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Foreword
We are pleased to present our study ‘GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance’.

The sustainability reporting guidelines provided by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) began to take 
shape in the late 1990s, and were released for the first time in 2000. A second version was released at 
the World Summit for Sustainable Development in 2002. Known as the 2002 Guidelines (or ‘G2’), they 
steadily became the global de facto standard for sustainability reporting, and have been used by many 
hundreds of organizations worldwide. 

The idea behind our study was born in October 2006 at the launch of the third generation of guidelines 
(‘G3’) in Amsterdam, when I talked to Sean Gilbert, who is Director for ‘Technical Development’ at the 
GRI. The G3 Guidelines represent the outcome of nearly three years of research, consensus seeking, 
and collaboration with literally thousands of stakeholders worldwide. It strives to deliver the platform 
for meeting the need for ‘benchmarkable, and meaningful data on sustainability performance’. The 
GRI refers to it as its vision that CR/sustainability reporting should be ‘as comparable as financial 
reporting’.

The hope of this report is to support and encourage the relatively nascent field of sustainability 
reporting. As reporting continues to evolve quickly, opportunities exist to create value for investors 
and companies alike. We hope that our research and findings will help foster improvements in the 
reporting of extra-financial Key Performance Indicators and allow a broad cross-section of financial 
analysts to use these reports more easily in the future.

Many people have contributed to making this comprehensive work possible. I would like to take this 
opportunity of thanking them all at this point. Some are worthy of special mention: Sean Gilbert from 
the GRI for helping to start this project, Paul Scott and Iain McGhee from CorporateRegister.com, for 
delivering valuable data on sustainability reporting. I would also like to thank the people at CERES, 
who gave me the opportunity to present preliminary results to a greater audience at the conference in 
April 2007, and to Robert Massie, who encouraged me to continue doing this work. Last but not least 
my thanks to Meredith Benton of Walden Asset Management and Steve Lippman of Trillium Asset 
Management Corporation, both representing SIRAN, for providing me with so much valuable feedback 
and ideas in the course of our numerous conference calls.

Dr Hendrik Garz
Head of Extra-Financial Research



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 1 

 

WestLB 

Foreword by SIRAN 

The Social Investment Research Analyst Network (SIRAN), a working group of the Social 

Investment Forum, is a network that supports more than 150 North American social 

investment research analysts from 30 investment firms, research providers, and affiliated 

investor groups.  

Historically, many members of SIRAN have played key roles in seeking sustainability 

performance information from companies, shaping standards for corporate sustainability 

reporting, and comprising an early core audience for such reports. SIRAN members work 

to understand companies’ social and environmental performance for diverse purposes, 

including creating investment portfolios, discussing corporate social responsibility 

performance with companies, corporate benchmarking, and conducting financial and risk 

analyses. 

Corporate reporting on social and environmental policies and performance (often called 

‘corporate responsibility’ or ‘sustainability’ reporting) has increased dramatically over the 

past 10 years. The publication of these reports is now the norm, rather than the 

exception, at least among large, publicly traded, global companies. Financial analysts 

around the world increasingly recognize the materiality of environmental, social, and 

governance (ESG) factors. However, as analysts, we often struggle to assess and compare 

corporate performance, given the divergence in metrics used and materiality of 

information presented in sustainability reports.   

For these reasons, we welcome this timely effort by WestLB to survey the current state of 

corporate responsibility reporting and to explore provocative questions about the utility 

to investors of current reporting practices. The value of the data collected in this report is 

immense and its implications far reaching, whether it be for securities analysts assessing 

best practices or companies trying to benchmark against their peers. 

In this snapshot of the current state of corporate sustainability reporting, WestLB finds 

the field has developed dramatically in just a few short years. It also finds, unsurprisingly, 

that the field has a long way to go to live up to its promise of providing investors with 

truly comparable and material information. While we look forward to future 

improvements in sustainability reporting, we commend those companies which have 

begun to communicate their ESG programs to their stakeholders, including investors, 

consumers, employees and business partners.   
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We thank Hendrik and his team at WestLB for their hard work and dedication in 

developing this insightful report. We hope and expect it will spark improvements in future 

corporate sustainability reporting. As the comparability and materiality of these reports 

improve, they will be of greater value to financial analysts as they assess the business 

risks and opportunities associated with environmental, social and governance issues. 

Sincerely, 

 
Meredith Benton 

Associate Director of Social Research 

Walden Asset Management 

A Division of Boston Trust & Investment 

Management Company 

 

Steve Lippman 

Vice President of Social Research 

Trillium Asset Management Corporation 

 

This report is not formally endorsed by SIRAN/Social Investment Forum and does not 

necessarily reflect the views of all SIRAN members or the Social Investment Forum. 

Although SIRAN participants share many common goals, views expressed by individual 

SIRAN analysts are their own; they are not necessarily the views of their employers, 

companies, or other organizations affiliated with those individuals. 
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Executive summary 

Paving the way to a new investment paradigm 

Corporate reporting on social, environmental and governance (ESG) issues has increased 

dramatically over the past ten years. It is on the way to becoming the norm, rather than 

the exception, at least among large, publicly listed companies. Investor attention is 

growing as well, as indicated by the unrestrained growth of SRI funds worldwide and the 

emergence of several significant financial-market-driven initiatives like the Carbon 

Disclosure Project (CDP), the Enhanced Analytics Initiative (EAI), and the Principles for 

Responsible Investment Initiative (PRI).  

Despite all these clear signals about a potential sea change in attitudes there are still 

significant barriers to acceptance in the mainstream investment world. Only a small 

proportion of mainstream financial analysts even takes a glance at the reports, and there 

is a widespread attitude that extra-financial issues are simply not ‘material’ from a 

traditional financial point of view and that consequently extra-financial reports are of little 

use for discounted cash flow modelling and investment decision-making in general. 

Needless to say, we strongly disagree with this view. 

Still significant barriers to overcome  

Two types of barriers can be distinguished – exogenous and endogenous ones. Exogenous 

barriers have their origin outside the reports themselves. These comprise behavioural (non-

rational), institutional, and educational factors that all form mental ‘blockages’ for decision 

makers and impede paradigm shift. Short-termism in financial decision-making is probably 

the best example of how these factors manifest themselves. ‘Type one’ barriers, however, 

have the advantage of probably fading over time as people move up the learning curve 

and/or new, more open generations of analysts replace the ‘old-fashioned’ ones. 

‘Type two’ barriers, the endogenous ones, are much more tangible in nature. They relate 

to the fact that financial analysts not only abstain from embracing extra-financial 

reporting due to psychological blockages, but also seem to have fair cause complaining 

that today’s reports are still not focused enough on delivering material and comparable 

information that would allow them to ‘separate the wheat from the chaff’. We believe that, 

as the mainstream investment community’s awareness about the importance of ESG 

factors increases, and as corporate reporting improves, these two factors will converge to 

create a dynamic new investment method. 

Fostering improvements in corporate sustainability reporting 

This report is not about contributing to the materiality debate, although we acknowledge 

the continued utmost importance of facing up to this challenge. The intention of this 

report has been to apply an analytical rigour to these general impressions, to determine 

how effectively current sustainability reporting communicates companies’ social and 

environmental performance, and to offer suggestions for improved future reporting. The 

hope of this report is to support and encourage the relatively nascent field of 

sustainability reporting. As reporting continues to evolve quickly, opportunities exist to 

create value for investors and companies alike. We hope that our research and findings 

will help foster improvements in the reporting of extra-financial Key Performance 

Indicators and allow a broad cross-section of financial analysts to use these reports more 

easily in the future. 

Extra-Financial Research analysts 

Dr Hendrik Garz +49 (0)211 826 7563 

hendrik.garz@westlb.de 

Claudia Volk +49 (0)211 826 8476 

claudia.volk@westlb.de 
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Exploring the current state of extra-financial reporting 

The starting point for our empirical work is a global benchmark universe of publicly listed 

companies, for which we identified 785 extra-financial reports over a two-year 

observation period ending on 31 March 2007. These reports are broken down according 

to region, sector, company size, price-to-book ratio, share price performance, and GRI 

adherence – offering some striking patterns and systematic differences in reporting 

propensities. Thereafter, we focused on the performance indicators included in the 

reports as we wanted to test to what extent today’s reports are able to live up to the 

demand that they should be as comparable as financial reports. To explore this issue we 

firstly analyzed a reduced sample of 299 reports that used the GRI reporting framework 

(266 ‘G2’, 33 ‘G3’). In particular, we looked at the Content Indices of these reports, which 

are a requirement of the GRI Guidelines, and checked which of the required indicators 

are provided. As we did not want to rely on self-declared coverage only, we furthermore 

looked at a subset of quantifiable GRI indicators and tested whether they are available in 

a format that potentially allows cross-sectional comparisons and whether it is actually 

possible to use these data to benchmark a company against its peers. We ran through this 

exercise for two global sectors (24 reports from auto manufacturers, and 20 reports from 

food producers) and a still small group of 5 G3 level-A reports all provided by banks. 

Many great reports, but comparability still in need of improvement 

The impression we received from our work is mixed. We have seen a lot of great reports 

with a lot of intellectual capital invested. We have also seen some reports that are able to 

live up to the level of comparability that we are used to seeing when looking at financial 

reports. Nevertheless, the overall picture on the scope and the quality of performance 

indicators reported is disenchanting. With respect to all underlying reporting principles 

that apply in the context of our analysis (in particular ‘completeness’, ‘clarity’, and 

‘comparability’) the level of overall achievement is still quite low when benchmarked 

against financial reports. One consequence is that despite all the efforts made by the 

companies themselves and others it is still not easy (if not impossible) to draw the link 

between (perceived) report quality and the actual sustainability performance of a 

company. (We are not even talking about the link to financial performance yet – which 

would make the argument even more tricky). It is still far from possible to draw the 

conclusion ‘great report = great company’.  

Maybe this is not such a big surprise, since we are still at the beginning of the learning 

curve. But this is no excuse. Companies could do much better if they wanted to – G3 is 

providing an improved framework for reporting. It is now up to the companies to make 

the reports more useful to investors and other stakeholders as well. (‘The secret of 

success is the will to succeed.’) 

This, however, is not the end of the story. Better reporting will be no more than a pyrrhic 

victory if it does not trigger an improved fundamental sustainability performance by 

companies – which is ultimately ‘What really counts’. 

 

Comprehensive empirical 

analysis of a global universe of 

companies 

It is still not easy to draw the 

link between what is reported 

and the actual sustainability 

performance of a company 

It is now up to the companies 

to make the reports more 

useful to investors 

‘What really counts’ 
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Linking reporting with 
performance 

Corporate reporting on social, environmental and governance issues has increased 

dramatically over the past ten years. It is on the way to becoming the norm, rather 

than the exception, at least among large, publicly listed companies. Investor attention 

has been growing significantly as well. Nevertheless, there are still significant 

barriers to acceptance among mainstream financial analysts. We hope that our 

research and findings will help foster improvements in corporate sustainability 

reporting and allow a broad cross-section of financial analysts to use these reports 

more easily in the future. 

Extra-financial reporting – Paving the way to a new investment paradigm  

Corporate reporting on social, environmental and governance issues (often called ‘extra-

financial’, ‘corporate responsibility’ or ‘sustainability’ reporting)1 has increased 

dramatically over the past ten years. The publication of these reports is now on the way to 

becoming the norm, rather than the exception, at least among large, publicly listed 

companies. A great deal of intellectual capital has now been invested, with the result 

being many great reports and the perception that the overall quality of reports has 

improved significantly over time.  

Investor attention to an issue traditionally considered non-material is growing as well as 

indicated by both the unrestrained growth of ‘Socially Responsible Investment’ (SRI) 

funds worldwide and the emergence of several significant financial-market-driven 

initiatives like the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), the Enhanced Analytics Initiative 

(EAI), and the Principles for Responsible Investment Initiative (PRI). The PRI, for 

example, is a one-year-old United Nations initiative which commits signatories to 

including analysis of environmental, social, and governance issues in their investment 

process and to the exercise of responsible ownership practices. It has been endorsed by 

over 180 investment institutions, representing more than US$ 8 trillion in assets under 

management. The CDP, which calls for the world’s largest companies to report on the 

business risks and opportunities they see developing as a result of climate change, is 

backed by US$ 41 trillion of assets managed by institutional investors. 

No doubt, these are truly impressive numbers which indicate that a true sea-change is on 

its way. This, however, should not obscure our view of the reality of mainstream 

investment decision making as of today. Unfortunately, anecdotal but pervasive evidence 

shows that the acceptance and actual daily use of CR reports – though growing – is still at 

a low level in absolute terms. Still only a small proportion of mainstream financial 

analysts even takes a glance at the reports and there is a widespread opinion that they are 

more or less useless for analysts’ discounted cash flow models and their decisions to buy 

or sell a stock.  

                                            
1 In the following we talk about Corporate Responsibility (CR-) reports, summarizing all these different terms. 

On the way to becoming the 

norm 

Investor attention clearly 

growing, …. 

… but acceptance of CR 

reports among (mainstream) 

financial analysts still low 
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What are the factors behind the discrepancy between the generally increased attention of 

the investment community on the one hand and the reluctance of mainstream 

practitioners to embrace the new investment paradigm? For us, one of the most 

convincing explanations for this phenomenon is that the growing supply of corporate 

sustainability reports does not currently meet investor demand for material, comparable 

reporting of environmental, social, and governance information. Financial analysts have 

fair cause to complain that too many reports focus on attitudes, intentions, and unrelated 

examples, which are provided without the context of an overarching management system 

or applicable business model. Many reports ‘bulk up’ with detailed descriptions of 

activities that are irrelevant to management systems or planning. These reports run the 

risk of being perceived as being ‘overweight’ on issues that are ancillary to business, 

while being ‘underweight’ in areas that are of key importance to the company’s core 

business model (including the relevant performance indicators that can be used to 

benchmark the company against its peers).  

The intention of this report has been to apply an analytical rigour to these general 

impressions, to determine how effectively current sustainability reporting communicates 

companies’ social and environmental performance, and to offer suggestions for improved 

future reporting. The hope of this report is to support and encourage the relatively 

nascent field of sustainability reporting. As reporting continues to evolve quickly, 

opportunities exist to create value for investors and companies alike. We hope that our 

research and findings will help foster improvements in the reporting of extra-financial 

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and allow a broad cross-section of financial analysts to 

use these reports more easily in the future. 

We recognize that investors are only one of many audiences for sustainability reports.  

Investors, society as a whole, and the reporting organization itself – these categories 

present a way to summarize the different views and needs of those who have an interest 

in sustainability reporting. These reports, unlike traditional financial publications, are 

often intended to be read by customers, employees, activist organizations and other 

stakeholders. As such, we recognize that, given this broader scope in audience, real 

challenges exist in presenting the material in a manner accessible to all. In a recent 

document (‘G3 Guidelines – past, present, and future’) the Global Reporting Initiative 

(GRI) notes: 

‘Investors have made their information interests clear to companies. They are interested 

in tracking issues and performance related to the management of these issues that are 

relevant for understanding the financial health of the company. Consequently, investors 

are looking for regular, credible, benchmarkable, and meaningful data on sustainability 

performance. These information needs may not match what a company has identified as 

KPI’s for its own internal management, and may or may not reflect the information needs 

and issues identified as important for civil society stakeholders.’ 

Financial analysts have fair 

cause to complain 

We hope that our research and 

findings will help foster 

improvements in corporate 

sustainability reporting 

‘… looking for regular, 

credible, benchmarkable,  

and meaningful data on 

sustainability performance’ 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 9 

 

WestLB 

CR/sustainability reporting – different users needs 
 

CR/Sustainability
reporting

Company

Business Results 
(KPIs)

Markets

Analysis & Investment
(Materiality)

Society

Licence to operate 
(Externalities)

CR/Sustainability
reporting

Company

Business Results 
(KPIs)

Markets

Analysis & Investment
(Materiality)

Society

Licence to operate 
(Externalities)

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

The understanding of what is material and what is not sometimes differs strongly 

between these groups. However, there is one main point for which there is a high level of 

agreement among these disparate audiences, and that is the need for ‘… benchmarkable, 

and meaningful data on sustainability performance’. The GRI calls it its vision that 

CR/sustainability reporting should be ‘as comparable as financial reporting’. 

This demand manifests itself in the sustainability reporting principles put forward by the 

GRI, which are largely derived from financial reporting principles that have developed 

over many decades (or even centuries) and now constitute generally accepted 

benchmarks. The question we’re asking in this note is to what degree sustainability 

reports, as of today, are able to live up to these principles, in particular to the demand for 

‘Comparability’ and ‘Clarity’. 

Being able to meet these demands, i.e. reporting things ‘in the right manner’, together 

with reporting the ‘right things’ (materiality) is the key to the acceptance of sustainability 

reporting (and thinking) in the mainstream community. Only if analysts are able to 

‘separate the wheat from the chaff’ and measure the true performance of a company, will 

they accept sustainability reports and, even more importantly, the sustainability issues 

covered by the reports as being potentially significant inputs in their investment decision-

making process. 

CR reporting that will eventually be able to live up to the high standards of today’s 

financial reporting would certainly also be a major catalyst for a better fundamental 

sustainability- (not disclosure-) performance by companies – and that is finally ‘what 

really counts’. 

Can today’s sustainability 

reports live up to the generally 

accepted reporting principles 

put forward by the GRI? 

‘What really counts’ 
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A systematic transfer of well-established financial reporting principles is a 
necessary and important step towards greater acceptance of CR reports within 
the mainstream financial community 
 

Transparency

Reporting Principles

Content 
(topics and indicators on which the
company should report) 

Materiality
Inclusivity
Sustainability Context
Completeness

Quality and Presentation
(… of reported information)

Balance 
Clarity
Accuracy
Timeliness
Comparability
Reliability

Transparency

Reporting Principles

Content 
(topics and indicators on which the
company should report) 

Materiality
Inclusivity
Sustainability Context
Completeness

Quality and Presentation
(… of reported information)

Balance 
Clarity
Accuracy
Timeliness
Comparability
Reliability

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Other barriers to acceptance 

We are not so naive, however, as to believe that the current insufficiencies of 

sustainability reporting are the only reason that ESG data is not being incorporated into 

traditional financial analysis. There is still a widespread attitude in the mainstream 

community that extra-financial issues are simply not material from a financial point of 

view and that accordingly extra-financial reports are more or less useless for making 

investment decisions. The materiality debate is still far from being over, but the 

pendulum is clearly swinging away from the shrinking but still large camp of non-

believers towards those who believe in the necessity of a paradigm shift. That there’s still 

such large resistance is a typical feature of any kind of sea change, as the following 

famous quote from Arthur Schopenhauer reminds us:  

‘All truth passes through three stages. First, it is ridiculed. Second, it is violently opposed. 

Third, it is accepted as being self-evident.’ 

We discussed the barriers to the acceptance of extra-financial issues and extra-financial 

reporting in detail in our research note ‘What really counts’ (February 2007). They can be 

briefly summarized as follows: 

 Short-termism in financial decision making. A mixture of behavioural and institutional 

factors (e.g. quarterly reporting of companies, monthly performance measurement of 

institutional portfolio managers, etc.) is mainly responsible for this.  

 Economic psychology: Behavioural impediments or ‘blockages’ in embracing a new 

paradigm – these include the well known bounded rationality phenomena of 

‘conservatism’, ‘extrapolative behaviour’, ‘herd behaviour’, et cetera.  

 Lack of education in sustainable finance/economics and corporate responsibility at 

universities and management schools: Embracing the new paradigm for those that are in 

charge now requires the ‘costly’ ascent of a learning curve.   

Resistance of traditionalists is a 

typical feature of any kind of 

sea change 

Short-termism and behavioural 

impediments 
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In a nutshell this is why the evolution of new paradigms takes time. Barriers, however, 

will fade over time as people move up the learning curve and/or new, more open 

generations of analysts replace the ‘old-fashioned’ ones. We believe that, as the 

mainstream investment community’s awareness about the importance of ESG factors 

increases, and as corporate reporting improves, these two factors will converge to create 

a dynamic new investment method. 

The role of this report 

This report is not about contributing to the materiality debate, although we acknowledge 

the continued utmost importance of facing up to this challenge. Instead, this report looks 

at the other central requirement of and catalyst for the new investment paradigm – how to 

lift extra-financial reporting to a quality level that is comparable to financial reporting, so 

that traditional financial analysts no longer have any excuse to ignore these reports. 

Better reporting, however, will be nothing more than a pyrrhic victory, if it would not 

trigger an improved sustainability performance. The GRI Guidelines, and their 

enhancements over the past years, can play a pivotal role to pave the road to the final 

goal of a more sustainable corporate sector. Before we start with the results of our 

empirical analysis, which is the core of this report, we take a brief look at the GRI and the 

evolution of the reporting framework provided by the organization over the last decade. 

The evolution of the current state of reporting and the role of the GRI reporting 

framework2 

Companies as diverse as The Body Shop and Shell Canada began pioneering their own 

efforts to measure and report on their social and environmental performance in the late 

1980s. However, in many ways, the field of sustainability reporting began in earnest with 

the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), an effort to involve businesses, accountants, civil 

society groups, and other stakeholders in developing a set of common sustainability 

reporting guidelines. 

The sustainability reporting guidelines provided by the GRI began to take shape in the 

late 1990’s, and were released for the first time in 2000. A second version was released at 

the World Summit for Sustainable Development in 2002. Known as the 2002 Guidelines 

(or ‘G2’), they steadily became the global de facto standard for sustainability reporting, 

and have been used by many hundreds of organizations worldwide. 

