and
economic criteria. For example, BlackRock, the world’s largest asset manager, highlights
that sustainability will be the company’s new standard when investing, constructing port-
folios, and managing risk [58]. This trend is also observable in venture capital investments
whether in the early stages of seed capital, start-ups, or development capital. Thus, op-
erating and measuring the performance of sustainability-centered business models is as
important as their design and implementation. It is therefore necessary to develop ana-
lytical instruments that go beyond the traditional focus on the financial performance of
projects. In fact, Lubin and Esty [59] argue that “developing metrics that allow companies
to measure benefits and understand costs is essential to adapting and redesigning their
strategy, as well as communicating results. And Wall Street will increasingly demand
evidence that sustainability investments are generating returns” [59] (p.49). In other words,
if executives can measure sustainability-centered business models’ performance and results,
then they will be able to operate and manage them and attract investors.

That is the purpose of the BP4S model. It is a tool grounded on the three P’s considering
sustainability as an opportunity and a driver for change and for value creation. Based
on established models for business plans [27–30] that are predominantly focused on the
existence (or not) of an adequate return on invested capital, BP4S broadens and deepens
the analysis by considering:

a. the effects on the three pillars of sustainability (planet, people, and profit);
b. the effect on different stakeholders;
c. the medium- and long-term visions.

In addition, and only as an example, it provides a broad set of indicators that can
be used by analysts and investors to measure the effects of the project on people, planet,
and profit. As a concluding remark, the BP4S model invites prospective entrepreneurs
and investors to prepare their sustainable businesses plans upstream, rather than consider
sustainable options about how to get the business running. This is the main change and
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contribution provided by the BP4S model—the adoption of sustainability as a business
philosophy, rather than considering sustainability to be a business enabler. Accordingly,
BP4S is in effect a response to the evolving demands of capitalism and businesses, where
economies, societies, and ecology all go hand-in-hand.

5. Limitations and Further Research

Grounded on the literature on sustainability and business plans, this work seeks
to integrate both “worlds” into a framework which investors, entrepreneurs, and other
stakeholders can all fully comprehend and assess. The practical application of this model
has yet to be tested, although a high degree of confidence prevails regarding its applicability
and its ability to produce relevant results. This confidence is rooted in two aspects. Firstly,
the BP4S structure is based on well-known models, which are currently in use. Secondly,
the new sections are user-friendly and highly intuitive. Nevertheless, this integrative
model stills need to be validated by further research, similar to the treatment of previous
proposals. This work aspires to initiate a line of discussion which fully integrates the need
to do business with the need to be sustainable from the very beginning.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Collection of Indicators.

SD Pillar Indicators

PL
A

N
ET

• water use (e.g., cubic meters of water consumed; % water usage from recycled sources; initiatives to reduce water consumption;
safe treatment of water effluents)

• energy efficiency (joules of energy consumed; use of energy from renewable sources; saving initiatives to reduce energy
consumption; % of saved energy in the last year)

• waste production (% of reused and recycle waste; tons of waste generated
• emissions and pollution (e.g., reduction of air emissions/pollution; initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions)
• raw materials (e.g., reduction initiatives; recycling)
• climate change mitigation (e.g., total environmental protection expenditures and investments; company programs that address

future risks concerning climate change; initiatives/goals for climate change adaptation/disaster risk management)
• formal disclosure of environmental assessments/audits with the broader community (e.g., owners/executives/board;

community; employees)
• compliance with environmental regulations (e.g., environmental management system adoption: ISO 14000, ISO 26000;

commitment to targets and monitoring; environmental internal control)
• identification of social and psychological barriers that prevent development towards an environmental objective
• addressing environmental parameters and specifications in projects
• employees’ training of environmental issues
• consideration of the life cycle of products and services to reduce environmental impacts
• environmental cost saving operations
• policies to reduce the ecological footprint caused by commuting to work (e.g., facilities are located in a place that facilitates the

use of public transport or to commute by bicycle; employees receive incentives to use public transport; share-riding program)
• KPIs linked to environmental performance
• inclusion of environmental performance in decision-making
• corporate mission and values include environmental commitment
• % of electric or hybrid cars in use of the company
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Table A1. Cont.