In October 2006 the GRI released its third generation of guidelines (‘G3’). They represent 

the outcome of nearly three years of research, consensus seeking, and collaboration with 

literally thousands of stakeholders worldwide. 

                                            
2 The information for this chapter has largely been extracted from the GRI publication ‘Everything you need to know 
about the G3 Guidelines – past, present, and future’, which is available on the GRI website.  

Barriers will fade over time 

Lifting extra-financial reporting 

to a quality level that is 

comparable to financial 

reporting 

GRI began to take shape in the 

late 1990s 
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GRI history – the milestones 

1997-1998  The idea of a disclosure framework for sustainability information is conceived. 

  The Boston-based non-profit CERES starts a ‘Global Reporting Initiative’ project division and staffing, fundraising and network 

development begins. 

1999  UNEP joins as a partner, securing a global platform for GRI. 

  Exposure draft of GRI Sustainability Reporting Guidelines released. 
  20 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2000  The GRI’s first Sustainability Reporting Guidelines released. 

  50 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2001  CERES Board decides to separate GRI as independent institution, as per the GRI Steering Committee recommendation. 

  80 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2002  GRI Institution is publicly inaugurated at the United Nations in New York City. 

  GRI relocates and is incorporated as a foundation in the Netherlands. Operations and assets are transferred from CERES. 

  The second iteration of Sustainability Reporting Guidelines are released in Johannesburg, South Africa, at the World Summit for

Sustainable Development. 
  150 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2003  60 Stakeholder Council (SC) members appointed.  The SC has its first annual meeting. 

  Sector Supplements complete for Tour Operators, Telecommunications. 

  Organizational Stakeholder (OS) membership programme launched. 
  325 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2004  Structured Feedback Process concludes having engaged 450 experts worldwide. Findings are presented to the Board and SC. 

  100th OS joins the GRI. 

  Sector Supplements complete for Mining and Metals, Financial Services. 
  500 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2005  OS program has 225 subscribers. 

  Major technical revisions process commences and engages 100 people worldwide in working groups to produce the third

generation of GRI Guidelines (known as ‘G3’). 
  Sector Supplements complete for Logistics and Transportation, Public Agencies. 

  750 organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

2006  Draft G3 Guidelines released for public comment; 270 responses were received. 

  Outcomes of engagement and analysis are assessed by GRI’s governance bodies and integrated into the final G3, which passes for 
release by a majority vote. 

  850+ organizations release sustainability reports based on the Guidelines. 

  OS subscribers number over 330. 
  October 2006: Official launch of the G3 Guidelines. 

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

The multi-stakeholder engagement approach that the GRI implemented to develop the G3 

Guidelines has been regarded as the best way to produce reporting guidance that is 

universally applicable and that appropriately responds to all stakeholders’ needs. The 

engagement process had two main elements: The working groups and the so-called 

Structured Feedback Process (SFP). 

The working groups are intended to be a balanced composition of participants from all 

parts of the world and from different professional backgrounds, including business, civil 

society, investment, labour, accounting, academia, and others. The groups seek 

consensus about what the most important issues for organizational reporting are, and 

how these issues should be captured in the form of reporting indicators, disclosures, 

principles, or other elements. 

The SFP gathered ideas and opinions about how to improve the prior guidelines (G2) 

from a broader group of stakeholders. 450 participants from organizations that used the 

guidelines for reporting (both experienced and new) contributed, as well as those who 

assess the information in sustainability reports. Not surprisingly, some SFP results were 

varied when disaggregated by geographical regions, or stakeholder groups.  

Multi-stakeholder engagement 

approach 

Working groups 

Structured Feedback Process 

(SFP) 
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However, there was also a lot of common ground in the feedback given. In terms of the 

area that we are particularly interested in – the use of reports for the purpose of 

measuring and cross-sectionally comparing the sustainability performance of companies, 

a consensus had been reached about the following points:  

 Limited set of indicators: The G2 Guidelines contain 97 indicators, along with other 

disclosure items. There was no clear mandate to significantly increase the number of 

indicators. The main message was to improve clarity and consistency, and to arrive at a 

focused set of indicators that reflected key priorities for reporting. 

 Stronger performance focus: The challenge from SFP participants for G3 was to arrive at 

performance-oriented indicators, but still include space for organizations to put these 

results into context and explain the overarching management approach.  

 Improved comparability: Indicators should be refined so that data resulting can be more 

easily benchmarked to track performance by one organization over time, or across 

multiple organizations. 

Separation between management approach and performance indicators 

One of the main challenges for the G3 working groups was to refine indicators so they 

were more performance-oriented, elicited more comparable data, and were generally 

more robust and consistent.  

G2 indicators were a mixture of requests for descriptions of management procedures and 

measures for outcome or performance-oriented data. By contrast, the G3 Guidelines 

separate out results-oriented indicators from management information. The so-called 

‘Disclosure on Management Approach’ (DMA) provides the space for organizations to 

discuss the context for their performance results, including policies, procedures, targets, 

etc. The indicators have been refined so that they are result or outcome-focused, and can 

be used to show change over time if results are compared year-on-year. 

Moving to a stronger performance focus in G3 by introducing the ‘Disclosure on 
Management Approach’ (DMA) 
 

Indicator – request
for policy, procedure,

and/or results

DMA – umbrella for
discussion on policy, 

management, goals, etc.

G2 G3

Indicator

Indicator Indicator

Indicator Indicator

Indicator – request
for policy, procedure,

and/or results

DMA – umbrella for
discussion on policy, 

management, goals, etc.

G2 G3

Indicator

Indicator Indicator

Indicator Indicator
 

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Refining performance 

indicators 
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A DMA is found at the start of each of the six indicator sets (economic, environment, 

human rights, labour, society and product responsibility). Each DMA is designed to elicit 

broad narrative or qualitative information about the management of each of these 

sustainability categories. These disclosures intend to set the context for sustainability 

performance information which follows in subsequent performance indicators. 

Performance indicators 

The primary goals for refining indicators were to enhance their clarity, comparability, and 

reliability, and ensure that they focus on effectively communicating performance. 

‘Performance’ is considered to be the ability to track changes over time, and outcomes 

that organizations achieve because of their actions.  

The philosophy of the GRI’s approach, in our view, is perfectly reflected by the following 

triad of apt quotations: 

‘If you can’t measure it, you can't manage it.’ (truism) 

‘Not everything that counts can be counted and not everything that can be counted 

counts.’ (Albert Einstein) 

Corollary: ‘It‘s an illusion to believe that a company can sum up its CR performance in a 

few indicators.’ (Andrew Likierman, LSE) 

Application levels 

The G2 Guidelines offered two options for organizations to self declare (and, if desired, 

have checked) the extent of their use of the GRI Guidelines: ‘With reference to’ and ‘in 

accordance’. Under G3, a system of 4 reporting levels have been developed to reflect the 

extent that the GRI reporting framework has been applied.  

G3 application levels 

Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
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Indicator Category

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
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3.9, 3.13
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Same as requirements for
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each of: social, economic and 
environment .
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Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
its omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
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Indicator Category
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4.1 – 4.4, 4.14 – 4.15

Not requiredNot required
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Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
1.2
3.9, 3.13
4.5 – 4.13, 4.16 – 4.17

Same as requirements for
Level B

Report on:
1.2
2.1 – 2.10
3.1 – 3.8, 3.10 – 3.12
4.1 – 4.4, 4.14 – 4.15

Not required
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Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: 

Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
1.2
3.9, 3.13
4.5 – 4.13, 4.16 – 4.17

Same as requirements for
Level B

Report on:
1.2
2.1 – 2.10
3.1 – 3.8, 3.10 – 3.12
4.1 – 4.4, 4.14 – 4.15

Not required
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Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
its omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
1.2
3.9, 3.13
4.5 – 4.13, 4.16 – 4.17

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
1.2
3.9, 3.13
4.5 – 4.13, 4.16 – 4.17

Same as requirements for
Level B
Same as requirements for
Level B

Report on:
1.2
2.1 – 2.10
3.1 – 3.8, 3.10 – 3.12
4.1 – 4.4, 4.14 – 4.15

Report on:
1.2
2.1 – 2.10
3.1 –

economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on a minimum of 20 
Performance Indicators , 
including at least one from
each of: economic , 
environment , human rights, 
labor, society, product
responsibility .

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
ist omission.

Report on each core G3 and 
Sector Supplement* indicator
with due regard to the 
materiality Principle by either : 
a) reporting on the indicator
or b) explaining the reason for
its omission.

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
Disclosures for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Management Approach
disclosed for each
Indicator Category

Report on criteria listed for
Level C plus:
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Same as requirements for
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3.1 – 3.8, 3.10 – 3.12
4.1 – 4.4, 4.14 – 4.15

Not requiredNot required
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  Source WestLB Research, GRI, CorporateRegister.com 

Reports intended to qualify for level C, C+, B, B+, A or A+ must contain each of the 

criteria that are presented in the column for the relevant level. 

Enhancing clarity, 

comparability, and reliability 

G2 vs. G3 
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The application levels demonstrate how much of the G3 reporting framework has been 

used in the organization’s report. The application levels intend to demonstrate a pathway 

for incremental reporting, and allow reporters to expand their use of the reporting 

framework over time. The reporting levels are not intended to be a substitute for 

independent assurance and will not attest to the accuracy of the information in a report or 

the performance of an organization. Levels are self-declared by reporting organizations 

and, if desired, can be reviewed by GRI to confirm their self-declaration appropriate. 

Empirical analysis – setting the scene  
Before we move to the actual results of our analysis, the general set-up of our approach 

needs some explanation and clarification. This note considers sustainability reports from 

a ‘biased’ single stakeholder perspective, i.e. the perspective of the financial market. We 

therefore focus only on performance indicators and their usability relative to an 

investment analysis and do not try to evaluate the narrative portions of the reports at all. 

However, we are making no assumptions about how investors actually arrive at their 

investments decisions. In particular we have not selected a priori which type of 

information we consider to be ‘material’. This report is not intended to contribute to the 

materiality debate (please have a look at our note ‘What really counts’, February 2007, in 

which we propose a quantitative approach to distinguish between economically 

significant and insignificant ESG factors). 

The basic parameters of our analysis 

Doing financial research typically starts with defining a benchmark universe of exchange-

listed public companies to ensure investability. The benchmark for this report is the DJ 

STOXX Global 1,800 index. As of 31 March 2007 the index contained 1,799 companies, 

weighted according to their free float market capitalization. The overall market cap is 

28.3 trillion US$, representing roughly 80% of the total free float market cap of all 

companies publicly listed world-wide.  

In this respect it can be claimed that our sample is representative, bearing in mind, 

however, that this approach has a ‘built-in’ large cap bias, neglecting listed companies 

that are too small to be included in the index plus all unlisted companies (which are on 

average smaller than the listed ones). 

The reporting data has been gathered from CorporateRegister.com and the information 

on the performance indicators reported by the companies, was taken from the companies’ 

reports and websites. The cut-off date for our analysis is the 31 March 2007 – i.e. the 

index composition as of this date has been taken as the reference point for our analysis. 

Furthermore, CR/sustainability reports published after this date are not taken into 

account. 

 

 

 

 

Levels are self-declared by 

reporting organizations 

Taking a single stakeholder 

perspective 

DJ STOXX Global 1,800 index 

is our benchmark 

‘Built-in’ large cap bias 

Data provided by 

CorporateRegister.com 
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The three parts of our analysis 

Our empirical analysis can be broken down into three independent parts: 

 We start with a descriptive analysis of CR/sustainability reporting over a period of two 

years (1 April 2005 to 31 March 2007). The data that we have used for this has been 

delivered by CorporateRegister.com.3 Some of the metrics that have been produced by us 

in this part of our report are the total number of CR/sustainability reports, the particular 

type of these reports, the breakdown of the reports according to company size, regional 

provenance, profitability, value-/growth characteristic, et cetera. 

 The second part of our analysis looks at the so-called G2- and G3 Content Indices (CIs). A 

GRI Content Index is a table or matrix that lists all of the standard disclosures and where 

responses to the disclosures can be found (page number or URL). The Content Index 

provides users with a quick overview of what has been reported and increases ease of 

report use. The Content Index is part of the base content/standard disclosures that are 

required to appear in a sustainability report according to the GRI reporting framework. 

We have used the published CIs of reporting organizations in order to get an overview on 

the performance indicators that the companies actually report or at least claim to report. 

Stressing the latter is due to the fact that CIs are merely based on self-declarations of the 

reporting companies, not verified and/or qualitatively assessed by ourselves or by others. 

This analysis allows us to identify information clusters and/or shortfalls within the set of 

information requested by the GRI Guidelines. 

 The third and last part of our analysis goes into much more detail in that it does not take 

the information in the Content Indices as a given. In contrast, we go into the individual 

company reports themselves and try to identify the performance indicators as defined by 

the GRI Guidelines and collecting the respective data points from the tables and diagrams 

provided. To make this job feasible within a reasonably short period of time we had to 

restrict ourselves in several respects. Firstly, we just looked at two sectors on a global 

basis – Food, and Autos. For both sectors no G3 reports had been published until our cut-

off date. Therefore, all the reports we looked at for these sectors were based on G1- or G2 

Guidelines with the various application levels. 

 In addition, we took a look at the first G3 reports that had been published by the cut-off 

date of our analysis. Until 31 March 2007, 17 companies had released G3 reports, with 9 

reporting at level A+, 3 at B+, 4 at B and 1 at level C. 16 companies delivered G3 draft 

versions (more information about G3 reports on p. 129). To ensure feasibility we once 

again limited ourselves to a meaningful subset of the available reports. We thus decided 

to take a look at all available G3 level-A reports within the Banks sector. Reports from 

banks dominate the A level report segment with five out of a total of eight reports.  

We choose Food and Autos because both sectors are global in nature, so it is possible to 

track potential regional reporting differences, and both sectors are strongly exposed to 

important sustainability themes (climate change, obesity, etc.) and accordingly closely 

followed by diverse stakeholder groups.  

                                            
3 CorporateRegister.com provides the world's largest online directory of company issued CR-, Sustainability-, and 
Environmental reports from around the world. The directory is continually updated with new reports and companies. 
CorporateRegister.com claims to include every relevant published corporate report, without limitations of country or 
company size and across all sectors, public and private. The company estimates to track at least 90% of all reporting 
companies. 

Descriptive analysis of all 

reports with ESG content 

All reports with GRI Content 

Indices are analysed with 

respect to the self-declared 

coverage of performance 

indicators 

Identifying quantifiable 

indicators that potentially  

allow users to measure a 

company’s sustainability 

performance against its  

peers over time 

Global nature of the Food and 

Auto sectors 
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The decision in favour of the Auto sector had also been supported by the availability of a 

so-called GRI Sector Supplement. Sector Supplements are one element of the overall GRI 

reporting framework, along with the guidelines (the core of the framework) and the so-

called technical- or indicator protocols, which have been created for each indicator, 

outlining key definitions, compilation methodologies, and sources. A Sector Supplement 

is a complement to the GRI Guidelines with interpretations and guidance on how to apply 

the guidelines in the context of a given sector, and include sector-specific performance 

indicators. Supplements (where available) are used in addition to, not in place of, the 

guidelines.  

In both cases, Food and Auto, we used not only the most recent GRI reports available for 

each of the companies reporting, but went back the timeline to include the full history of 

GRI reports available for the respective company. This allowed us to make full use of the 

information available and to assess the comparability and consistency of the data not only 

across the industry, but also across a company’s own reports over time. 

Finally, it is important to note that we did not look at all 97 and 79 (G2 and G3 

respectively) performance indicators. Rather, we focused on those indicators that 

(potentially) fulfil the requirements of measurability (quantifiability) and comparability 

(benchmarkability). 38 and 47 indicators (G2 and G3 respectively) remained assessed 

(more on the selection process on p. 58). 

 

Auto: Availability of a Sector 

Supplement 

Using the full GRI report 

history 

Looking at a subset of 

indicators only 
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About the current state of CR 
reporting: A descriptive analysis 

We start with a descriptive analysis of the most recent CR/sustainability reports (not only 

GRI reports) from the 1,799 companies that were included in the DJ STOXX Global 1,800 

index as of 31 March 2007 and that have been released between 1 April 2005 and 31 

March 2007. The data that we have used for this comes from CorporateRegister.com. If 

parent/sister/subsidiary companies of an index component had released a report, this 

report has been taken into consideration as well. Hence, it is possible that the number of 

counted reports per index component is greater than one. As Alcatel and Lucent as well 

as Banca Intesa and San Paolo IMI merged after having released their latest reports but 

before our cut-off date for determining our company universe based on the DJ STOXX 

Global index components, we have actually been looking at 1,801 rather than 1,799 

companies. 

Out of those 1,801 companies, 785 (44%) reported on extra-financial issues, i.e. on 

environmental, social, and governance (ESG) issues within our observation period. 1,016 

(65%) did not publish such a report.  

Distribution by type of report  
Released by ‘DJ STOXX Global 1,800’ companies between 1 April 2005 and 31 March 
2007 (only most recent report) 
Report type number of average #

reports of pages
Annual (with Community & EHS Section) 1 7
Annual (with Corporate Responsibility Section) 29 25
Annual (with Environment & Social Section) 8 19
Annual (with Environment, Health & Safety Section) 2 7
Annual (with Social Section) 1 12
Annual (with Sustainability Section) 10 27
Community 10 22
'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 301 54
'Corporate Responsibility' Review 18 14
Environment 43 31
Environment & Community 2 48
Environment & EMAS 2 35
Environment & Social 44 42
Environment, Health & Safety 27 37
Environment, Health & Safety & Social/Community 15 30
Environment, Health & Safety Review 5 8
Environmental & Social Review 3 7
Environmental Review 7 10
Philanthropy 13 25
Responsible Care 4 40
Site 'Corporate Responsibility' 1 44
Site Environment, Health & Safety 1 4
Social 1 168
Social Review 1 11
'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 225 75
'Sustainable' Review (Environment/Social/Economic) 11 14
total 785 51.7

29%

38%

* For supplements in annual reports number of pages refers to ESG section. 
 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 
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In order to classify and characterize the reports that qualified for inclusion in our sample, 

we have used the report type tagging of CorporateRegister.com. It shows that most 

reports fall into the categories ‘Corporate Responsibility’ (40.8%, including CR reviews 

and CR websites) and ‘Sustainability’ report (30.1%, including reviews), which means 

that a significant majority of reports follow a rather holistic approach to reporting on ESG 

issues. 

Distribution by type of report (in %) 
Released by ‘DJ STOXX Global 1,800’ companies between 1 April 2005 and 31 March 
2007 (only most recent report) 

Environment
6.6%

Philanthropy
1.7%

Annual reports with 
ESG sections

6.5%

Social
0.3%

Community
1.3% Others

12.9%
Sustainability

30.1%

Corporate 
Responsibility

40.8%

 
 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

CR/sustainability reporting – a matter of size? 
It has almost become common wisdom – the bigger the company, the higher the 

likelihood that it publishes a CR/sustainability report. Bigger companies simply have 

more resources to put into reporting and – because of their size – are more exposed to 

controversial debates in the public and are more likely to become the target of pressure 

groups and activists. Furthermore, their supply chains tend to be more global in nature so 

the scope of issues that they are exposed to is potentially much broader than for smaller 

companies. Consequently, the pressure to report tends to increase with company size 

(and the ability to do so as well). No doubt, the argument is plausible and straight-

forward, but is it also reflected in our data? 

In order to detect possible size-effects, we sorted the DJ STOXX Global 1,800 companies 

into so-called size deciles according to their free float market capitalizations as of 31 

March 2007. To avoid a sector bias in our results, we adjusted the market cap of each 

individual company by the respective sector mean. Size-decile 1 contains the 180 ‘largest’ 

companies according to our adjusted market cap measure and, accordingly, size-decile 

10 the 180 ‘smallest’ ones. 

The result of our analysis is not surprising at all. It fully confirms the working hypothesis 

we started with. The propensity to report within our sample is indeed strongly correlated 

with the size of the company: While 82% of the companies from size-decile 1 report on 

ESG issues, only 24% from size-decile 10 did so in the last 2 years.  

The bigger the company, the 

higher the likelihood of 

reporting? 

Sorting companies into size-

deciles 
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Size effect – Propensity to report increases with the size of the company  
Percentage of ESG reports released between 1 April 2005 and 31 March 2007 according to size-decile 

82%

63%

47%
41% 40%

33%
38% 34% 32%

24%
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report no report

sector-adjusted size decile (decile 1 = biggest companies on a sector-adjusted basis)

  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

CR/sustainability reporting – a matter of regional 
provenance? 
Although there are universal motivations for sustainability reporting, there are also some 

specific drivers and incentives for reporting that differ from country to country. In some 

places strong labour forces and civil society play an important role in demanding 

sustainability information and reporting from organizations, which consequently 

influences reporting propensity and the nature of what is reported. Elsewhere, an 

organized and active Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) community can put 

significant pressure on companies to report and demand reporting of a very different 

nature. Certainly, in some regions, organizations must cope with flexible or stringent 

reporting regulations, which in turn affect subsequent reporting propensity and practices. 

Overall it seemed to be likely that we would find some regional effects in our sample as 

well – which has indeed been the case.  

First of all we took a brief look at the distribution of total report numbers per region. It 

turned out that almost half (46%) of all reports in our sample were released by 

companies with a European provenance (31% Europe ex UK, 15% UK). Another quarter 

was added by Japanese companies. US companies are quite strikingly underrepresented. 

They published 20% of all reports in our sample, but represent roughly 30% of all 

companies within our universe. 

Britain shows highest rate in 

CR reporting, followed by 

Europe ex UK 

Almost half of the reports are 

of European provenance 
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Regional provenance by reporting status  

Companies with a CR report Companies with no CR report 
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Canada
2%

USA
39%

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

Reporting propensity and regional provenance 

By far the highest propensity to report was detected for companies domiciled in the UK, 

where 66.9% of the 178 companies delivered a report with ESG content over the last two 

years. The regulatory environment in the UK and the significant SRI community in the 

City are some of the main drivers behind this result.  

Reporting propensity according to regional/national provenance of companies 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
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The UK is followed by Europe (ex UK) with 55.6% out of 425 companies, Canada (54.0% 

of 50 companies) and Japan (46.7% of 424 companies).  

In the US reporting propensity was much lower. Only 28.8% of the 545 US companies 

within our sample published a report with ESG content over the last two years. Besides 

Africa, where both of the two companies within the DJ STOXX Global 1,800 did not report 

on ESG issues, by far the lowest reporting rate was found for Asia ex Japan (13.6% of 81 

companies). 

High reporting propensity in 

the UK 

Low reporting propensity in 

the US 
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In Europe (ex UK), the highest report rate can be observed for Portugal where 75% of the 

companies within our universe report on ESG issues. The fact that there are only eight 

Portuguese companies in our universe puts this result into perspective, however. 

Nevertheless, one surprising aspect that is worthwhile mentioning is that most of these 

companies are rather small – a fact that would generally imply a rather low report rate. 

The most highly capitalized reporting Portuguese company is EDP (utility sector) being 

assigned to size-decile 4, while the next biggest two companies belong to size-decile 5, 

and the other three to size-deciles 9 and 10. The two Portuguese companies that have not 

reported within the period analyzed can be found in decile 10.  

The next highest reporting rate after Portugal was Spain with 73.7% out of 38 companies 

reporting, for Finland and Netherlands (both with 66.7%), and finally France with 65.3% 

out of a total of 75 companies.  

Regional provenance: Europe ex UK 
(number of companies and reporting rate – sorted by reporting rate) 
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Is SRI a main driver behind reporting propensity? 

We have argued that this might explain part of the leading position of UK companies in 

this area. Totally consistent with this hypothesis, we see here that the Netherlands as well 

as France, both known to have strong and well established SRI markets, belong to the 

countries with the highest reporting propensities. All the more surprising is the fact that 

the reporting rate for Switzerland, another SRI ‘lighthouse’, is rather low with only 42.9% 

out of 46 companies that reported on ESG issues within the relevant time frame.  

Sector differences in CR/sustainability reporting  
Once again, besides the common drivers behind CR/sustainability reporting, there are 

very specific ones at work not only at the regional/country level, but also at sector level. 

Industry sectors display very different exposures to sustainability topics, such as climate 

change. Hence, it is clear that the pressure exerted from policy makers, regulatory 

bodies, the general public and specific stakeholder groups is very different as well. So 

once again the question is, whether this is also reflected in and confirmed by our data.  

Within Europe (ex UK), the 

highest reporting rate can be 

observed in Portugal 

Results are mostly consistent 

with ‘SRI hypothesis’ 
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To explore the sector differences in report propensities we worked with the DJ STOXX 

sector classifications. At the so-called ‘level 2’ distinction, the classification scheme 

comprises 18 sectors (plus one for those companies that cannot be assigned to a specific 

sector). ‘Level 3’ is comprised of 51 sectors (+1), so that the differentiation between the 

different business activities of companies is much finer and more precise. In the following 

we talk about sectors when we refer to the ‘level 2’ classification and about industry 

groups when we look at the ‘level 3’ scheme.     

Sector breakdown 

When looking at the reporting propensities of the 18 (+1) sectors (‘level 2’ classification), 

the most striking result is that the highest rates were in sectors that are generally 

perceived to be highly vulnerable to environmental concerns and controversies: 

Chemicals with a report rate of 78.0% stands out, followed by Automobiles with 72.7%, 

Utilities with 67.1%, and Basic Resources with a report rate of 61.8%. Obviously, most 

companies in these sectors have understood that reporting on ESG issues is material to 

them to remain competitive within their sectors. 

Sector breakdown by DJ STOXX sector level 2  
(number of companies and reporting rate – sorted by reporting rate) 
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It should not therefore be a surprise that sectors such as Media (report rate of 28%) and 

Financial Services (not including Banks) with only 19% of companies reporting belong to 

the sectors with the lowest reporting propensities. One might have expected a higher 

reporting rate for a sector such as Energy, though. 

 

Distinction between different 

sector levels 

Chemicals have highest 

reporting rate, followed by 

Automobiles, Utilities and 

Basic Resources 
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A look at the industry group level 

Utilities, Basic Materials, Energy 

Going down to sector level 3 (51 + 1 industry groups) reveals that Water Utilities have the 

highest reporting rate. All six companies in our sample reported on ESG issues during the 

observation period. Comparatively high reporting rates are displayed by the other 

industry groups within the sector – Electric Utilities (65.6%) and Gas Utilities (60%). 

In the Basic Materials sector, Forest Products & Paper stands out with a very high 

propensity to report (88.9%), followed by Chemicals with 78%. Within Chemicals, all big 

companies report. The biggest ‘non-reporters’ (size-decile 3) are Ppg Industries and Solvay 

– however, both published reports in January and February 2005 respectively, shortly 

before the start of our observation period. Within Mining & Metals, 57.6% of the companies 

report on ESG issues. Big non-reporters (size-decile 2) are ThyssenKrupp and Tenaris. The 

big non-reporters within Energy (report rate 45.7%) are Schlumberger and Valero.  

Breakdown of sectors by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
Energy   Basic Materials Utilities 
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Industrial Goods & Services 

Industrial Goods & Services is a very diverse sector with many small companies, and many 

companies working exclusively in the B2B field where reputation issues often play a minor 

role lowering the overall propensity to report. This does not at all imply that sustainability 

issues could not be material for these companies, particularly due to the growing significance 

of global supply and value generation chains. This, however, does not necessarily translate 

into a high propensity to report. Many companies decided to deal with ‘sensitive’ issues only 

internally due to the ‘economics of reporting’. They may feel that their brands are much less 

at stake than the big consumer brands. All in all, the Industrial Goods & Services sector is as 

heterogeneous in its reporting as with the products and services it offers. 

Water utilities show highest 

reporting rate 

Forest Products & Paper and 

Chemicals also rather high 

rates… 

… while the picture is rather 

mixed within the various 

Industrial Goods & Services 

sectors 
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Industrial Goods & Services – breakdown by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
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The highest reporting rate was in Heavy Construction with 62.5%. Among those 

companies that have reported almost all of the bigger ones can be found. Another striking 

feature is that the reporting companies are predominantly domiciled in Europe (e.g. 

Vinci, ACS, Bouygues, Fomento, Grupo Acciona, Grupo Ferrovial). Companies of medium 

size, mainly from Hong Kong, USA, Australia (but also Germany’s Bilfinger & Berger for 

example) did not report on ESG issues over the time span under consideration.  

A similar picture can be observed for Building Materials: All bigger players (St. Gobain, 

Lafarge, Holcim, Heidelberg Cement, CRH, Asahi Glass) have published ESG reports. The 

lowest propensity to report within the sector is displayed by the industry group 

Containers & Packaging – only one out of six companies reported here.  

Telecom & Technology 

When looking at the Telecom sector, it shows that Fixed-line Communications has a 

much higher reporting rate (59.4%) than Wireless Communications, where only 27% of 

companies reported. Differences in perceived reputation vulnerability are likely to explain 

this significant gap. Not only are the fixed-line companies much bigger on average – they 

are also much more in the focus of public opinion, since in many cases (particularly in 

Europe) they emerged from state monopolies with (too) large and (too) expensive 

workforces. Reporting on employee issues has thus been ‘a must’ for them. 

Heavy Construction shows the 

highest reporting rate 

‘Fixed-line’ has a much higher 

reporting rate than ‘Wireless’ 
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Breakdown of sectors by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
Telecommunications           Technology 
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The picture within the Technology sector is quite heterogeneous as well. For 

Communications Technology, where 54.5% of the industry group components reported 

on ESG issues within the observation period, there is a marked big cap effect (high 

reporting rate for large companies, small reporting rate for mid and small caps). 

However, Technology Hardware & Equipment (reporting rate 54.4%) and 

Semiconductors (43.3%) delivered mixed pictures with no clear size patterns. 

Noticeably low are the reporting propensities within Technology Services (25%) and 

Software (28%). In Software, for example, of the three big players – Microsoft, Oracle, 

SAP – only SAP did not report. Among the remaining reporting companies in this industry 

group are Adobe, Dassault, Nomura, and Sage. The non-reporters (e.g. McAfee, Verisign, 

and Symantec) tend to be smaller (i.e. have a lower market cap).  

Healthcare & Consumer Non-Cyclicals 

Within Health Care, Pharmaceuticals have the highest propensity to report on ESG issues 

– in absolute terms (25 companies) as well as in relative terms (report rate of 55.6%). 

Here, all of the 13 big players reported plus many smaller sized protagonists did so as 

well (10 out of 30 companies in size-decile 10). The two Biotechnology companies that 

publish ESG reports are Genentech (size-decile 1) and Novozymes (size-decile 9), while 

within Health Care Providers only two out of three big players reported (all others did 

not). 

Technology Services and 

Software with low reporting 

propensities 

Pharmaceutical companies 

show highest report rate within 

Health Care sector 
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Breakdown of sectors by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate)   
Health Care Consumer Non-cyclicals 
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Within Consumer Non-cyclicals the industry group ‘Beverages’ is outstanding with a 

report rate of 72.4%. There, only smaller sized companies, mainly from Asia, did not 

report on ESG issues, while all big players published reports during our observation 

period. 

Another interesting point: The ‘non-reporters’ among the food producers (reporting rate 

43.2%) are mainly from the US (8 companies) and Japan (10 companies) while only five 

come from Europe (among others, Lindt, Ebro Puleva, and Premier Foods). However, 

there are only 3 US companies (Heinz, General Mills and Conagra), and 3 Japanese ones 

but 12 European companies that published reports. An even clearer picture can be 

observed for the Food Retailers & Wholesalers (report rate 50%): It was mostly the 

European companies that reported on ESG issues, while US companies led the list of non-

reporters. 

A quite similar picture emerges for Tobacco: Except for Swedish Match all non-reporting 

companies come from the US, while the reporting companies are domiciled in the UK, 

Spain and Japan. The American tobacco industry’s experience with the big class action 

suits of the 1980s and 1990s has obviously not resulted in the desire to become more 

transparent. The reason might be, and we can only speculate here, that brand strategists 

came to the conclusion that it would simply be too costly to try to positively influence 

brand value via ESG reporting.  

 

Beverages stand out within 

Consumers Non-cyclicals  

Regional differences in 

reporting propensities within 

sectors 
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Consumer Cyclicals 

The protection of brand value certainly is a big concern for the auto industry as well – 

with an outcome, however, that is very different from the tobacco industry’s abstinence. 

Within the sector Consumer Cyclicals, the industry group Auto Manufacturers delivered 

by far the highest report rate (89.5%): 17 out of 19 companies did publish reports with 

ESG content during our two-year observation period (only Porsche and Denway did not). 

That the vulnerability of brand value with respect to ESG factors becomes less significant 

moving down the value chain is reflected in the much lower report rate for the industry 

group Auto Parts & Tires (at least outside Europe): 40% did not deliver any kind of ESG 

report during our two-year observation period. Most of these were Japanese companies 

but there was also one each from the USA, Canada and Germany. 

Consumer Cyclicals – breakdown by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
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The third highest reporting rate (63.3%) within the sector is displayed by Airlines. 

Against the background of climate change, many carriers have developed a pro-active 

approach to communicating their CO2 strategy and performance. The only airlines that 

did not report within the relevant time span were Qantas, Ryanair, Southwest, and AMR 

(published an environmental report in 2002). 

Interestingly, within Textiles & Apparels (reporting rate 39.1%) the ‘non-reporters’ 

include many luxury goods companies (Bulgari, Dior, Richemont, Hermes, Luxottica, 

Ralph Lauren, and Swatch). LVMH is an exception to this rule. However, leading sporting 

goods companies (adidas, Nike, Puma) have decided to be more transparent with respect 

to ESG issues and delivered reports during the relevant time span. This can be explained 

by the particularly high supply chain risks these companies are facing due to their global 

sourcing strategies. 

Auto Manufacturers lead the 

way 

Many luxury goods companies 

belong to the non-reporters 

group 
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Within Retail (reporting rate 27.5%) – mainly US and Japanese companies did not report 

while the propensity to communicate on ESG issues was much higher among their European 

peers once again. The lowest reporting rates within the broader sector, however, came from 

the industry groups Advertising and Broadcasting with 20% and 22% respectively. This is 

surprising – at least at first glance – since companies in these industries are vulnerable to new 

regulation that may reduce future advertising revenues. An example would be the setting of 

stricter rules for the advertising of unhealthy food products (particularly when addressed to 

children). Obesity is one of the most hotly debated sustainability issues within the Food 

sector, which is one of the major clients of advertising companies. 

Financials 

Within the Financials sector a strong size-effect can be observed for Banks (reporting rate 

44.5%): While the average size-decile score of the companies that did deliver ESG 

reports within our observation period is 4.5, it is 8.4 for those banks that did not report – 

i.e. reporting banks are almost twice as large (in terms of free float market cap) as non-

reporting ones.  

  Financials – breakdown by industry group 
(number of companies and reporting rate) 
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  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

A size effect can be observed for the industry group Insurance (reporting rate of 41.3%) 

as well. It is, however, also intertwined with a regional effect: Many US insurers 

(irrespective of size), and many smaller European peers, – e.g. Hannover Re and 

Converium – did not report while nearly all big players from Europe (except ZFS) 

published a report with ESG content within the relevant two-year period. The other 

industry groups within the sector show rather low reporting rates: Only 15.2% of the Real 

Estate companies reported, among Securities Brokers the rate was 22% and for 

Diversified Financials 25%. Here, particularly small companies, but also some big players 

like Fanny Mae and American Express have not yet reported at all while Citigroup 

published a CR report and Freddie Mac a philanthropy report in 2006.  

Surprisingly low rates for 

Advertising and Broadcasting 

Size-effect in Banks … 

… as well as in Insurance 
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GRI adherence 
The sustainability reporting guidelines provided by the GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) 

began to take shape in the late 1990s, and were released for the first time in 2000. A 

second version (‘G2’) was released at the World Summit for Sustainable Development in 

2002. In October 2006 the GRI has released its third generation of guidelines (‘G3’). In 

parts two and three of our empirical analysis (i.e. the Content Index analysis, and the in-

depth analysis of performance indicators) we exclusively refer to GRI reports, since its 

reporting framework steadily became the global de facto standard for sustainability 

reporting, and is now used by many hundreds of organizations worldwide.  

But how is this reflected in our sample? We limited ourselves to a set of publicly listed 

companies that are represented in the DJ STOXX Global 1,800 benchmark index. Another 

parameter that we have set is the timeframe. Only the most recent report an organisation 

published between 1 April 2005 and 31 March 2007 has been taken into account. Based 

on these restrictions, 785 reports qualified for inclusion in our sample. Of these 785 

reports, 299 (=38.1%) used the GRI reporting framework in the four different 

specifications we have considered in this note. 

GRI adherence 
(in % of all 785 CR reports sampled) 

G3 draft
2.0%

G3
2.2%

no GRI adherence
61.9%

2002 CI
30.1%

2002 IA
3.8%

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

‘2002 CI’ – Content Index: 30.1% of all reports in our sample (=236) fall into the ‘2002 

CI’ category. A report maker includes a GRI Content Index to show readers in a quick and 

easy way where they can find data or responses to each disclosure requirement made in 

the 2002 Guidelines. Sometimes CI’s also contain an explanation as to why required core 

content is not included in the report. The Content Index can be contained in the print 

version of the report and/or the web-based version. 

‘2002 IA’ – In Accordance: Only 30 out of the 785 reports (=3.8%) we considered belong 

to the ‘2002 IA’ group. A report is considered ‘in accordance’ with the 2002 version of the 

GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines if it meets 5 criteria, including: A statement 

from the CEO, a Content Index, and a response (or explanation of omission) to each Core 

Performance Indicator. An ‘in accordance’ status is self-declared by the report maker, and 

can optionally be checked for accuracy by an external auditor or the GRI itself. 

Guidelines took shape in the 

late 1990s 

38% of all ESG reports in our 

universe follow GRI Guidelines 

236 reports 

30 reports 
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‘G3’ & ‘G3 draft’: 17 reports published until the end of March (=2.2%) are ‘in accordance’ 

with the recently introduced G3 Guidelines already, while another 16 reports have been 

declared to have a ‘G3 draft’ format. For a report to be considered aligned with the third 

version of the GRI Guidelines the report maker must declare the level to which it has 

applied the reporting framework. This system is known as the ‘GRI Application Levels’ 

and has three basic stages: A, B and C (for details, see p. 14). 

ESG reporting, GRI adherence and sector affiliation 

For a first deeper analysis, we took a look at the GRI adherence on a sector level (DJ 

sector level 2). It turned out that – compared to the number of companies – the Basic 

Resources sector shows the highest rate of G3 reports: 8 (or 11.8%) of 68 companies in 

the sector had submitted a G3 report by 31 March 2007. The next highest rate can be 

observed for Banks, where 5.2% of the 155 companies within the sector have reported 

according to G3. Three companies reported according to G3 in each of the Utilities, 

Cyclical Goods & Services and Financial Services sectors, representing 3.5%, 2.6% and 

1.7% respectively.  

ESG reporting, GRI adherence & sector affiliation* 
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 44         155          68           59          63         116          92          172         73         101         267          80          66           65          80          115         43          85           57

* figure on top: number of companies in the sector Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Basic Resources also shows the highest rate of reports (29.4%) that are either ‘in 

accordance’ with 2002 GRI Guidelines or at least include a GRI Content Index, followed 

by the Food & Beverages sector with a rate of 26%. Utilities, again, hold the third place, 

with 24.7% of the companies reporting ‘in accordance’ with 2002 Guidelines or contain a 

2002 Content Index. Hence, these three sectors also show the highest overall rates in GRI 

reporting of all 18 sectors. The other two sectors with a comparatively high rate of G3 

reports, Cyclical Goods & Services and Financial Services, however, show rather low rates 

in 2002 reporting (7.8% and 4.1% respectively). As these two sectors, together with the 

media and the retail sector, are the laggards in GRI reporting in general, the relatively 

high rate in G3 reporting seems to have happened more by accident, produced by the 

rather short period of G3 availability.  

17 G3 plus 16 ‘G3 draft’ 

reports 

Basic Resources has the 

highest G3 report rate 

Consistent with general 

reporting propensity observed 
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ESG reporting, GRI adherence & company size 

In the following we take another look at the size-effect in sustainability reporting. Please 

remember that we detected – not surprisingly so – a significant positive correlation 

between the size of a company, as measured by its free float market cap, and the 

propensity to report on ESG issues (see p. 19). Now the question addressed is whether 

company size can also contribute to explain differences in GRI adherence. To understand 

this, we analyzed the mix of adherence categories on a decile by decile basis. To avoid a 

sector bias in our results, we once again adjusted the market cap of each individual 

company by the respective sector mean.  

ESG reporting, GRI adherence and company size (on a sector-adjusted basis) 
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Out of the 299 GRI reports included in our sample, 86 (=28.8%) were delivered by 

companies that rank within the top size-decile (on a sector adjusted basis) of the 1,801 

companies in our sample. The absolute number of reports with GRI adherence 

furthermore declines monotonically from 51 (decile 2) to 18 (decile 7) and then drops to a 

minimum of 8 in the bottom decile. (Because of the equally densely populated deciles 

ranking according to absolute numbers correspond to rankings according to report rates.)  

Companies in the upper half of the size-spectrum (deciles one to five) alone published 

212 reports with GRI adherence (=71%) – many more than expected under the 

hypothesis of no correlation between reporting propensity and company size. None of the 

companies in size-deciles 9 and 10 had reported according to G3 within the time frame 

we considered. The conclusion is clear: Size matters – the bigger the company the higher 

the propensity to use widely accepted reporting standards (which can be seen as a 

commitment to transparency). This is also confirmed, by the way, by the ‘GRI Adherence 

Coefficient’, which is the ratio between reports with GRI adherence and reports without 

GRI adherence (leaving out the non-reporters altogether). The coefficient drops from 1.41 

for size-decile 1 (the only value above 1) to 0.22 for size-decile 10.  

Analyzing the GRI adherence 

mix according to size-decile 

Mainly big companies report 

according to GRI Guidelines 
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ESG reporting, GRI adherence & share price performance 

Share price performance ranks among the possible drivers of reporting propensity and 

GRI adherence as well – although the causality is not at all clear. Either one could argue 

that companies that show a high degree of transparency on ESG issues tend to 

outperform the market (transparency as a proxy of management quality). Alternatively 

one could also say, that companies which display a superior share price performance and 

(accordingly do well financially) are more likely to invest resources into ‘philanthropic 

activities’ and tell the public about this than companies that underperform (and may even 

have to operate under financial distress). 

To explore the ‘share price hypothesis’ we grouped all those companies in our sample into 

deciles whose share price performance was available (1,665 cases) over a reference period 

of 5 years (ending at the cut-off date of this study, i.e. 31 March 2007). Specifically, we put 

the companies with the strongest share price performance (relative to their sector mean) 

into decile 1, and those with the weakest relative performance into decile 10. 