SD Pillar Indicators

PE
O

PL
E

• commitment to international standards (e.g., ILO standards, ISO 26000, GRI, and UN Global Compact) on working conditions
• business ethics and codes (e.g., code of conduct signed by all employees and their awareness of code of conduct and company

values and principles; freedom of association and connection with trade unions; consultive committee that includes stakeholders)
• health and safety management plans (e.g., employees’ health condition evaluated through regular health examination;

occupation health and safety certifications; coverage of occupational health services and continuous monitoring and reporting;
workplace well-being and healthy lifestyles; lost days and absenteeism; total number of work-related fatalities and injuries)

• education and training (e.g., skills management and competency development programs; average hours/days of training and
education for all employees/per employee provided per year)

• transparency and social disclosure (e.g., disclosure of social impact reports; fair trading agreements; compliance with
anticorruption practices)

• non-discrimination and equality practices (e.g., ratio of women or minorities in the board; employment of vulnerable groups;
minorities and handicapped people number of incidents of discrimination; % of local managers; equal opportunities systems)

• salary and compensation fairness (e.g., % of employees receiving a salary = or > to the minimum salary; benefit package offered
to all employees; salary ratio between man and women; CEO-to-average pay gap; CEO compensation/average compensation for
all employees; rewards structure benchmarks within the business sector; flexible works arrangements and family benefits)

• employment and jobs (e.g., job stability—% of employees with permanent contracts; % seniority; creation of green jobs;
employment rate in the last year)

• sustainable relationship with suppliers (e.g., transparency of the processes and policies when there is direct engagement with the
suppliers, without discrimination and by safeguarding all confidential information; selection of suppliers with
socio-environmental concerns; long-lasting and stable collaboration with suppliers)

• philanthropy and civic engagement with the community (e.g., programs to support poor local communities; contribution to
social campaigns; free use of the facilities for community events; cash and in-kind donations for the community; products or
services with discounts for vulnerable groups; avoiding or minimizing the harm done to the neighborhood)

PR
O

FI
T

• costs with employees (e.g., labor productivity per hour worked; rewards and benefits structure/cost; training; health and safety)
• operation and production costs (e.g., waste production, and energy and water consumption; raw materials; energy)
• facilities costs and investments (e.g., development and impact of infrastructure investments; facility management

technologies/green buildings and services; development and impact of infrastructure investments)
• trade balance (imports/exports)
• legal compliance with economic and financial aspects
• involvement in international markets
• innovation management/new product development (research and development, productivity, and flexibility)
• interaction with current and potential customers
• efficient risk management plan (e.g., efficient control and corrective actions to prevent negative impacts)
• supply chain collaboration practices
• efficient data processing for decision-making practices
• less bureaucracy for projects
• targeted incentives to stakeholders

Source: adapted from [60–66].

Box A1. The Delphi Technique and the MACBETH Tool.

The Delphi technique seeks to capture the knowledge and experience of a panel of experts on a
given subject to assist decision-making and informed forecasts [67]. This technique is structured
in a way that enhances the positive aspects of group interaction (knowledge from various sources,
creative synthesis, etc.), eliminating the negative aspects that may arise in this type of interactions
(group pressure, dominance of some of the participants, etc.) [68].The Delphi technique can identify
a wide set of interrelated variables as well as the multidimensional attributes common to most
complex problems [67].
The MACBETH tool consists of a multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) approach that has
the advantage of considering the subjective judgments of decision-makers on different options in
relation to a set of evaluation criteria and translating these judgments into quantitative scores [69,70].
MACBETH is also an interactive methodology that, through a protocol of questions that compares
elements two by two, uses semantic judgments regarding the differences in attractiveness of various
options for each criterion [71,72], through seven semantic categories: null, very weak, moderate,
strong, very strong, and extreme [71]. This process can quantify the attractiveness of the different
options within each criterion as well as weigh the criteria among themselves [69–71]. This will allow
the creation of merit indicators with intrinsic value (and not only relative value), allowing a much
more realistic and less erroneous marking of the overall merit of a project.
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