ESG reporting, GRI adherence and share price performance (on a sector-adjusted basis)* 
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* To avoid distortions with respect to the mining sector, we excluded one outlier when calculating the sector’s average performance. The company concerned saw an 
increase in its share price – according to JCF – by 35,000% over the 5 year reference period. Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Contrary to the ‘share price hypothesis’ the lowest propensity to report occurred in the 

group of companies that performed best relative to their respective sectors (report rate of 

10%). The reporting rate of the worst share price performers was considerably higher 

(15.6%) and seven out of a total of 28 reports are ‘in accordance’ with G3 Guidelines 

(compared to zero in decile 1). The striking differences between the two deciles at the 

margins of the distribution are, however, likely to be driven by a size effect rather than by 

a performance effect. Size and share price performance were highly correlated variable 

over the time period under consideration. For example, the three deciles that comprise 

the smallest companies (relative market cap) display the highest average share price 

performances over our five-year measurement period. From that perspective it seems 

likely that the low reporting rate of the best performers was due to the fact that these 

companies are rather small in terms of their relative market cap. Moving away from the 

tails of the performance distribution, i.e. taking the entire range of deciles into account, 

no further significant effects and/or systematic patterns emerged. We would therefore say 

that the ‘share price hypothesis’ has to be rejected. 

Causality is not clear 

Forming share-price deciles 

Lowest report propensity 

displayed by the companies 

with the best share price 

performance 
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ESG reporting, GRI adherence and the Price-to-Book ratio 

The Price-to-Book ratio (p/b) plays a significant role in financial theory and is widely used 

in the practice of investment decision making as well. Its significance rests on the so 

called q-theory of James Tobin, the famous American economist and Nobel Laureate. 

Tobin’s q compares the value of a company given by financial markets (the current price) 

with the book value of a company's assets. Tobin’s q is used from a macro- and a micro-

economic perspective.  

At the macro level it is predominantly used to predict the investment activity of an 

economy. High q values encourage companies to invest, since the existing capital stock is 

‘worth’ more than the price they paid for it. At the micro level (company-specific) it 

reflects the growth opportunities of a company (with q > 1: growing and q < 1: shrinking). 

More specifically, it is sometimes interpreted as a proxy for the intellectual capital of a 

firm, which is of course fully consistent with the expected-growth measure interpretation. 

The rigour of Tobin’s theory and its interpretation, however, is distorted by the fact that 

market prices do not always correctly reflect the fundamental value of the underlying 

assets. Sentiment factors can have a significant impact on market prices as well, as 

numerous examples of bubbles in the history of financial markets demonstrate. This 

results in some ambiguity in the interpretation of the p/b measure, which should not be 

overlooked. 

With respect to ESG reporting we used the p/b measure in order to explore whether there 

is an empirical link between the propensity to report and the expected relative growth 

opportunities of a company or – in the same spirit – the intellectual capital of a company. 

The methodology is the same as we used before – we assigned all those companies in our 

sample for whom a p/b estimate was available at the cut-off date (1,725 cases) to decile 

portfolios. Decile 1 includes those companies displaying the highest sector-adjusted p/b 

ratio, either reflecting superior growth opportunities or a strong accumulation of 

intellectual capital (at least in the interpretation that is consistent with Tobin’s q theory). 

GRI adherence and the p/b ratio (on a sector-adjusted basis) 
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theory 
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growth opportunities/ 
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A glance at the empirical results reveals a quite striking pattern. Overall reporting rates 

are rather small for both deciles at the margins of the p/b distribution. The propensity to 

report seems to be low for both, companies with high growth (high intellectual capital) 

profile and companies with a low growth (low intellectual capital) profile. Again, it seems 

likely that a size-effect may explain at least a part of this result. Companies that have 

strongly above-average growth prospects tend to be significantly smaller (in terms of 

market cap) than the market average. Since we already know that small companies are 

rather hesitant to report, this might explain the low reporting rate for p/b decile 1.  

But what about the other end of the spectrum? Aren’t companies that have low p/bs more 

advanced on their life cycle curve (i.e. more mature)? Would that not imply that the 

propensity to report should be above average for p/b decile 10? The fact that this is not 

the case, however, can be explained by the role of the p/b ratio as a measure of financial 

distress. According to this interpretation, an extremely low p/b value signals that a 

company is operating under financial distress. Companies that caught in a fight for 

survival are certainly more likely to underweight reporting on ESG issues than companies 

that are financially sound.  

Before we start with part two of our empirical work (the analysis of the GRI Content 

Indices), we would like to point to the fact that we have run the same type of decile portfolio 

analysis for other financial variables as well. The most prominent one is Return-on-Equity 

(RoE), a measure of the profitability of a company. We found no significant effects or 

systematic patterns as far as the reporting propensity of companies is concerned (see 

diagram on p. 159 in the Appendix, included in pdf version of this note only). 

The propensity to report is low 

for both companies with high 

growth (high intellectual 

capital) profile and companies 

with a low growth (low 

intellectual capital) profile 

Same type of analysis has been 

performed for other financial 

variables as well 
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Analysis of GRI Content Indices 

Self-declared coverage of GRI Performance Indicators 

The second part of our analysis looks at the so-called G2- and G3 Content Indices (CIs) of 

the 299 company reports that use the GRI reporting framework in the four different 

specifications (‘2002 CI’, ‘2002 IA’, ‘G3 draft’, ‘G3’) that we have considered in this note. 

Wherever we have not found a CI in the printed version of a report, we have checked its 

availability on the company’s website. A GRI Content Index is a table or matrix that lists 

all of the standard disclosures and indicates where responses to the disclosures can be 

found (page number or URL). A CI is part of the base content/standard disclosures that 

are required to appear in a sustainability report under to the GRI reporting framework. 

We have used the published CIs of reporting organisations in order to get an overview on 

the performance indicators that the companies actually report, or at least claim to report. 

We emphasize the latter, given that CIs are based on self-declarations by the reporting 

companies, and are not verified or qualitatively assessed by ourselves or by others. This 

analysis allows us to identify information clusters and/or shortfalls within the set of 

information requested under the GRI Guidelines. With regard to empirical analysis it must 

be noted once again that the lists of performance indicators under the G2 and G3 

frameworks are different, and this has to be taken into consideration when counting the 

availability of indicators. We start with the CIs based on G2. 

Reports based on the G2 reporting framework 
Out of the total 299 reports considered, 266 refer to the G2 reporting framework 

(including its performance indicator format). These 266 reports break down in turn into 

two sub-groups: 236 reports classified as ‘2002 CI’, and 30 classified as ‘2002 IA’ (for a 

definition of these groups, please refer to p. 30 of this note). We start with the latter 

reports self-declared to be ‘in accordance’ with the GRI Guidelines. 

‘2002 IA’ reports 
Before we go into the results, please note the following. Two companies, Royal Dutch-

Shell and Xstrata, already structure their CIs according to the G3 Guidelines, while E.ON 

uses the preliminary version of G3, so that the list of reports to be analysed has shrunk by 

three. Furthermore, the former SanPaolo IMI – now part of Intesa Sanpaolo – has 

published a report that claims to be ‘in accordance’ with G2 Guidelines, but we have not 

been able to find a CI with clear information about which indicators the company has 

actually reported on. Hence, this report too has been removed from the list as well. This 

left us with a sample of 26 ‘2002 IA’ reports. CRH has not used the ‘2002 CI’ structure 

either, but G2 Performance Indicators could still easily be identified in its report. 

The role of the Content Index 

within the GRI reporting 

framework 

Checking for the availability of 

performance indicators 

266 reports refer to the G2 

framework 
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‘2002 IA’ reports – analysis of GRI Content Indices (overview) 
Company CI index CI reference number structure references reporting comments number of indicators

in report/web index in content of pages acc. to to … complied… C A SS
2002 'in accordance'
ABB 'GRI reference matrix' content = CI 1 2002 p no info none 35 23 0
Abertis (Ordinary) in report yes 3 2002 p no info none 36 8 8
BBVA (Banco Bilbao) (ES Listing) in report yes 7 2002 p group/Spain verif. + fn 32 22 0
BMW AG (Ordinary) web index link "5" 2002 c (+ p) + f no info detailed 46 0 16
BP (Ordinary) in report yes 4 2002 p full/partial footnotes 24 3 0
CRH in appendix no 1 own c + p no info none 34 12 0
DaimlerChrysler AG (Ordinary) in report yes 4 2002 p no info none 37 0 12
E.ON AG (Ordinary) in report yes 2 prel G3 p + os full/partial none 24 6 0
Endesa in appendix no 5 2002 p + c no info verif. + fn 41 1 0
Espanola Petroleos (CEPSA) in report no content 11 2002 p + c no info detailed 42 21 0
Fomento Const y Contr (FCC) in report yes 6 2002 p + c + s no info none 39 1 0
Ford Motor CS web index yes*** "1" 2002 c+l full/partial yes 18 7 0
Gamesa in report yes 4 2002 p + c + s no info none 42 16 0
Gas Natural SDG SA in report yes 9 2002 p no info footnotes 38 20 0
Holcim Ltd. (Registered) pdf on web no*** 6 2002 p no info yes 46 12 0
Indra Sistemas SA (Ordinary) in report yes 7 2002 p* no info footnotes 32 14 0
KBC Groupe SA (BE Listing) in report yes 3 2002 p no info none 25 1 42
Puma AG (DE Listing) in report yes 2 2002 p + c no info yes 38 2 0
Red Electrica De Espana in report yes 4 2002 p no info footnotes 42 26 0
Repsol in report yes 7 2002 p full/partial verif. + fn 30 13 0
RWE AG (Ordinary) in report yes 2 2002 p* no info yes 45 0 0
Suncor Energy Inc in report yes 1 2002 p no info footnotes 41 21 0
Telefonica part of assurance statement no 10 2002 p full/partial verif. + fn 36 16 40
Wartsila Corp Beff (Class B) in report yes 2 2002 p no info yes 42 2 0
Weyerhaeuser Co. in report yes 1 2002 p + wc no info footnotes 45 15 0
Xstrata Plc web index no*** "10" G3 p* + l full/partial yes 36 14 13
Intesa Sanpaolo Spa (Ordinary) 'Table of indicators and contents' yes 2 own c + p no info none difficult to match
STMicroelectronics (IT Listing) 'Indicator index' yes 1 (2002) c + p no info none 45 1 0
Royal Dutch Shell (Class A(NL)) pdf on web (difficult to find) no 46 G3 p + c + l full/partial detailed 20 15 0
Roche (Certificate) web index yes*** "10" 2002 p* + c + l full/partial detailed 31 6 0

CI index in report/web index: gives location of the CI; sometimes it is under a different name (in which case the name is mentioned in brackets) or it is not a CI 
according to GRI; CI reference in contents: ‘yes’ indicates the CI is included in the contents table of the CR report; ‘yes***’ indicates it is included in the contents table
but is not named as ‘GRI index’; ‘link’ indicates that there is a hyperlink in the report which opens the web index; ‘no’ indicates it is not included in the contents table 
of the CR report; ‘no***’ indicates it is not included in the contents page but there is a hint elsewhere in the text; ‘no content’ indicates that there is no content page in 

the report; number of pages: gives the CI’s number of pages; those in quotation marks give the number of different web pages; structure acc to: states the structure 
of the CI: whether according to G3, or to the preliminary version of the G3 standards; references to…: shows the kind of references made in the CI: p=page references
(within CR report); p*=page references for other sources too; os=references to other sources; c=references to chapters only; wc=reference to web chapters; l=links; 

reporting complied: some CIs indicate whether single indicators are fully or partially compliant; ‘no info’=there is no such information; comments: some CIs give 
detailed comments on single indicators, figures, links, short footnotes (fn), or verification (verif.), some have no comments at all; number of indicators: the company 
reports on according to GRI definition: Core (C), Additional (A), Sector Supplement (SS) 

 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports and/or websites, CorporateRegister.com

Coverage of G2 Performance Indicators 

The following diagram gives an impression of the average coverage of GRI Performance 

Indicators (PIs) per section. It shows the percentage of reported Core and Non-core G2 

Indicators per indicator group. The cross-sectional differences are huge: The range of 

coverage ratios goes from almost full coverage (e.g. 96.5% for Governance Structure and 

Management Systems) to surprisingly incomplete coverage of Environmental (46.4%) 

and Product Responsibility indicators (39.2%). 

Cross-sectional differences are 

huge 
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  CI analysis: ‘2002 IA’ reports – reported indicators per section 
(percentage of reported indicators per section, according to CIs – 
average of all ‘2002 IA’ reports) 
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  * MS: Management Systems Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

Overall, these numbers seem to confirm the mainstream’s hypothesis that 

CR/sustainability reports tend to be ‘overweight’ in narrative information – which can of 

course be very useful and valuable – and ‘underweight’ in benchmarkable, comparable 

data on the company’s sustainability performance (see p. 7 for a discussion that puts this 

into context with the mainstream’s overall neglect of ESG reports). Delivering information 

on attitudes, policies, processes and examples of good practice can and should be seen as 

a necessary condition for a good CR report, but it is certainly not a sufficient one 

(particularly from the financial market’s perspective). The high coverage rate for the 

Economic Performance Indicators (70.4%) can be explained simply by the fact that a 

significant part of this information is included in companies’ financial reports anyway. 

Taking a separate look at Core- and Additional Indicators 

The GRI Guidelines distinguish between ‘Core Indicators’ and ‘Additional Indicators’. The 

Core Indicators are intended to identify generally applicable indicators and are assumed 

to be material for most organisations. An organisation is required to report on Core 

Indicators unless they are deemed to be not material on the basis of the GRI Reporting 

Principles. The Additional Indicators represent emerging practice, or address topics that 

may be material for some organisations but not for others. 

We have taken a separate look at the two groups of indicators within our empirical 

analysis of GRI Content Indices, and our findings are very clear. The required Core 

Indicators are much better covered within companies’ reports than the Additional 

Indicators (at least based on what companies themselves have declared) – which should 

be no surprise of course, given the background described above. The coverage ratio for 

the Core Indicators ranges from 47.6% for ‘Labour practices and decent work’ to 80.0% 

for ‘Human rights’. The average coverage ratios for the Additional Indicators (range: 13.9 

to 28.3%) are much lower, mainly because few companies take them into consideration 

at all. Most companies concentrate on the Core Indicators, which is what we expected. 

Numbers seem to confirm 

mainstream’s hypothesis 

Difference between the two 

indicator groups 

Core Indicators are much 

better covered by the 

companies 
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  CI analysis: ‘2002 IA’ reports – split between Core- and Additional Indicators 
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   Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

Complementary Sector Supplement Indicators 

The performance indicators required by the Sector Supplements, which are an inherent 

part of the GRI reporting framework, are considered to be Core Indicators, and they are 

thus appraised in the same manner as the Core Indicators of the general guidelines. This 

equal footing, however, rests on the condition that the relevant Sector Supplement is 

available in its final version, and this is not yet the case for any of the Sector Supplements 

that have been initiated by the GRI. Two states are distinguished by the organisation: 

‘Available in pilot version’ and ‘under development’. At least based on the publicly 

available information, it is not clear what the time frame is for the final versions of these 

documents.  

With respect to the 26 companies with ‘2002 IA’ reports we took into account the Sector 

Supplements for Automotive, Financial Services, and Telecommunications. 

GRI Sector Supplements – a look at the current status* 

Available in pilot version Under development 

Financial Services Apparel and Footwear 

Logistics & Transportation Electric Utilities 

Mining and Metals Financial (pilot) 

Public Agency Public Agency (pilot) 

Tour Operators  

Telecommunications  

Automotive  

* As of 31 March 2007        Source WestLB Research, GRI

The findings have to be interpreted with great care, since they arise from differently sized 

sub-groups of the 26 reports considered. The 90.9% coverage of the eleven additionally 

required ‘provision of access’ indicators, for example, is based on information given by 

just one company (Telefonica), so it makes no sense to us to consider this to be 

representative of the overall industry.  

Numbers seem to confirm 

mainstream’s hypothesis 

Findings need to be 

interpreted with great care 
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  CI analysis: ‘2002 IA’ reports – Sector Supplement Indicators 
(percentage of reported indicators per section according to CIs – 
average per respective sub-group of ‘2002 IA’ reports)* 
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  * The number of companies within each sub-group is shown in parentheses. 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

The most striking finding with regard to the Sector Supplements is that the two 

companies that fall into the ‘2002 IA’ category within the Financials sector (BBVA and 

KBC) do not report at all on the additionally required Environmental Indicators (though 

here too it should be noted that we have not checked whether the information delivered 

in the CIs is correct). Another, rather anomalous aspect of this lack of coverage of the 

Environmental Indicators is that KBC delivers 21 of the 30 additional Social Indicators 

requested – a remarkable imbalance, and one that should not be taken to be 

representative of the entire sector.  

A brief look at the G3 CIs delivered by Financials shows that the average coverage ratio 

(based on 8 companies) for the additional Environmental Indicators required by the 

respective Sector Supplement is 51.9%, compared with 54.6% for the additional Social 

Indicators (see p. 132). The following table summarises our section-wise findings, 

complemented by a look at the reporting rates at individual company level. 

Lack of coverage of 

Environmental Indicators 

More balanced picture for G3 

reports 
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‘2002 IA’ reports – reported indicators by section 
(according to Content Indices)* 
Company
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Total number of indicators 2 22 20 13 35 17 14 7 11 8 11 5 13 30 3 6
maximum number of reported indicators 2 22 20 13 27 17 14 7 11 6 10 4 0 21 3 6
average number or reported indicators 1.9 21.1 19.3 9.2 16.2 11.8 8.2 4.0 4.3 6.0 10.0 4.0 0.0 10.5 1.0 3.7

2002 IA
ABB 0 19 20 0 27 11 12 6 5
Abertis (Ordinary) 2 19 19 9 14 11 7 3 3
BBVA (Banco Bilbao) (ES Listing) 2 22 20 13 17 17 14 7 10 0 0
BMW AG (Ordinary) 2 22 20 10 15 11 7 3 3 3 5
BP (Ordinary) 2 22 20 7 13 9 9 3 3
CRH 2 19 19 7 22 12 2 4 3
DaimlerChrysler AG (Ordinary) 2 22 17 6 11 11 7 3 2 0 6
E.ON AG (Ordinary) CI according to preliminary G3
Endesa 2 22 20 9 13 11 7 3 2
Espanola Petroleos (CEPSA) 2 22 20 12 24 14 8 3 7
Fomento Const y Contr (FCC) 2 19 20 10 10 11 7 3 2
Ford Motor CS 2 17 12 5 5 2 7 2 6 0 0
Gamesa 2 22 20 9 20 11 7 3 11
Gas Natural SDG SA 2 22 20 11 16 16 11 5 5
Holcim Ltd. (Registered) 2 22 20 10 22 11 8 6 4
Indra Sistemas SA (Ordinary) 2 21 20 12 11 16 8 3 2
KBC Groupe SA (BE Listing) 2 20 16 5 7 7 5 3 1 0 21
Puma AG (DE Listing) 2 22 20 10 11 9 7 3 3
Red Electrica De Espana 2 22 20 13 24 17 12 3 5
Repsol 2 21 20 9 19 14 12 5 5
RWE AG (Ordinary) 2 21 20 10 14 11 7 3 3
Suncor Energy Inc 2 22 20 11 21 14 8 6 7
Telefonica 2 21 20 13 19 16 10 6 10 6 10 4
Wartsila Corp Beff (Class B) 2 22 19 9 15 11 7 3 2
Weyerhaeuser Co. 2 22 20 9 22 11 10 7 4
Xstrata Plc CI according to G3
Intesa Sanpaolo Spa (Ordinary) no CI according to GRI
STMicroelectronics (IT Listing) 2 22 20 10 16 12 7 3 1
Royal Dutch Shell (Class A(NL)) CI web index according to G3
Roche (Certificate) 2 22 20 9 14 12 7 6 3

* Includes all items on which companies declare that they report in their CIs, regardless of whether they claim to report completely, partly or to an unspecified degree. 
(Bold number: maximum of reported indicators – only highlighted in PI section) Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com 

Of course, much can be said about each individual CI, about its compliance with the G2 

Guidelines, its readability, its usability, and so forth. However, this is beyond the scope of 

this study. A few key observations, though, follow. This collection claims to be neither 

complete nor representative. Nevertheless, we believe it conveys a good impression of 

the current state of the GRI CIs published during our two-year observation period. 

Comments are given in alphabetical order. 

 ABB’s report has no separate CI; rather, the entire report is structured accordingly. In 

other words, ABB goes through the list of the GRI tagged performance indicators 

delivering directly, if available, the requested information (data, explanatory descriptions, 

reference to external sources, e.g. the company’s financial report). 
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 Gamesa’s CR report too is structured completely according to GRI Guidelines, with many 

tables and charts, thus giving a good impression of the company’s sustainability 

performance. In contrast to ABB, however, Gamesa provides a separate 4-page CI that 

contains page and section references. 

 Ford’s web-based CI can be found easily via a link on the contents page of the pdf version 

of the ‘2002 IA’ report. And although some months later (after our deadline) a new GRI 

report has been published based on G3 Guidelines, the CI which belongs to the report we 

analysed can still be looked at. The CI we analysed is structured according to 2002 

Guidelines. It contains web links to the report’s chapters and indicates the scope of the 

reporting of each item (it differentiates between ‘full’ and ‘partial’ coverage). It also gives 

links to information if an indicator is not reported on or – sometimes – when it is only 

partially reported.  

 Intesa Sanpaolo has not yet published a CR report for the newly merged company; we 

have therefore looked separately at its constituent companies. SanPaolo IMI declared that 

its 2005 report was ‘in accordance’ with G2. However, the CI – which includes page 

references – does not follow the default GRI structure. There are markers indicating items 

that are GRI indicators, but there are no GRI tags attached, and this makes it 

unnecessarily difficult to identify them. 

 Repsol’s 8-page CI, which is structured according to GRI Guidelines, not only gives page 

references but also differentiates between levels of application (‘complete’ or ‘partial’), 

and declares for each indicator separately if it is externally verified or not. 

 Roche’s web-based CI is easy to access via a link in the pdf version of its ‘2002 IA’ report. 

It contains page references and web links not only to GRI-tagged indicators, but also, 

partly, to individual measures used by the company to cover the required information 

content of a GRI Indicator. Furthermore, Roche’s CI informs about the scope of each 

reported item (it differentiates between ‘full’ and ‘partial’ coverage). 

 Royal Dutch-Shell’s CI is published as a separate document (available in pdf format on 

the company’s website), which is understandable given its length of 46 pages. The 

information given in it is accordingly extensive, comprising references, web links, and 

explanatory and descriptive information. Our general comment is that more information 

does not necessarily imply that readers are better informed. Transparency is not a simple 

function of page numbers. This, however, should be taken as a general comment; it is not 

addressed specifically at Royal Dutch. 

 Suncor Energy has a short CI of one page. Page references are given, but not in all cases. 

Where GRI Performance Indicators are concerned, the company mostly refers to an entire 

section in its report, so that one has to wade through this section to find specific 

information. 

 Telefonica is a special case. The CI is, anomalously, embedded in the external 

verification statement by Ernst & Young. The 10-page original document (in Spanish) has 

evidently been scanned and then pasted into the English version of the report. The 

bilingualism introduced by this significantly diminishes the usability of the report, and 

represents an obstacle for many readers. The embedded CI itself is structured according 

to GRI Guidelines. Page references are given, sometimes in a very broad manner (not 

always conducive to transparency). Information is also given with regard to the scope of 

the information given (perimetro) and the type of verification (alcance and 

procedimiento). 
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A look at a set of pre-selected individual indicators 

So far we have looked only at to what extent the indicators required by the G2 Guidelines 

are actually covered within respective company reports, according to what is declared in 

the CIs. Below we give an account of what we have found with respect to a small set of 

selected single indicators and their appearance in the reports, again according to 

information given in the CIs. 

‘2002 IA’ reports – a look at a set of pre-selected indicators 
(according to Content Indices) 
Company
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GRI reference EN1 EN3 EN5 EN8 EN15 (EN17) (EN18)(EN22) LA7 LA8 SO3 PR2
Number of companies reporting* 18 25 26 24 10 16 3 5 24 18 21 21

2002 IA - application level A
ABB x x x x x x x x x x x
Abertis (Ordinary) nr x x x nr x x nr nr x
BBVA (Banco Bilbao) (ES Listing) c c c c na s na na s c c c
BMW AG (Ordinary) x x x x x x x x x
BP (Ordinary) na s c c na c c c s
CRH x x x x x x x x x nr x x
DaimlerChrysler AG (Ordinary) x x x x x x x
Endesa x x x x nr x x x x x
Espanola Petroleos (CEPSA) x x x x na x x x x x x
Fomento Const y Contr (FCC) na na x x na x x x x x
Ford Motor CS p c c p p p p p c p c
Gamesa x x x x x x na na x
Gas Natural SDG SA x x x x na x na x x na x x
Holcim Ltd. (Registered) x x x x x x x x x x
Indra Sistemas SA (Ordinary) x x x na na x na nr x na na nr
KBC Groupe SA (BE Listing) x x x x nr x nr x na
Puma AG (DE Listing) na x x x x na na x x
Red Electrica De Espana x x x x nr x nr x x x nr nr
Repsol s c c c na s c s na c c
RWE AG (Ordinary) x x x x nr x x x x
Suncor Energy Inc na x x x na x na na x x x x
Telefonica c c c c nr c nr nr s s c c
Wartsila Corp Beff (Class B) x x x x x x x x nr
Weyerhaeuser Co. x x x x x x x x x x
STMicroelectronics (IT Listing) x x x x x x x x x
Roche (Certificate) na c c c c c c c c c

* x = reporting not specified, c = for the complete group, s = partial/for some units, nr = regarded as not relevant (by company), na = not available 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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The 11 items we have picked are unequally covered by the 26 ‘2002 IA’ reports we have 

sampled. The range of the number of companies reporting on any one of these items goes 

from a minimum of three for EN18 (‘Energy consumption footprint …’) to a maximum of 

26 (covered by all reports) for EN5 (‘Total water use’). This shows, once again, that the 

Core Indicators are much better covered by company reports than the Additional 

Indicators – which is what one would expect. Nevertheless, we can say that companies 

need to step up their efforts to report on indicators that are not yet core, but have the 

potential to significantly enhance the value of a report from an investment perspective. 

One of these is EN18 (‘Energy consumption footprint …’). 

‘2002 CI’ reports 
The vast majority (236) of the 264 reports in our sample that refer to the G2 reporting 

framework are classified as ‘2002 CI’. These reports do not fully meet the five 

requirements of an ‘in accordance’ report (see p. 30), but they comprise a GRI Content 

Index. For this sub-group we have run through the same exercises as we did for the ‘2002 

IA’ reports. 

With respect to section-wise analysis it stands out that the indicator coverage rates for the 

‘2002 CI’ reports are lower (not only on average but also for each of the nine sections 

considered) than for the ‘2002 IA’ reports. They range from 24.7% for ‘Product 

Responsibility’ (‘2002 IA’: 39.4%) to 73.9% for ‘Vision and Strategy’ (‘2002 IA’: 95.8%, 

which is not yet the top margin). 

Based on this finding we think it is fair to say, not only that the ‘2002 CI’ reports do not 

meet all five criteria to be classified as ‘in accordance’ with G2, but also that they lag 

behind in terms of the number of indicators provided in all the areas we have looked at. 

   CI analysis: Comparison between ‘2002 CI’ & ‘2002 IA’ reports  
– reported indicators per section 
(according to Content Indices)  
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  * MS: Management Systems Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com
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In general this picture is confirmed when looking at the split between Core Indicators and 

Additional Indicators as well. For four out of five performance indicator groups the 

coverage ratios are significantly smaller for the ‘2002 CI’ reports than for the ‘2002 IA’ 

ones (please compare the diagram below with the one on p. 39). The only exception is 

‘Labour practices and decent work’. For this indicator group the ‘2002 CI’ reports deliver 

a coverage ratio of 47.9% for the Core Indicators, which is not significantly different from 

the 47.6% provided by the ‘2002 IA’ reports. The coverage ratio for the Additional 

Indicators is even higher (20.4% vs 13.9%) – albeit on a comparably low level for both 

types of reports. 

   CI analysis: ‘2002 CI’ reports – split between Core- and Additional Indicators 
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    Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

G3 reports 
Out of the 299 reports considered, 33 refer to the G3 reporting framework (including the 

respective performance indicator format). The new G3 reporting standards were launched 

in October 2006. Seventeen companies had released G3 reports by 31 March 2007, with 

nine reporting according to level A+, three to B+, four to B and one to level C. Sixteen 

companies delivered draft versions under G3. The reports of BHP Billiton Group and BHP 

Billiton Ltd (G3 draft) on the one hand and Rio Tinto Ltd and Rio Tinto (G3 level A+) on 

the other hand are counted as one report respectively going forward. A description of the 

G3 application levels can be found on p. 14 of this note. 

Only exception is ‘Labour 

practices and decent work’ 

33 reports refer to the G3 

framework 
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Companies reporting ‘in accordance’ with G3 
Company DJ Sector (level 3) Size decile G3 adherence Report type Publication Date
G3 - application level A
ANZ Banking Group Ltd Banks 2 G3 - A+ GRI Checked 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 02 Jan 07
Banco Sabadell Banks 8 G3 - A+ GRI Checked 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 30 Mar 07
CLP Holdings Ltd. (HK Listing) Electric Utilities 4 G3 - A+ GRI Checked 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 14 Mar 07
National Australia Bank Ltd. (AU Listing) Banks 1 G3 - A+ GRI Checked 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 10 Dec 06
Iberdrola SA Electric Utilities 1 G3 - A+ Third Party Checked 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 22 Mar 07
ABN Amro Holding (NL Listing) Banks 1 G3 - A+ Self Declared 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 30 Mar 07
Westpac Banking Corp. (AU Listing) Banks 2 G3 - A+ Self Declared 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 11 Dec 06
Rio Tinto (Ordinary) Mining & Metals 1 G3 - A+ Self Declared (Web Index) 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 13 Mar 07

G3 - application level B
Norsk Hydro Mining & Metals 1 G3 - B+ GRI Checked Annual (with Sustainability Section) 19 Mar 07
Bristol-Myers Squibb Pharmaceuticals 2 G3 - B+ GRI Checked (Web Index) 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 20 Nov 06
Philips (Ordinary) Leisure Goods & Services 1 G3 - B+ Self Declared 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 16 Feb 07
ASML Holding (Ordinary) Semiconductors 4 G3 - B Self Declared Environment, Health & Safety 13 Mar 07
Irish Life & Permanent Plc Insurance 8 G3 - B Self Declared 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 05 Mar 07
Norske Skogindustrier ASA (Class A) Forest Products & Paper 6 G3 - B Self Declared 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 19 Mar 07
Hewlett Packard Co Technology Hardware & Equip. 1 G3 - B Self Declared (Web Index) 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 07 Mar 07

G3 - application level C
Bank Of Montreal Banks 3 G3 - C Self Declared 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 19 Feb 07

G3 - draft
AGL Energy Ltd. (Duplicate) Gas Utilities 7 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 03 Oct 06
Akzo Nobel Chemicals 2 G3 Draft 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 14 Mar 07
All Nippon Airways Co Ltd (JP Listing) Airlines 4 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 22 Jan 07
BHP Billiton Ltd. (Ordinary) Mining & Metals 1 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 24 Sep 06
CIBC Cdn Imp Bk Commerce Banks 3 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 15 Dec 06
Foster's Group Limited (AU Listing) Beverage 7 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 21 Sep 06
Henkel (Nv Pref) Household Products 5 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 22 Mar 07
Liberty Intl Plc Real Estate 8 G3 Draft 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 20 Mar 07
Lihir Gold Ltd (Ordinary) Mining & Metals 3 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 24 Oct 06
McDonald's Corp Leisure Goods & Services 1 G3 Draft 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 14 Aug 06
Nikko Cordial Corp. (JP Listing) Securities Brokers 5 G3 Draft 'Corporate Responsibility' (EHS/Community/Social) 28 Aug 06
Stockland Trust Group (AU Listing) Real Estate 4 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 05 Sep 06
Teck Cominco (Class B) Mining & Metals 4 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 06 Dec 06

Transurban Group Industrial Transportation 7 G3 Draft 'Sustainable' (Environment/Social/Economic) 15 Nov 06

UBS AG (CH Listing) Banks 1 G3 Draft Annual (with Corporate Responsibility Section) 20 Mar 07

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

The first-ever G3 report was released by McDonald’s on 14 August 2006 – only in draft 

format, of course, since the official launch of G3 was not until two months later. The first 

official, non-draft G3 report was published on 20 November 2006 by US pharmaceutical 

company Bristol-Myers Squibb. The report was classified as meeting level B 

requirements and was endorsed externally. Most G3 reports come from the Banks sector 

(total of eight, of which five are A+), followed by Mining & Metals with five G3 reports (of 

which only one is A+). However, we believe it is too early to draw any conclusions from 

this observation, as G3 reporting is still in its infancy. 

Coverage of G3 Performance Indicators 

The chart below gives an indication of the average coverage of performance indicators by 

category. It shows the percentage of reported G3 Core- and Additional Indicators by 

indicator group. Once again, there are wide differences between coverage ratios of 

indicators by category, from 33.0% for ‘Product Responsibility’ to 83.3% for ‘Strategy & 

Analysis’. There are two things that that stand out straight away compared with G2 

reporting. First, the average level of coverage ratios is significantly lower than that for the 

‘2002 IA’ reports, but higher than for the ‘2002 CI’ reports. Once again, it has to be noted 

that, on the one hand, G3 reporting is still at an early stage.  

On the other hand, the ‘early birds’ of G3 reporting tend in general to be at the cutting 

edge of ESG disclosure, which partly explains its ‘in-between’ position. Second, the 

ranking of categories according to their indicator coverage ratios is quite similar – i.e. G2 

and G3 reports do not differ significantly with regard to those areas that are well covered 

by the reports (e.g. ‘Labour practices and decent work’) and those that are not well 

covered (e.g. ‘Product Responsibility’). This high correlation shows that the transition 

Most G3 reports come from the 

Banks sector 

Coverage ratios range from 

33.0% for ‘Product 

Responsibility’ to 83.3% for 

‘Strategy & Analysis’. 
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from G2 to G3 has not yet led to noteworthy shifts in the contextual focus of reported 

indicators. 

  CI analysis: G3 reports – reported indicators by category 
(percentage of reported indicators by category according to Content Indices – 
average of all G3 reports) 
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   Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

‘No material change’ is equally true of the differences between Core Indicators and 

Additional Indicators – at least at first sight. The gaps between the coverage ratios for 

these two groups in the G3 reports continue to be significant, and the cross-sectional 

pattern looks quite similar. However, there are also some striking differences: With 

respect to the Environmental Performance Indicators, for example, the G2 reports 

displayed a drop in the coverage ratio from 62.1% to 19.1% as they moved from ‘Core’ 

to ‘Additional’ – a gap of 43.0 percentage points. For the G3 reports, on the other hand, 

the gap is much smaller at just 22.4 percentage points. The perception of a better balance 

of coverage, however, results largely from deleting redundant Additional Indicators (from 

19 in G2 to 14 in G3) within the change-over process. The guidelines, so to speak, have 

adjusted to the realities of reporting. 

Guidelines have adjusted, so to 

speak, to the realities of 

reporting 
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  CI analysis: G3 reports – split between Core- and Additional Indicators 
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    Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

Before we take a look at the individual companies and their propensities to report on 

individual indicators, we move to the group of Sector Supplement Indicators that are 

covered by the G3 reports in our sample. This time we need to take into account the 

Sector Supplements for Financial Services and for Mining & Metals. The results are much 

more representative than those for the group of ‘2002 IA’ reports, for which we had only 

one or two, maximum three companies per sub-group. For the G3 reports we have five 

companies for Mining & Metals and 11 for Financials (8 Banks, 1 Insurance, 1 Real 

Estate, and 1 Securities Broker). Liberty International’s report does not contain a GRI 

Content Index and is thus not included in our analysis. 

With regard to the Financials sector the results look much better than before. It should be 

borne in mind that no single environmental Sector Supplement Indicator (zero coverage) 

was reported for the ‘2002 IA’ reports. Now, i.e. for the G3 reports, almost half of the 

required indicators have been counted as reported. This matches the coverage ratio we 

found for the Core Indicators of the G3 Guidelines, which is perfectly consistent with the 

GRI’s demand to treat Sector Supplement Indicators on an equal footing with the 

guideline’s Core Indicators. The comparison with the ‘2002 IA’ group of reports, however, 

suffers from the lack of its representativeness (only 2 reports available here, see p. 40). 

The coverage ratio for Social Performance Indicators too has increased; however, the 

jump from 35% for the ‘2002 IA’ reports to 47.6% for the G3 reports has to be 

interpreted with the same degree of caution because of the aforementioned problem of 

sample size. That 47.6% is close to the level that we found for the guideline’s Core 

Indicators – once again signalling that companies take the guidance of the GRI seriously 

and put Sector Supplement Indicators on an equal footing with the Core Indicators. 

Anything else would be astonishing, since the Sector Supplement has been developed in 

close cooperation and partnership with the industry itself. 

Mining & Metals seems to lag behind the Financial Services industry to some degree – 

although the small number of G3 reports in this sector puts some limits on the 

interpretation of the average coverage ratios shown in the chart below. 

Financials: Almost half of the 

required Environmental 

Indicators have been counted 

as reported 

The coverage ratio for Social 

Performance Indicators has 

also increased 

Mining & Metals seems to lag 

behind to some degree 
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  CI analysis: G3 reports – Sector Supplement Indicators 
(percentage of reported indicators per section according to CIs –  
average per sub-group of G3 reports)* 
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  * in parentheses: number of companies within respective sub-group  
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports, CorporateRegister.com

The percentage of Sector Supplement Indicators for the Mining & Metals industry ranges 

from 28% (Environmental PIs) to 37.1% (Social PIs). It would certainly be premature to 

conclude from this that companies’ commitment to deliver on what has been agreed with 

their participation is not strong enough. The sample of five companies is simply too small, 

although two of the biggest players (Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton) are included. 

The following table summarises our section-wise findings once again, complemented by a 

look at the reporting rates at individual company level. 

Indicator coverage ranges from 

28% (Environmental PIs) to 

37.1% (Social PIs) 
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G3 reporting – reported indicators by category 
(according to Content Indices)* 
Company
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Total number of indicators 2 10 13 17 9 30 14 9 8 9 13 30 2 5 7
maximum number of reported indicators 2 10 13 17 9 24 14 9 8 9 13 29 2 4 7
average number or reported indicators 1.7 7.8 9.3 13.1 5.1 14.5 8.5 3.7 4.5 3.0 6.1 14.3 0.6 1.4 2.6

G3 - application level A
ANZ Banking Group Ltd 2 10 13 17 8 14 14 8 6 5 10 22
Banco Sabadell 2 10 10 17 7 19 14 9 4 7 13 26
CLP Holdings Ltd. (HK Listing) 2 10 12 17 7 22 9 2 6 2
National Australia Bank Ltd. (AU Listing) 2 10 13 16 5 15 11 3 6 3 7 25
Iberdrola SA 2 10 13 17 9 24 14 6 8 9
ABN Amro Holding (NL Listing) 2 10 13 17 9 13 12 7 7 6 13 26
Westpac Banking Corp. (AU Listing) 2 10 13 17 8 17 14 8 8 9 13 29
Rio Tinto (Ordinary) 2 10 13 17 6 17 9 6 6 2 2 4 7
G3 - application level B
Norsk Hydro 2 10 13 16 7 20 11 9 6 7 0 0 0
Bristol-Myers Squibb 2 10 13 17 5 12 5 2 2 1
Philips (Ordinary) 0 0 0 0 3 10 3 6 5 1
ASML Holding (Ordinary) 2 9 12 17 6 12 8 5 6 4
Irish Life & Permanent Plc 2 10 13 17 5 9 11 2 6 5 0 0
Norske Skogindustrier ASA (Class A) 2 10 13 16 5 13 6 1 2 0
Hewlett Packard Co 2 10 13 17 5 18 8 6 5 1
G3 - application level C
Bank Of Montreal 2 10 11 16 1 6 5 3 3 0 0 0
G3 - draft
AGL Energy Ltd. (Duplicate) 0 0 0 0 6 19 9 1 3 0
Akzo Nobel 0 0 0 0 4 6 2 1 6 1
All Nippon Airways Co Ltd (JP Listing) 1 8 5 6 1 18 6 0 1 1
BHP Billiton Ltd. (Ordinary) 1 0 1 0 0 16 2 7 1 0 0 0 0
CIBC Cdn Imp Bk Commerce 2 10 11 17 5 12 7 2 5 3 5 16
Foster's Group Limited (AU Listing) 0 0 0 0 5 13 11 4 5 6
Henkel (Nv Pref) 2 10 10 17 6 20 10 3 2 3
Lihir Gold Ltd (Ordinary) 2 7 7 11 6 14 9 0 2 0 0 0 0
McDonald's Corp 2 8 13 17 1 6 4 1 2 0
Nikko Cordial Corp. (JP Listing) 2 7 10 16 3 10 9 2 4 3 0 0
Stockland Trust Group (AU Listing) 2 10 10 17 2 21 7 0 4 3 0 0
Teck Cominco (Class B) 2 6 10 15 8 13 8 6 7 1 1 3 6
Transurban Group 2 8 6 15 4 18 9 1 4 6
UBS AG (CH Listing) 2 10 9 11 5 8 7 1 2 0 6 13

* Includes all items on which companies declare that they report in their CIs, regardless of whether they claim to report completely, partly or to an unspecified degree. 
(Bold number: maximum of reported indicators – only highlighted in PI section) 

 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports and/or websites, CorporateRegister.com 

Of course, a lot could be said about each individual CI, its compliance with the GRI 

Guidelines, its readability, its usability and so forth. However, as noted above already, this 

is beyond the scope of this study. A few key observations, though, follow. Before doing 

so, we would like to point out that the indicator count shown in the table above reveals 

that companies like Iberdrola, the Spanish electrical utility, and WestPac Banking, the 

Australian bank, have delivered remarkably high numbers of GRI Indicators in their 

reports (at least, this is what they claim in their CIs). Comments are given in alphabetical 

order. 

 

Companies like Iberdrola, and 

WestPac, have delivered 

remarkably high numbers of 

GRI Indicators 
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 AGL Energy’s CR report was released in October 2006 under the company’s former 

name (‘The Australian Gaslight Company’), shortly before it was restructured and 

renamed that month. According to the company, the report was prepared ‘in accordance’ 

with the GRI G3 draft guidelines. The CI provided by the company thus has a preliminary 

structure as well. Moreover, it refers only to the GRI Performance Indicators (starting 

with ‘Economic Indicators’), leaving out sections one to four (‘Strategy and Analysis’, 

‘Organisational Profile’ etc.). 

 Akzo Nobel: A CI is included at the end of the CR report, but no hint is given on the 

contents page of the report that it can be found there. It comprises only references to the 

Performance Indicators and distinguishes between ‘not applicable’, ‘annual report’ 

(sometimes with page reference), ‘[CR] report’ (always with page references), ‘website’, 

‘internally available’ and ‘not addressed’. Many items are claimed to be ‘internally 

available’ but are not reported. 

 ANZ Banking Group: With regard to the scope of the report, there is a general hint in the 

CI that the report covers operations in Australia and New Zealand only, which is 90% of 

the company’s 2006 profits. The CI is included in the online version of the report and at 

the end of the pdf document, but it is not referred to on the contents page of the report. 

The CI itself, which is 29 pages long, is very detailed, with a quick reference at the 

beginning, page references and comments – sometimes even providing the numerical 

data themselves. 

 Bank of Montreal’s CI is very short – fitting on one page – and is structured according to 

G3. It gives page references with respect to the CR report and/or the annual report, but 

sometimes it just refers nebulously to ‘various’. 

 BHP Billiton: The company’s CR report is very comprehensive. Altogether it comprises 

512 pages and it gives the impression that the various pages on the company’s website 

were simply merged into a single printed report. There is no explicit G3 Content Index 

included. However, GRI indicator references are given within the section ‘UN Global 

Compact Navigator’. The ‘Navigator’ has a structure that is different from that postulated 

by the GRI. Furthermore, it contains not page reference, but ‘links’ to entire report 

sections, which makes it rather difficult to find the respective items. The GRI references 

within the ‘Navigator’ focus almost exclusively on the Performance Indicators, mostly on 

‘Human Rights’ and ‘Environment’. 

 CLP Holdings: CLP publishes both printed and web versions of its report. We were not 

able to find a CI for the printed version. The web report, however, contains a web-based 

CI (4 printed pages plus 1 page of comments). It has a company-specific structure rather 

than the default GRI structure. GRI references, however, are included along with links to 

the respective sections of the web report. But, as it is a web index, there are no page 

references. 

 Irish Life & Permanent: Irish Life’s CI is a component of the printed report and is easy to 

find. However, it is only a small table that gives the source where the GRI Indicators can 

be found (CR report, annual report, Web, ‘not reported’ or ‘not available’) but no page 

references. A separate Web CI is much more detailed and structured according to G3, but 

there is no hint in the printed CR report itself that it is available. 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 52 

 

WestLB 

 Within Liberty International’s CR report there is no G3 Content Index to be found. 

Instead, the company has included a section ‘performance indicators’ that follows its own 

order (close to the preliminary structure of G3) and includes references to some GRI 

Performance Indicators. For these, the company quite often directly provides concrete 

figures and, in some cases, page references as well. 

 Lihir Gold’s CR report includes a CI. However, this one-pager, which seems to be 

structured according to the preliminary G3 version, does not name the indicators (nor 

does it give any description of them). It does no more than include the GRI tags, give the 

respective page references, and distinguish between ‘have met’, ‘not met’ and ‘not 

applicable’. 

 National Australia Bank (NAB): NAB’s CI consists of 3 pages plus 1 page with 

comments. It is detailed and clear, and gives reference to the GRI Indicators. However, it 

follows its own sequence. Besides giving page references, the CI distinguishes between 

full and partial compliance with indicators. 

 McDonald’s: The CI includes page references, but sometimes different indicators are 

combined (e.g. sections 4.1 to 4.17), and sometimes a multitude of page references is 

given for a single GRI Indicator (e.g. Stakeholder Engagement: pages 4-5, 12, 18, 28, 30-

37, 33-35, 40, 53, 66). Furthermore, it is sometimes not clear whether the published 

indicators actually match the indicators requested by the GRI. For example, LA 14 (‘Ratio 

of basic salary of men to women by employee category’) is linked to ‘breakdown of 

employees per category according to gender’. Moreover, many indicators are missing. 

 Philips’ CI is not easy to find on the company’s website. The 2-pager contains only the 

core indicators, with a description of each indicator and with page references to the 

printed report. It distinguishes between ‘not applicable’, ‘addressed’ and ‘not addressed’. 

 Rio Tinto publishes a web index. However, there is no hint at the CI given in the report 

itself. The web CI is easy to find on the website under ‘GRI checklist’. It is structured 

according to G3, with a description of each indicator, and contains links to information on 

the website. Besides, distinctions are made between ‘fully’ and ‘partially’ covered, and 

between aspects covered and those ‘not reported’. 

 Stockland Trust Group: Stockland’s CI is easy to find. The 2-pager in landscape format is 

clearly structured according to the preliminary G3 structure, with page references and 

distinction between ‘covered’, ‘partially covered’ and ‘future reports’. Sections 2 

(‘Organisational Profile’) and 4.1 to 4.17 (‘Governance’) make only general reference to 

the company’s annual report. 

 UBS publishes a separate web-based CI that is easy to find. Within the printed CR report 

itself, however, there is just a small hint at the CI hidden in the text; its existence is not 

even mentioned on the contents page. The web index contains links to sections but no 

page references for the printed CR report. It also includes references to some Sector 

Supplement Indicators. 
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G3 reporting – analysis of GRI Content Indices (overview) 
Company CI index CI reference number structure references reporting comments number of indicators

in report/web index in content of pages acc. to to… complied… C A SS
G3 - application level A
ANZ Banking Group Ltd added to online version of report no 29 G3 p* + l no info detailed 31 16 32
Banco Sabadell in report yes 6 G3 p* no info footnotes 33 20 39
CLP Holdings Ltd. (HK Listing) web index no '5' own wc no info 32 9 0
National Australia Bank Ltd. (AU in report yes 4 own c + p* full/partial detailed 26 10 32
Iberdrola SA in report yes 7 G3 p no info footnotes 39 20 0
ABN Amro Holding (NL Listing) in report yes 5 G3 p + os no info none 34 11 39
Westpac Banking Corp. (AU Listing) in report ('KPI index') yes** 3 G3 p + os no info none 35 21 42
Rio Tinto (Ordinary) web index only on web '10' G3 wc + l full/partial some 32 1 13
G3 - application level B
Norsk Hydro in report yes 3 G3 p + os full/partial short ones 14 18 0
Bristol-Myers Squibb web index only on web '1' G3 wc + l no info none 16 6 0
Philips (Ordinary) pdf on web (difficult to find) no 2 G3 p no info none 24 1 0
ASML Holding (Ordinary) in report yes 2 G3 c + os no info none 34 1 0
Irish Life & Permanent Plc table in report + pdf on web yes 1 / 12 G3 p* no info detailed+links 22 10 0
Norske Skogindustrier ASA (Class A) in report yes 5 G3 P* no info none 22 0 0
Hewlett Packard Co web index no '1' G3 wc + l full/partial none 16 8 0
G3 - application level C
Bank Of Montreal in report ('reporting guide') yes** 1 G3 p* no info none 14 3 0
G3 - draft
AGL Energy Ltd. (Duplicate) in report yes 1 prel G3 p no info none 16 5 0
Akzo Nobel attached to report no 3 G3 p* no info none 15 1 0
All Nippon Airways Co Ltd (JP Listing) in report yes 1 G3 p no info none 14 12 0
BHP Billiton Ltd. (Ordinary) 'UN Global Compact Navigator'* yes** (7) GC c no info none 16 10 0
CIBC Cdn Imp Bk Commerce in report yes 1 own c no info none 21 8 21
Foster's Group Limited (AU Listing) in report yes 2 prel G3 c + p no info none 27 11 0
Henkel (Nv Pref) web index hint '1' G3 p* + wc + l no info none 26 12 0
Liberty Intl Plc 'Performance indicators'* no (2) 2002? (p) no info figures 2 1 0
Lihir Gold Ltd (Ordinary) in report yes 1 prel G3? p no info none 14 11 0
McDonald's Corp in report hint 1 prel G3 p no info none 8 5 0
Nikko Cordial Corp. (JP Listing) in report yes 2 prel G3 p no info none 20 8 0
Stockland Trust Group (AU Listing) in report yes 2 prel G3 p + os full/partial none 7 2 0
Teck Cominco (Class B) in report yes 4 prel G3 p no info none 26 8 10
Transurban Group in report yes 4 prel G3 p + os full/partial some + links 18 12 0
UBS AG (CH Listing) web index no*** '1' G3 wc + l no info none 11 7 19

p: pages (in CSR report)
CI index in report/web index: gives location of the CI; sometimes it is under a different name (in which case the name is mentioned in brackets) or it is not a CI 
according to GRI (e.g. BHP Billiton); CI reference in contents: yes: the CI is included in the CR report’s table of contents; yes**: it is included in the table of contents 
but is not named as a ‘GRI index’; hint: it is not included in the table of contents, but there is a hint on the contents page; no: it is not included in the CR report’s table 
of contents; no***: it is not included on contents page but there is a hint elsewhere in the text; number of pages: gives the number of the pages of the CI; figures in 

quotation marks give the numbers of different web pages; structure acc to: shows the structure of the CI: whether according to G3 or to the preliminary version of the 
G3 standards (Liberty Intl: looks as though it refers to the 2002 reporting standards, but this is not clear); references to…: gives the kind of references made in the CI: 
p: page references (within CR report); p*: page references also for other sources; os: reference to other sources; c: references to chapters only; wc: reference to web 

chapters; l: links; reporting complied: some CIs differentiate between full and partial compliance with single indicators; ‘no info’: there is no such information; 
comments: some CIs give detailed comments on single indicators, figures, links, short footnotes (fn), or verification (verif.), some have no comments at all; number of 
indicators the company reported on according to GRI definition: Core (C), Additional (A), Sector Supplement (SS) 

 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports and/or websites, CorporateRegister.com 

A look at a set of pre-selected individual indicators 

So far we have looked only at the extent to which the indicators required by the G3 

Guidelines are actually covered section by section within company reports, according to 

what they declare in their CIs. Below we once again give an account of what we have 

found with respect to a small set of selected single indicators and their appearances in 

reports. The 11 items we have picked are covered to quite different extents by the 31 G3 

reports we sampled (as mentioned before, of the 33 G3 reports published, two are 

redundant, see p. 45). 

The number of companies 

reporting on any one item 

ranges from a minimum of 

three to a maximum of 29 
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G3 reporting – a look at a set of pre-selected indicators 
(according to Content Indices) 
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GRI reference EC2 EN3 EN8 EN16 EN21 EN27 LA7 LA10 LA14 SO2 (PR2)
Number of companies reporting* 22 29 24 28 12 7 26 19 13 21 3

G3 - application level A
ANZ Banking Group Ltd x x x x na nr x x x x na
Banco Sabadell x x x x x nr x x x x nr
CLP Holdings Ltd. (HK Listing) x x x x x x x x x
National Australia Bank Ltd. (AU Listing) s c c c na nr c c c c na
Iberdrola SA x x x x x x x x x x x
ABN Amro Holding (NL Listing) x x x x x nr x x x x nr
Westpac Banking Corp. (AU Listing) x x na x na na x x x x x
Rio Tinto (Ordinary) s c c c c c c s s c
G3 - application level B
Norsk Hydro c c s s s na s nr s s x
Bristol-Myers Squibb x x x x x x
Philips (Ordinary) c c c c na nr c na na c
ASML Holding (Ordinary) x x x x x x x x x
Irish Life & Permanent Plc na x nr x nr nr x x x x
Norske Skogindustrier ASA (Class A) x x x x x na x x na na
Hewlett Packard Co na c s c na c s c na na
G3 - application level C
Bank Of Montreal x x x x
G3 - draft
AGL Energy Ltd. (Duplicate) x x x x x s na
Akzo Nobel x int x x na na x na na x
All Nippon Airways Co Ltd (JP Listing) x x x x
BHP Billiton Ltd. (Ordinary) x x x x x
CIBC Cdn Imp Bk Commerce x x x x x x x
Foster's Group Limited (AU Listing) x x x x x x x x
Henkel (Nv Pref) x x x x x x x
Lihir Gold Ltd (Ordinary) x x na na x nr x nr nr na nr
McDonald's Corp x x
Nikko Cordial Corp. (JP Listing) x x x x x x x
Stockland Trust Group (AU Listing) ip s s s ip x x ip
Teck Cominco (Class B) x x na x na na x x x x na
Transurban Group c c s c na s c nr na c na
UBS AG (CH Listing) x x x x x

* x = not specified, c = for the complete group, s = partial/for some units, nr = regarded as not relevant (by company), na = not available 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports and/or websites, CorporateRegister.com 

The range of the number of companies reporting on any one of these items goes from a 

minimum of three for PR2 (‘Total number of incidents of non-compliance … concerning 

health and safety impacts of products and services’) to a maximum of 29 for EN3 (‘Direct 

energy consumption by primary energy source’), the latter being closely followed by EN16 

(‘Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight’) with 28 companies reporting.  

This shows once again that the Core Indicators are much better covered by the company 

reports than the Additional Indicators – which is what one might expect. Nevertheless, we 

can say that companies need to step up their efforts to report on indicators that are not 

yet core, but have the potential to significantly enhance the value of their reports from an 

investment perspective. 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 55 

 

WestLB 

Wrapping up: What constitutes a ‘good’ CI? 

Having taken a detailed look at 57 GRI Content Indices (26 according to G2 and 31 

according to G3), we would like to wrap up this section by giving a not fully objective 

view of how a GRI CI should be designed to be most useful to readers. 

 We would like companies to refer to the GRI Content Index on the main contents page of 

the printed report. Any printed GRI report should include a printed CI containing all kinds 

of ‘non-dynamic’ references as of the date the report is published. Where a web-based CI 

is available, the contents page of a printed GRI report should provide the link to it. 

 CIs should be structured in full accordance with the GRI Guidelines, i.e. using the same 

order as in the guidelines and the GRI reference codes of the indicators – preferably 

designed as a concise table. Among the examples of what we would call ‘best practice’ 

are the CIs of FCC Holcim and Norsk Hydro. 

 CIs should not simply display the GRI indicator tags with the respective page references 

(this is simply too cryptic). They should also include the original GRI indicator descriptors 

in order to facilitate the mapping of indicators. This also helps to identify mismatches. 

 Although it might be possible to shrink the complete CI onto one page, a length of 2 to 5 

pages (depending on the number of indicators reported) seems more appropriate. CIs 

that take up too little space lose rather than gain clarity. Of course, the same also applies 

where a CI is comprised of too many pages. (Puma’s is an example of a CI that is very 

compact but still very informative. On the other hand, Royal Dutch-Shell’s 46-page-long 

CI is clearly not an example of best practice in this respect.) 

 To help readers find GRI Indicators as quickly as possible, CIs should include page 

references – preferably, not only to the information given within the CR report itself but 

also with respect to other sources of information (e.g. the company’s annual report, or 

external sources). We would consider Irish Life & Permanent and Bank of Montreal to be 

among the best examples of good practice in this respect. We find it difficult to work with 

references to large sections or even to whole chapters (this type of reference should be 

given as supplementary information only). Of course, the inclusion of hyperlinks within 

the pdf version of a report is very convenient for users (see Royal Dutch-Shell, for 

example). Web-based CIs should include hyperlinks in any case to fully exploit the 

potential of web-based information disclosure. Web-based CIs should also give references 

to the relevant pages of the most recently published printed report (see Henkel’s web-

based CI, for example). One positive effect of this, among others, is to make it easier to 

track data revisions or other ‘dynamics’ in a company’s reporting behaviour, which is 

important in evaluating a company’s performance over time. 

 A CI should also indicate precisely the scope of each indicator reported (i.e. not just 

differentiating between ‘partly’ and ‘fully’), and whether or not it is independently 

verified. An example of best practice here is BBVA, the large-cap Spanish bank. It should 

also be obligatory to explain why an indicator is not reported, preferably in the table 

alongside the relevant indicator. Comments should not be limited to ‘not relevant’, 

whenever the question of relevance is not completely obvious to all main addressees of a 

report. 

 

A brief résumé 

Necessity of a printed,  

‘non-dynamic’ CI 

Using the same order,  

and the same codes 

Too lengthy CIs should be 

avoided 

References to larger  

sections or chapters  

should be avoided 

Scope of each indicator  

should be precisely defined 
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This concludes the second part of our note – the analysis of the GRI Content Indices. We 

now move on to the third and last part of our analysis, in which we go into much more 

detail in that we do not take the information in the CIs at face value. Instead, we go into 

the individual company reports and try to identify the performance indicators as defined 

by the GRI Guidelines, collecting the relevant data points from the tables and diagrams 

provided. 

 

Moving on to part three 
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(Trying) to ‘separate the wheat 
from the chaff’ 

How GRI Performance Indicators are actually reported, 
and how they can be used 
‘The information reported should remain consistent and be compiled and presented in a 

manner that enables stakeholders expected to use the report to analyse changes in the 

organisation’s performance over time as well as seek to enable stakeholders to analyse 

performance relative to other organisations.’ (GRI’s comparability definition) 

So far we have done no more than report how well companies cover the indicators 

required by the GRI according to what they themselves have declared in the Content 

Indices (CIs) of their reports. The third and last part of our analysis is to make the ‘final’ 

and – in our view – necessary step of checking whether the information that is promised 

in the CIs is actually available within the individual company reports in a format that can 

be used to benchmark the company against its peers. 

We have had to restrict ourselves in several respects to make this job feasible within a 

reasonably short period. Firstly, we have looked just at two sectors on a global basis: 

Food and Autos. No G3 reports had been published for either sector by our cut-off date. 

Therefore, all the reports we have looked at for these sectors are based on G1- or G2 

Guidelines, with various levels of application. 

In both cases we have not just used the most recent GRI report available for each 

company reporting; we have also gone back along the timeline to include the full history 

of GRI reports available for each company. This allows us to make full use of the 

information available and to assess the comparability and consistency of the data, both 

cross-sectionally and across time. 

Of course, we did not want to miss the opportunity to look at the first G3 reports 

published by the cut-off date of our analysis. To ensure feasibility we have once again 

limited ourselves to a meaningful subset of the 31 reports that make up our sample (see 

table on p. 46). We have thus decided to take a look at all available G3 level A reports 

within the Banks sector. Reports from banks dominate the A level report segment, with 

five out of a total of eight reports. 

Secondly, we have limited ourselves with respect to the GRI Indicators (G2 and G3 

respectively) that we have looked at. We have covered 38 (=39%) of the 97 G2 Indicators 

available within this part of our analysis. Of these 38 indicators, 21 belong to the group of 

50 indicators declared to be ‘core’ by the GRI (42% coverage). The remaining 17 are 

classified as ‘Additional Indicators’ (36% coverage). The coverage ratios of G3 Indicators 

are significantly higher (overall coverage of 59.5%) for two reasons: Firstly, the GRI has 

reduced the total number of indicators in the process of moving from G2 to G3; and 

secondly an increase in the number of indicators we considered to be most ‘useful’ within 

the context of our analysis. This brings us back to the question of how we actually 

selected the indicators that we took into consideration in this part of our analysis. Before 

we answer this question, the following table summarises the results of our selection 

procedure. 

Benchmarking a company 

against its peers 

Looking at two sectors on a 

global basis: Food and Autos 

We looked at all G3 level A 

reports within the Banks sector   

Selection of indicators we 

analysed   
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Pre-selection of GRI Performance Indicators that we look at 
in part three of our analysis 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/10 0/3 1/13

Environmental Performance Indicators  14/16 10/19 24/35

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/11 0/6 6/17

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/7 1/7 1/14

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 1/4 1/7

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/3 5/8 5/11

Total 21/50 17/47 38/97

G3       

Economic Performance Indicators  1/7 0/2 1/9

Environmental Performance Indicators  15/17 7/13 22/30

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 7/9 2/5 9/14

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 3/6 2/3 5/9

Social Performance Indicators: Society 3/6 2/2 5/8

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 1/4 4/5 5/9

Total 30/49 17/30 47/79

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

What are the criteria we have applied in selecting indicators? First, it needs to be said 

that our choice is not fully ‘objective’. Rather, it is guided by the ideas expressed, and by 

the background given at the beginning of this note. As we have said, one of the main 

problems of CR/sustainability reporting is that it is still difficult (if not impossible) to draw 

the link between (perceived) quality of a report and the actual performance of a company. 

Delivering information on attitudes, policies, processes, and examples of good practice 

can and should be seen as a necessary condition for a good CR report, but it is certainly 

not a sufficient one (particularly from the financial market’s perspective). This is why we 

have decided to look only at those indicators that are quantifiable, and that allow to 

measure the sustainability performance of a company against its peers over time. It is this 

kind of transparency that is needed to make the market more efficient and to help 

investors to ‘separate the wheat from the chaff’. 

A complete list of the 38 G2 and the 47 G3 Indicators we have looked at (including brief 

descriptions) can be found in the Appendix to this document (see p. 150, pdf version 

only). As shown in the table above, we have abstained from taking into account the 

disclosure item groups ‘Vision and Strategy’, ‘Profile’, and ‘Governance Structure and 

Management Systems’. I.e., we have concentrated on performance indicators with its six 

sub-groups. However, the first of these sub-groups, ‘Economic Performance Indicators’, 

is represented by only one indicator (EC1). This is because we are mainly interested in 

state of the art of reporting on ESG indicators, which excludes the economic/financial 

pillar of sustainability. On top of the indicators outlined in the GRI Guidelines, we also 

take into account the so-called Sector Supplement Indicators if available. Our sample of 

companies (or better reports) has made it necessary to incorporate the sector 

supplements for Financial Services and Automotive (both available as pilot versions; for a 

sector supplement overview see p. 39). The GRI considers Sector Supplement Indicators 

to have the same status as Core Indicators. 

Last not least, we have to point out that in collecting indicators from companies’ reports 

we have taken into account only those data points that have been presented in tables or 

diagrams (and then only those with numerical readings). Numbers camouflaged within 

the text are not considered. 

Searching for benchmark-able, 

comparable data   

Helping investors to ‘separate 

the wheat from the chaff’    

38 G2 and 47 G3 Indicators    

Tables and diagrams only    
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From G2- to G3 Performance Indicators 

Before we go into the analysis of the GRI reports themselves, we take a brief look at the 

changes from G2 to G3. We have already described the purpose and the evolution of the 

change process in general (see p. 12). So we focus here on the main changes and points 

of interest with respect to the performance indicators. The GRI distinguishes between two 

groups here: 

 Changes in the nature of indicators toward greater comparability; 

 Changes to the indicator set as a whole. 

Regarding the first group, the GRI claims, firstly, that each indicator was worded so that it 

would elicit comparable information – which means that the reporting organisation can 

report changes in specific issues/results over time. Secondly, it points out that, in some 

cases, qualitative indicators have been changed to quantitative measures, and that in 

other cases they have been broken into binary sub-components. 

The second set of changes reflects GRI’s effort to incorporate a reasonable degree of 

harmonisation with definitions and terms used in existing international standards and 

with other tools. The performance indicators (PIs) are still categorised into six areas: 

Economic, Environmental, Human Rights, Labour, Product Responsibility, and Society. 

The main changes for each of these groups comprise: 

 Economic PIs: The GRI has retained the concept of economic value added/wealth 

distribution, but has expanded the section’s coverage of indirect economic impacts. It 

specifically includes new indicators to highlight involvement in local markets, as well as 

indicators related to new issues such as climate change and pensions coverage. 

 Environmental PIs: Changes mostly comprise clarifications and refinements, and they 

aim to ensure feasibility of measurement. Biodiversity Indicators have been streamlined 

to reduce overlap and inconsistencies. 

 Social PIs – Labour Practices and Decent Work: New topics have been added on 

gender, pay ratios, and skills development. The GRI’s focus is on transferring the 

descriptive process indicators into comparable qualitative or quantitative disclosures. 

 Social PIs – Human Rights: The GRI claims a significant change in this section due to 

consolidations and a refocusing on the occurrence of incidents in order to get to 

comparable disclosures. 

 Social PIs – Product Responsibility and Society: The GRI has aimed to move further 

towards comparability by, for example, a limited amount of consolidation. One indicator 

on corruption has been added. 

In consideration of migration costs for those organisations that report using G2, and to 

encourage concise, targeted reports for new reporters, the overall number of indicators in 

G3 has been closely monitored. A limited number of new issues have been introduced in 

the areas of labour and economics, some indicators have been consolidated, some 

deleted, and other issues (e.g. gender) given greater prominence. 

Distinguishing between two 

groups of changes    

Eliciting comparable 

information 

Main changes for the six 

indicator categories    

Only a limited number of new 

issues have been introduced    
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Autos sector – ‘Changing gears’ 
Exposure to ESG issues 
The ESG exposure of the sector is clearly biased towards the ‘E’ issues. The sector is 

faced with a distinct set of sustainability risks and opportunities mainly related to the 

reduction of the environmental impacts of its products. The ability to develop and 

commercialize fuel economy technologies has become a key factor for securing the 

competitiveness of a company within the sector. 

While the differences in the companies’ fuel economy profiles have been highlighted by 

the recent spike in oil prices, the growing awareness of policy makers regarding the 

urgency of dealing with climate change implies that the pressure on auto manufacturers 

to ‘change gears’ will continue and deepen. With regard to the ‘S’ in ESG, the most 

material issue is the management of the globalization of the industry’s labour force 

(relocation of jobs, human rights issues). 

Climate change & rising oil prices 

Structurally rising oil prices and tightening carbon constraints are the two major future 

scenario determinants for the global auto industry. These conditions will require 

significant technological change, pushing alternative fuels and propulsion systems. The 

ability to develop new technologies and to commercialize them (Toyota’s hybrid cars are 

the best example) will be a key success factor for the big manufacturers going forward 

and it will finally ‘separate the wheat from the chaff’.   

Tapping emerging markets and the globalization of workforces 

In the last decade, the highest growth rate in new car registrations was seen in the 

emerging markets, particularly in China. And because of the still low car penetration rates 

in these countries, this is expected to continue for many years going forward. No doubt, 

the strong growth in emerging markets offers new business opportunities for the global 

manufacturers. However, it also presents companies with new challenges – e.g. ensuring 

the observance of human rights and establishing environmental and labour practices at 

new production sites that are consistent with those at the already existing plants. In order 

to continue benefiting from the growth opportunities in these countries it is also 

necessary to help in finding solutions for the acute local pollution and congestion 

problems in the mega-cities that have emerged and are expected to continue to grow (see 

our note ‘Mobility in a flat world’, June 2006). Furthermore, companies can be expected 

to be subject to stricter environmental monitoring going forward as China’s adoption of 

its first ‘green’ five-year plan implies. With regard to China’s violations of international 

labour standards, companies will be exposed to intensified media coverage in the run-up 

to the Olympic games in 2008. But even after the Beijing games the topic will continue to 

be a potential source of reputational damage, consumer disapproval, and possible future 

liability claims submitted to US courts. 

The multitude of ESG issues relevant to the Auto sector can seep through to financial 

performance via many channels, e.g. customer loyalty, employee motivation, and 

regulatory matters. Leaders in the Auto sector have been proactive in addressing ESG 

issues and anticipating consumer trends at the same time. 

ESG exposure of the sector is 

clearly biased towards the ‘E’ 

issues    

The ability to develop  

new technologies and to 

commercialize them will  

be a key success factor    

Emerging markets still offer 

growth opportunities, but also 

pose new challenges    

Industry leaders have been 

proactive in addressing the 

issues    
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The high vulnerability of the Auto sector vis-à-vis ESG issues is reflected in the sector’s 

good reporting record: Automobiles came in second place with a report rate of 72.7%, 

right after Chemicals with 78.0%, followed by Utilities with 67.1% and Basic Resources 

with 61.8% (see p. 28 for details). 

The Autos sector within the DX STOXX Global 1,800 index structure  
(sector level 1 to 4)* 
 

Consumer Cyclical

Automobiles
(44)

Cyclical 
Goods & Services

Auto
Manufacturers

(19)

Auto Parts & Tires
(25)

Auto Parts
(20)

Tires
(5)

Retail Media

Consumer Cyclical

Automobiles
(44)

Cyclical 
Goods & Services

Auto
Manufacturers

(19)

Auto Parts & Tires
(25)

Auto Parts
(20)

Tires
(5)

Retail Media

 
*number of industry group members in parentheses (as per 31 March 2007) Source WestLB Research, DJ STOXX, JCF 

Obviously, most companies in the Autos sector have understood that reporting on ESG 

issues is a necessary prerequisite for them to remain competitive within their sector. The 

protection of brand value has certainly become a major concern – at least for the big 

manufacturers. Within the Consumer Cyclicals sector, the Auto Manufacturers industry 

group delivered by far the highest report rate (89.5%): 17 out of 19 companies published 

reports with ESG content (only Porsche and Denway did not). That the vulnerability of 

brand value with respect to ESG factors becomes less significant moving down the value 

chain is reflected in the much lower report rate for the Auto Parts & Tires industry group, 

at least outside Europe: 40% did not deliver any kind of ESG report during our two-year 

observation period. Most of these were Japanese companies but there was also one each 

from the USA, Canada and Germany. All in all we looked for 63 GRI Performance 

Indicators within our analysis of the Autos sector. The following table gives an overview. 

Auto Manufacturers – GRI Performance Indicators that we looked for 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1 0 1

Environmental Performance Indicators  14 10 24
Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6 0 6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 1 1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 1 1
Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 5 5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 2 2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 2 2 4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 3 2 5
Social Performance Indicators: Society 3 1 4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 1 0 1

Sector Supplement Indicators 9 - 9

Total 39 24 63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Autos came in second place 

with a report rate of 72.7%    

Vulnerability of brand value 

with respect to ESG factors 

becomes less significant 

moving down the value chain    
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These 63 indicators are a mix of G2, ‘Additional’ G3 and Sector Supplement Indicators (a 

complete list of these indicators, with detailed definitions, can be found in the Appendix, 

pdf version only). ‘Additional’ G3 in this context means that we also took into 

consideration those indicators that are newly introduced under G3 (i.e. they are not 

included in G2). It is important to make this distinction here, since none of the reports in 

the industry were published ‘in accordance’ with G3 before the cut-off date of this study. 

What companies did we cover? We started with the group of 19 companies included in 

the DJ STOXX global industry of Auto Manufacturers (our benchmark). It turned out that 

seven of this group delivered GRI reports. We complemented our sample with the GRI 

reports published by Kia and Hyundai – both being members of the DJ Sector Titans 

Automobile Manufacturers. After our cut-off date and up to the end of July 2007, reports 

have been published by three more of the companies in our sample; two of them (by Ford 

and DaimlerChrysler) are ‘in accordance’ with G3 (classified A+). Fiat’s new report, on the 

other hand, still refers to the 2002 GRI Guidelines. 

One striking outcome of our screening for GRI reports is the absence of the two big 

French auto manufacturers, Renault and PSA, and of most of their Japanese peers, in 

particular Toyota. We find this quite remarkable, since all of them have been official 

members of the GRI Automotive Working Group that developed the sector supplement for 

the industry. Furthermore, in its annual financial reports of the years 2002-2004, Renault 

published sustainability sections that refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines and contain a GRI 

Content Index. In its latest report, the company refrained from making references to the 

GRI Guidelines. We have also observed French companies in other sectors pulling out of 

the GRI, giving us the impression of some kind of coordinated action. We do not want to 

speculate here about the possible reasons for this, since this is clearly beyond the scope 

of this work. 

The following table gives an overview. All of the 24 reports listed have been considered. 

Please note that we have taken into account not only the reports published within our 

two-year reference period, but the entire GRI reporting history until our cut-off date. The 

reports are listed and subsequently discussed in no particular order. 

We looked at the reports of  

‘7 + 2’ companies    

One striking outcome of our 

screening for GRI reports is the 

absence of Renault and PSA, 

and of most of the Japanese 

manufacturers    
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  Auto Manufacturers – GRI reports overview 
  

 

Volkswagen

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Dec-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 70 borderstep

Feb-2004 Sustainability 2002 Ref-only 120 -

Dec-2001 Sustainability 2002 Ref-only 122 KPMG

Ford

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA/CI (Web Index)* 10 -

Oct-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA/CI (Web Index) 50 -

Jul-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA 86 -

Jul-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA 74 -

General Motors

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Oct-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 203 -

Oct-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 173 -

Dec-2003 Sustainability 2002 IA 131 -

Feb-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 136 -

DaimlerChrysler

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA - GRI checked 71 Öko-Institut

Jul-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 82 Öko-Institut

BMW

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA (Web Index) 98 -

Fiat

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Apr-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 165 SGS Italia Srl

Jun-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 123 SGS Italia SpA

Mazda

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 96

Independent individual 
expert

Sep-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 93
Two independent individual 

experts

Hyundai

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 89 Deloitte Anjin LLC

Nov-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 89

Deloitte & Touche AS 
(Denmark)

Nov-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI 124
Deloitte & Touche AS 

(Denmark)

Kia

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jun-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 103
Korean Foundation for 

Quality

Jun-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 103 BSI Korea

Jul-2004 Environment & Social 2002 CI 75

Two independent individual 
experts

  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

Before we go into the individual companies’ reports we would like to briefly link Parts 2 

and 3 of our analysis. In Part 2 we looked at what companies themselves say that they 

report, according to the GRI Content Indices they have provided with their most recent 

reports. The scope of this analysis has not been restricted in any way – all GRI Indicators 

have been checked. Part 3 is different in that it looks at which indicators are actually 

available in a format that can be used to benchmark the company against its peers. This 

means that we have put up certain quality requirements with regard to how information is 

presented. Furthermore, we have limited ourselves to a subset of indicators that are 

quantifiable and comparable (i.e. benchmarkable). 
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In the following diagrams we contrast what companies say that they report, in terms of 

the subset of indicators mentioned above, with what they have actually delivered in terms 

of meeting our disclosure requirements. The delivery ratio spans from just 17.6% for 

DaimlerChrysler (DC) to 83.3% for Volkswagen (VW). The DC outlier can be explained by 

the fact that the company very often presents information on Core Performance Indicators 

without delivering numerical data (see p. 79 for details). 

The fact that overall numbers are significantly below 100 is certainly disappointing. We 

are not saying here that companies do not tell the truth in their Content Indices. We are 

sure that the information they refer to is included in the report in one way or another. We 

do claim, however, that it is not presented in a manner that appears appropriate to one of 

the main objectives of the GRI, which is to make sustainability reporting as comparable as 

financial reporting. So the right way to read the diagrams is as follows: DC, for example, 

declares that it reports on 17 of the 54 GRI Guideline Indicators that we look for. 

However, on only three of these 17 indicators does it report in a manner that makes it 

possible to quantitatively benchmark the company against its peers – a result that is 

certainly not satisfactory. At the other end of the spectrum is VW with a delivery ratio of 

83.3% – but is this a reason to cheer? Not quite. It has to be noted, for example, that the 

absolute number of indicators reported by the company is below average. This shows that 

delivery ratios should not be interpreted in isolation. 

Self-declared in CI vs actually delivered – number of 
performance indicators (GRI Guidelines only) 
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A special case is Fiat. It turns out that the Content Index published by the company can 

only be termed as incomplete. The company actually reports on GRI Core Indicators 

(meeting our quality requirements) without even claiming to do so in the Content Index. 

One example of this is ‘total amount of waste by type and destination’ (EN11). A second 

inspection of Fiat’s report leads us to conclude that the Content Index provided is not a 

true GRI Content Index, but a list of indicators that the company itself thinks are most 

material. As a result, the numbers for Fiat in the diagrams above are not truly comparable 

with those for the other companies. 

 

The delivery ratio spans from 

just 17.6% for DaimlerChrysler 

to 83.3% for Volkswagen     

Information is not presented in 

a manner that appears 

appropriate for making 

sustainability reporting as 

comparable as financial 

reporting     

Special case Fiat     
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Volkswagen – ‘Moving Generations’ 
The Volkswagen Group with its headquarters in Wolfsburg is one of the world’s leading 

automobile manufacturers and is the largest carmaker in Europe. In 2006 the group 

increased the number of vehicles delivered to customers to 5.734m (2005: 5.243m), 

corresponding to a 9.7% share of the world passenger car market. In Western Europe, 

the largest car market in the world, nearly one new car in every five (19.9%) comes from 

the Volkswagen Group. Group sales rose in 2006 to €104.9bn (2005: €95.3bn). Profit 

after tax in the 2006 financial year amounted to €2.75bn (2005: €1.12bn).  

The group is made up of eight brands from six European countries: Volkswagen, Audi, 

Bentley, Bugatti, Lamborghini, SEAT, Skoda and Volkswagen Commercial Vehicles. Each 

brand operates as an independent entity. The product range extends from low-

consumption small cars to luxury-class vehicles. In the commercial vehicle sector, the 

product offering spans pick-ups, buses and heavy trucks. The group operates 44 

production plants in 12 European countries and six countries in the Americas, Asia and 

Africa. Volkswagen Group sells its vehicles in more than 150 countries. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, Volkswagen delivered three CR/sustainability 

reports with reference to the 2002 GRI Guidelines by our cut-off date. None of them 

claims to be ‘in accordance’ with them; the latest one contains a GRI Content Index (and 

is thus part of the analysis that we reported on in the previous chapter). The production 

cycle of the company’s CR/sustainability reports is every two years. The company did not 

publish a new CR/sustainability report by the end of July 2007. 

Volkswagen – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Dec-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 70 borderstep

Feb-2004 Sustainability 2002 Ref-only 120 -

Dec-2001 Sustainability 2002 Ref-only 122 KPMG

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for we found 13 indicators (20.6%) 

covered by Volkswagen in the required format. These 13 indicators are split into 12 out of 

a total of 39 Core Indicators and just one out of 24 Additional Indicators (30.8% and 

4.2% respectively). None of the nine Sector Supplement Indicators is reported in the 

required format – a fact that we find quite astonishing, given that Volkswagen was an 

official member of the Automotive Working Group that had developed the respective 

sector supplement in question. The following table shows the indicator count in more 

detail. One striking finding is the weak coverage with respect to the additional (non-core) 

Environmental Indicators. 

As a rule – at least as far as large companies are concerned – CR/sustainability reports 

contain not only the performance indicators required by the GRI, but also others that are 

considered material by the company itself. A look at the reporting practice within a sector 

can give valuable hints about what additional indicators may be considered for inclusion 

in the relevant sector supplement. 

The group operates 44 

production plants in 18 

countries and sells its vehicles 

in more than 150 countries     

VW delivered three reports 

with reference to the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines by our cut-off date     

13 indicators (20.6%) were 

covered by VW in the required 

format     
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Volkswagen – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 1/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 0/9 - 0/9

Total 12/39 1/24 13/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Similarly, new or adjusted non-sector-specific indicators may find their way into a 

forthcoming version of the GRI Guidelines. We have detected three candidates in the 

Volkswagen reports we looked at that we would consider useful: 

 Vehicle sales (units) and production (units). We would put this under ‘Economic 

Indicators’ in the general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (net sales), for example. 

 ISO14001/EMAS certification of production plants (complementing ‘Environmental 

Indicators’). 

Although VW’s latest report refers to the 2002 GRI Guidelines, it already includes 

information on the age structure of employees and on female employees, both of which 

are now required under LA13 of the G3 Guidelines (composition of governance bodies 

and breakdown of employees by category according to gender, age group, minority 

group membership, and other indicators of diversity). 

The following table displays most of the relevant indicators we found in the Volkswagen 

reports. Its purpose is to give an impression about how a company translates the 

performance indicators as defined by the GRI into measurable quantities. We found 

during our work that companies answer this question in very different ways – and this is 

very much to the detriment of comparability, which is not only the core aim of the GRI but 

also a necessary condition for achieving a higher rate of acceptance in the mainstream 

financial community. We guess that the main reason for the diversity of interpretations of 

indicators is that the measures used by companies were already in place before the GRI’s 

indicators were developed and launched. This in turn implies that companies have simply 

been keen to establish a link between the measures already in place and the indicators 

required by the GRI. We find this quite understandable, but the result is certainly not 

optimal in many cases. 

Beyond G2: Report includes 

data on the age structure of 

employees and on female 

employees     

Diversity in interpretation of 

indicators is certainly not 

optimal 
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GRI Performance Indicators – Volkswagen 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2002 2003 2004

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Value added (€m) 2001 19,757 17,898 18,011

    Appropriation of funds – 

to employees (wages etc.)

2001 13,313 13,878 14,060

    Appropriation of funds – 

to the state (taxes, duties)1

2001 1,573 799 1,024

Add  Add  Production (units) 2002 5,023,264 5,021,000 5,093,000

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN3 Direct energy use, 

segmented  

EN3 Direct energy consumption, by 

primary energy source 

Energy consumption (1m 

MWH) – total2 

2001 15.41r 15.86 15.91

    Fuel consumption (gas, 

coal) (1m MWH) 

2001 5.61r 5.84 5.68

    District heating  

(1m MWH) 

2002 2.71 2.83 3.02

EN4 Indirect energy use EN4 Indirect energy consumption, 

by primary source 

Electrical energy  

(1m MWH) 

2002 7.09 7.18 7.21

EN5 Total water use. EN8 Total water withdrawal, by 

source 

Fresh water (1m m3) – 

total2 

2001 34.81r 33.66 32.3

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions 

Direct CO2-emissions  

(1m tons)2 

2001 1.23r 1.36 1.32

EN10 NOx, SOx, other 

significant air 

emissions 

EN20 NOx, SOx, other significant air 

emissions, by type 

Volatile organic comp. 

(VOC), (tons)2,3 

2001 19,253r 19,721 18,922

EN11 Total amount of waste, 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste, by type 

and method of disposal 

Metallic waste (tons) 2002 1,269,453 1,332,132 1,344,084

    Hazardous waste for 

disposal (tons)2,4 

2001 116,969r 115,227 111,849

    Hazardous waste for 

recycling (tons)2,4 

2001 69,936r 73,159 73,637

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge, by 

quality and destination 

Waste water (1m m3)2,5 2001 25.46r 24.5 23.74

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditure, by type 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditure and investment 

Expenditure on env. prot., 

(€m) – investments 

2002 100.62 64.77 54.12

    Expenditure on env. prot., 

(€m)  – op. costs 

2002 258.95 272.9 273.63

Add  Add  ISO 14001 – Europe6 2004 n.a. n.a. 14

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce 

LA1 Total workforce by empl. type, 

empl. contract and region 

Employees Dec 31 –total7 2002 324,892 336,843 343,502

LA2 Net employment 

creation & avg turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age 

Employee turnover (%) 2002 2.6 1.6 1.6

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

days, absentee rates 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, absenteeism 

Accident severity index 2002 11.8 9.1 7.8

    Accident frequency8 2002 7.8 6.7 5.7

r: number revised compared to previous reports;  1also available: to creditors, to shareholders, to the company; 2available for VW brand only as well (going 
back to 1998); 3particularly requested within sector supplement; 4also available: industrial waste, waste reduction in cardboard packaging, plastics, and 
nopa foam; 5also available: COD load; 6regional info on EMS certification (ISO 14001 & EMAS) available for the Americas, Asia, and Africa as well; 7also 
available: proportion of trainees, employees by region (production plants only); 8also available: working days lost, number of industrial accidents; health 
index (deducting the percentage of days lost due to illness or accident from the maximum possible attendance rate)     Source WestLB Research, VW
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It is clearly very much beyond the scope of this research note to go through all indicators 

provided by companies and to give qualitative assessments of each of them. Hence, we 

have decided to offer a collection of observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as 

we processed the indicators we found in companies’ reports. We do not claim 

completeness at this point, but we do believe that we can convey a good impression of 

the current state of a company’s reporting practice. 

There are not many additional comments we would make with respect to the VW reports 

under consideration. We have already pointed out that the coverage of the indicators 

required by the GRI Guidelines is not satisfactory overall. In particular, we find it 

disappointing that Sector Supplement Indicators are not covered sufficiently in the 

required format. However, it is also fair to say that Volkswagen does not differ 

significantly from the standards we found for this industry. 

Getting down to the nitty-gritty of VW’s reporting practice, the following things attracted 

our attention (all relate refer to the most recent GRI report sampled, except where 

otherwise stated): 

 Instead of the required ‘net sales’ (EC1), the company delivers ‘sales revenues’, which is a 

gross, not net, measure. And it is this measure to which the company refers to in its 

Content Index (using the description ‘net revenues’, which is neither the term used by the 

GRI nor the right description for what is actually reported). Fortunately, in anticipatory 

obedience, the company reports the ‘value added’ generated by the group, including the 

source and the appropriation of funds (which is what we have put into the table above), 

which is what is required by the G3 Guidelines. 

 With regard to fresh water and waste water reporting, we noticed that the information 

provided in the latest report is much less detailed than in the previous one. VW no longer 

reports by brand or by region. Furthermore, we missed the long time series that the 

company had previously provided for its German operations. 

 We would make a quite similar comment with respect to reported accident indicators. 

Here too the information content has diminished in comparison to earlier reports, in 

which non-consolidated numbers were available. These had the advantage of being much 

more detailed, going down to the level of individual plants, for example. 

Coverage of GRI Indicators is 

not satisfactory 

Diversity in interpretation of 

indicators is certainly not 

optimal 

Information content has 

diminished in comparison to 

earlier reports 
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Ford Motor Company – ‘Connecting with Society’ 
Ford Motor Company, a global automotive industry leader based in Dearborn, Michigan, 

manufactures and distributes automobiles in 200 markets across six continents. With 

about 300,000 employees and 108 plants worldwide, the company’s core and affiliated 

automotive brands include Ford, Jaguar, Land Rover, Lincoln, Mazda, Mercury and Volvo. 

Its automotive-related services include Ford Motor Credit Company. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, Ford delivered four CR/sustainability reports up to 

our cut-off date that refer to and are ‘in accordance’ with the 2002 GRI Guidelines. The 

latest two reports exhibit a web-based Content Index and the latest one is just an abstract 

report – i.e. the bulk of the information content is provided via the internet only. This is 

something we actually do not like to see, since it makes it difficult (or almost impossible) 

to compare the disclosure of information by the company over time – which is detrimental 

to the aim of maximising transparency.  

Best practice, in our view, would be to continue publishing a printed report that contains 

all relevant information and, at the same time, to provide a dynamically updated web-

based version. The production cycle of the company’s CR/sustainability reports is yearly. 

A striking feature of Ford’s reports is that none of them is externally verified. The 

company published its latest report (classified G3 A+, self declared, web index) in June 

2007. 

Ford Motor Company – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA/CI (Web Index)* 10 -

Oct-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA/CI (Web Index) 50 -

Jul-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA 86 -

Jul-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA 74 -

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

We found that 13 (=20.6%) of the total of 63 indicators we were looking for were covered 

by Ford in the required format. This is exactly the same ratio as we found for 

Volkswagen. The difference lies in the breakdown: In contrast to VW, all 13 indicators 

reported by Ford are Core Indicators, two of them being required by the Automotive 

Sector Supplement. None of the 24 Additional (non-core) Indicators has been covered by 

the company, which once again demonstrates the lack of effort companies invest in this 

area. 

The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. One striking observation is 

the comparatively weak coverage of ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’, which is an area 

that is normally well accounted for by companies (and not only in the Automotive sector). 

With only two indicators that we have identified and that meet our requirements, Ford 

comes joint last Mazda (which is no surprise to us, given that Mazda is part of the group). 

300,000 employees and 108 

plants worldwide 

Latest report sampled is just an 

abstract report – i.e. the bulk of 

the information content is 

provided via the internet only 

20.6% of indicators we were 

looking for were covered by 

Ford in the required format 

Weak coverage of ‘Labour 

Practices and Decent Work’ 
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Ford Motor – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  8/14 0/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/6 0 1/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 2/9 - 2/9

Total 13/39 0/24 13/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Additional Indicators provided by Ford 

We have detected six indicators or (indicator sets) in the company’s reports we looked at 

that are not required by the GRI but that we would consider useful from a sector and/or a 

general reporting perspective: 

 The diversity measures provided by the company (on employment of minorities and 

women) were not obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but are now required under 

LA13 of the G3 Guidelines (‘composition of governance bodies’ and ‘breakdown of 

employees by category according to gender, age group, minority group membership, and 

other indicators of diversity’). 

 Measures of product quality based on customer surveys (e.g. ‘initial quality – problems  

in %’). Indicators such as these would be capable of filling a gap that we see in the area 

of ‘Product Responsibility’. 

 The same applies to conventional car fleet emissions (e.g. NOx) and active car safety 

issues (e.g. safety recalls), both of which could, of course, also be included in the sector 

supplement requirements. 

 Measures of energy efficiency (linked to EN3 & EN4: ‘direct and indirect energy use’). 

 Vehicle sales (units) – which we would put, as noted above, under ‘Economic Indicators’ 

in the general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (‘net sales’). 

The following table displays most of the relevant indicators we found in Ford Motor 

Company’s reports. 

 

Diversity measures 

Measures of product quality 

Car fleet emissions and car 

safety issues 
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GRI Performance Indicators – Ford 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed 

Net income/(loss) ($bn) 2000 0.5 3.5 2

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN2 % of materials used 

that are waste 

EN2 % of materials used that are 

recycled input materials 

No of parts … containing 

recycled … materials 

1998 1,036 1,127w 1,185w

EN3 Direct energy use, 

segmented 

EN3 Direct energy consumption  

by primary energy source 

Worldwide facility energy 

consumption (1 trln BTU) 

1998 83.2r 80.3 76.3

    … energy consumption 

per vehicle, (1m BTU) 

1998 13.4r 12.7 12.1

EN4 Indirect energy use EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source 

…  energy consumption 

(1 trln BTU) – indirect1 

1998 30.9 31.1 n.a.

Add  Add  Energy Efficiency Index 

(% of 2000 base) 

1998 91.7 87.8 83.4

EN5 Total water use EN8 Total water withdrawal by 

source 

Global manuf. water use, 

total, (1m m3)  

2000 90.3r 82 82.4w

    Water use by source, (1m 

m3) – groundwater2 

2001 7.0w 5.7w 5.6w

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions 

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions 

Worldwide facility CO2 

emissions, (1m tons)3 

1998 8.5r 8.4 8

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

signif. air emissions 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type 

VOC, ass. facilities (g/m2  

coated),US, Can., Mex.4 

2001 29 26w 24w

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method 

Manufacturing waste 

(tons) – US, Can., Mex. 

2001 583,850 n.a. n.a.

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism 

Lost-time case rate (per 

100 employees)5 

1998 1.8 1.2 1.4

    Severity rate … days lost 

(per 200,000 hrs worked)5

1998 31.5r 23.5 23.2

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 

Add  Add  Initial quality (first 3M), 

US, problems (in %)5,11 

1998 136 127 129

Add  Add  Ford US average NOx 

emissions (g/mile) – cars12

2001 0.22w 0.15w 0.09w

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Add Key customer health and  

safety issues … 6 

Safety recalls (number per 

calendar year)7 

1998 16 21 16

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy  

by type of vehicle … 

Ford US fleet fuel 

economy, (miles/gallon)8,9

1999 23.6 22.8 24.1

External impacts A7 – Average CO2 emissions  

by type of vehicle...by region…

Ford U.S. fleet CO2 

emissions (grams/mile)8 

1999 375 387r,w 368

  European CO2 perf. (% of 

1995 base) – Ford10 

1998 82 80 78

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number available only on web page; 1also available: direct energy consumption (1998 – 2004 only); 
2also available: public water, surface water; 3also available: split between direct & indirect emissions (1998-2004 only) and total emissions per vehicle; 4also 
available: US TRI releases (1998-2004 only); 5Ford Motor Company only; 6relates to PR1 in 2002 CI/G3 (no quant. measure required); 7also available: safety 
recalls – number of units (1998-2004 only), several NCAP ratings measures (until 2003 only); 8combined car & truck; 9available also without flexible fuel 
vehicle credits; 10also available for Jaguar, Land Rover, and Volvo; 11also available: ‘vehicle dependability’, long-term quality measure (4-5 years of 
ownership); 12also available for all light duty vehicles, additionally: NMOG emission and total vehicle emissions    Source WestLB Research, Ford
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Ford’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection 

of thoughts and observations 

Firstly, in looking at VW we pointed out that the industry’s coverage of the indicators 

required by the GRI Guidelines was not at all satisfactory. This also applies to Ford, 

although at least the company reports on two of the nine Sector Supplement Indicators 

we looked at. Secondly, we have expressed criticism of Ford above for discontinuing its 

printed CR/sustainability report in favour of a dynamic web-based report, which we 

consider to be detrimental to transparency. Going forward, we would argue that, if 

nothing else, all GRI Performance Indicators reported should be included in the printed 

version of the report. 

This brings us directly to our next point, which is that Ford has evidently stopped 

reporting on performance indicators that could be of value to an analyst. The list of 

measures affected includes the split between direct and indirect energy consumption, 

NCAP ratings (active car safety), waste, conventional emissions, taxes paid, and vehicle 

unit sales. We perceive this to diminish the transparency of the company, although we 

would not rule out the possibility that the company has had good reasons for its decision 

to do so (e.g. data quality issues). As explained above, however, our research process has 

not been designed to detect such intricacies. 

Another point we would raise is that the company reports aggregate conventional 

emissions according to the US Toxic Release Inventory, which summarises very different 

substances in just one aggregate figure. We would prefer to see this indicator 

complemented with particulars of different types of emission (NOx, SOx, etc.). Last not 

least, we consider it irritating to still see reports that comprise quantitative measures, 

some of which are based on the metric system and others not. This practice does not 

enhance comparability and transparency. 

All GRI Performance Indicators 

reported should be included in 

the printed version of the 

report 

Ford has evidently stopped 

reporting on performance 

indicators that could be of 

value to an analyst 

Some measures are based on 

the metric system, others not – 

detrimental to transparency 
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General Motors – ‘Finding the Balance’ 
General Motors, the world’s largest automaker, has been the annual global industry sales 

leader for 76 years (superseded by Toyota of late). Founded in 1908, GM today employs 

about 284,000 people around the world. With global headquarters in Detroit, GM 

manufactures its cars and trucks in 33 countries. In 2006, 9.1m GM cars and trucks were 

sold globally under the following brands: Buick, Cadillac, Chevrolet, GMC, Daewoo, 

Holden, Hummer, Opel, Pontiac, Saab, Saturn and Vauxhall. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, GM delivered four CR/sustainability reports up to 

our cut-off date that refer to, and in one case is also ‘in accordance’ with, the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines. The production cycle of the company’s CR reports is yearly. Like Ford, GM 

did not obtain external verification for the reports under consideration. The company did 

not published a new CR/sustainability report before the end of July 2007. 

General Motors – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance Standard Number of pages Verifier

Oct-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 203 -

Oct-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 173 -

Dec-2003 Sustainability 2002 IA 131 -

Feb-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 136 -

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we were looking for, we found 16 (=25.4%) covered by 

GM in the required format. This rate is higher than those we determined for VW and 

Ford. GM covers the same two Sector Supplement Indicators as Ford (A6: ‘average fuel 

economy’; and A7: ‘average CO2 emissions’). And like Ford, it does not cover any of the 

24 Additional (non-core) Indicators. 

General Motors – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  9/14 0/10 9/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 4/6 0 4/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 1/3 0/1 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 2/9 - 2/9

Total 16/39 0/24 16/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

The table above shows the indicator count in more detail. In contrast to Ford, there is a 

more balanced mix between ‘Environmental Indicators’ and indicators in the area ‘Labour 

Practices and Decent Work’. 

GM manufactures its cars and 

trucks in 33 countries 

We found 16 indicators 

(=25.4%) covered by GM in 

the required format 
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Additional Indicators provided by GM 

We have detected five indicators or (indicator sets) in the company’s reports we looked at 

that are not required by the GRI, but that we would consider useful from a sector and/or a 

general reporting perspective: 

 Vehicle sales (units) – which, as noted above, we would put under ‘Economic Indicators’ 

in the general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (‘net sales’). 

 ISO14001 certification of production plants (complementing ‘Environmental Indicators’). 

 Employee issues (number of complaints) – breakdown: discrimination, workplace issues, 

harassment, personal threats, safety, and sexual harassment. 

 The diversity measures provided by the company (female employees, minority employees, 

discrimination charges) were not obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but are now 

partly required under LA13 of the G3 Guidelines (‘composition of governance bodies and 

breakdown of employees per category according to gender, age group, minority group 

membership, and other indicators of diversity’). 

 Like Ford, GM reports initial quality problems. Indicators like these would be capable of 

filling a gap that we see in the area of ‘Product Responsibility’. 

The table on the following page displays most of the relevant indicators we found in GM’s 

reports. 

GM’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection 

of thoughts and observations 

Needless to say, we are not quite satisfied with the overall coverage of the performance 

indicators required by the GRI. GM does not differ positively from its competitors in this 

respect. Getting down to the nitty-gritty of GM’s reporting practice, the following points 

attracted our attention (except where otherwise stated, all comments refer to the most 

recent GRI report sampled): 

 The company provides very detailed additional information on its ‘waste management 

methods’ (detailed breakdown for hazardous- and non-hazardous waste). The data are 

only available for North America, however. 

 GM delivers ‘gender & minority profiles’ for the USA and Europe at great length, but in 

less detail for Asia and the rest of the world. In our view, the data are of limited use in this 

format. 

 In some cases the company provides long time series of data. For example, the time 

series on ‘occupational fatalities’ starts in 1990. Being able to follow long-term trends 

clearly enhances the assessment of the sustainability of a company’s engagement in a 

particular area. We thus consider the availability of long time series to be conducive to 

comparability and transparency. 

 Data on ‘injury rates’ and ‘lost work day case rates’ are made available in a regionally 

differentiated manner. This breakdown can give valuable insights into the company’s 

social performance. 

ISO14001 certification 

Diversity measures 

Initial quality problems 

Very detailed additional 

information on waste 

management 

Company provides long time 

series of data 
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 In the December 2003 report the diagrams shown are partly lacking in numerical data, 

which ‘disqualifies’ these cases from inclusion in our evaluation. In the February 2003 

report this shortcoming is even more pronounced, with the effect that almost no data 

could be used for our analysis. Best practice, in our view, would be to provide the actual 

figures in any diagram presented, as a general rule. 

 We noticed a high number of data revisions in the reports of GM, with the reasons for 

these revisions either not explained at all or not sufficiently explained. Hence, it is not 

clear whether revisions are due to changes in reporting scope, in reporting methods, et 

cetera. Best practice, in our view, would be to include explanations as footnotes to tables 

or diagrams. 

Lack of numerical data in 

diagrams provided 

High number of unexplained 

data revisions 
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GRI Performance Indicators – General Motors 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2002 2003 2004

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed 

Net sales and Revenue 

(US$bn) 

1998 177.3r 185.8 193.5

    Community invest. – Total 

(US$m) – GM Corp.1 

2002 64.9 29.1 40.8

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN2 % of materials used 

that are waste 

EN2 % of materials used that are 

recycled input materials 

Use of recycled plastics 

(‘000 tons)2 

1995 33.5 34 n.a.

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source 

Energy use (GWh) – global 1999 34,642r 33,297r 31,686

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by 

source 

Water use (1m m3) 2000 64.3 59.4 57.5

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions 

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions 

CO2 emissions (1m metric 

tons) 

2000 13.47r 12.98r 12.35

EN10 NOx, SOx, other signi-

ficant air emissions 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other sign. air 

emissions by type 

Air pollutant emissions N 

America (tons) – NOx
3 

2000 6,532r 6,119r 5,676

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method 

Global waste (1m tons) – 

recycled4 

2000 3.6r 3.5 3.5

    Global waste (1m tons) – 

Non-recycled4 

2000 0.7 0.6 0.6

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination 

TRI chemical transfers to 

Water (metric tons)5 

2000 1,205r 871 718

EN13 Sign. spills of 

chemicals, oils, fuels 

EN23 Total number and volume of 

significant spills 

Accidental releases 

(US/Can.) – Air (number)6

1999 0 3 2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region 

Employees (‘000s) 1998 338r 326 324

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism 

Recordable injury rate 

(per 100 employees) 

1995(!) 3.8 2.95 2.52

    Lost time accident rate 

(per 100 employees)10 

1995(!) 0.33 0.29 0.27

LA11 Composition of senior 

management 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and… gender, age 

% female employees 

(US)-officials, managers8,9

2002 19.9 20.6 20.9

Add  Add  Discrimination charges 2000 245 210r 175

Social Performance Indicators: Society 

  S08 Monetary value of significant 

fines ... for non-compliance 

with laws and regulations 

Total value of penalties/ 

fines paid (US$) 

2001 94,996 50,000 92,349

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 

Add  Add  Initial quality problems 

(US) 

2002 130 134 120

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2002 2003 2004

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy by 

type of vehicle 

Fuel economy (miles per 

gallon) (US) – cars7 

1995 28.8 28.9 29.4

External impacts A7 – Average CO2 emissions  

by type of vehicle... by region 

CO2 grams per mile, by 

model year (US) – cars7 

1995 308 309 302

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number available only on web page; 1also available for GM foundation; 2Opel/Vauxhall vehicles only; 
3also available: emissions of TSP, CO, SOx, chemical releases to air according to US & Canadian TRIs, VOC emissions per vehicle (all for North America 
only); 4also available: split between hazardous and non-hazardous waste; 5TRI: US Toxic Release Inventory, similar data also available for Canadian Toxic 
Release Inventory (NPRI); 6until 2003 for US only, also available: accidental releases to land/water; 7also available for light trucks; 8also available for total 
US workforce; 9also available:% minority employees; 10also available: employee occupational fatalities (since 1995) Source WestLB Research, GM
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DaimlerChrysler – ‘360 degrees’ 
DaimlerChrysler was created in November 1998 through the merger of Daimler-Benz and 

Chrysler. The group can look back on a tradition that stretches back over more than 100 

years and is marked by the pioneering achievements of both predecessor companies. 

Today, DaimlerChrysler is a leading supplier of superior passenger cars, SUVs, minivans 

and pick-ups, as well as the world’s largest manufacturer of commercial vehicles. 

In May 2007 DaimlerChrysler announced that it had sold a majority interest in Chrysler 

Group and the related financial services business to an affiliate of the private equity firm 

Cerberus Capital Management. DaimlerChrysler will retain 19.9% in the new company, 

Chrysler Holding LLC. In the meantime the realignment has been approved by the 

supervisory board of DaimlerChrysler AG. The closing of the transaction is expected to 

take place in the third quarter of 2007. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, DaimlerChrysler delivered two CR/sustainability 

reports that refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines up to our cut-off date, the latter being 

declared to be ‘in accordance’ with G2. The production cycle of the company’s CR reports 

is yearly. DaimlerChrysler obtained external verification for both reports, which 

distinguishes the company from Ford and GM, for example. The company published its 

latest report (classified G3 A+, GRI checked) in June 2007. 

DaimlerChrysler – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance Standard Number of pages Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA - GRI checked 71 Öko-Institut

Jul-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 82 Öko-Institut

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

As noted above, we are not totally satisfied with the overall coverage of GRI Performance 

Indicators within the CR/sustainability reports of the major car manufacturers. And it 

appears fair to say that this particularly applies to DaimlerChrysler. The company falls 

significantly behind its competitors in the areas on which we focus in this note. This 

should not be taken as a verdict on the overall quality of its reports, though. As we said at 

the beginning, we consider the provision of quantifiable, comparable data to constitute a 

necessary – and, potentially, a sufficient – condition for the acceptance of sustainability 

reports in the mainstream financial community. So we would thus not rule out the 

possibility that that the company can satisfy the needs of other stakeholder groups with 

what it reports, and how it reports it. 

From the perspective we have taken in this research project, we certainly cannot consider 

it sufficient for DaimlerChrysler to report just five out of the total of 63 performance 

indicators in the required format. This figure improves only slightly when we take 

account of those indicators that are available in graph format without providing numerical 

data. This increases the number of GRI Indicators covered to nine, which is still way 

below what we would expect from a leading company like DaimlerChrysler, and it is also 

significantly below the industry standard. The lack of ‘Environmental Indicators’ is 

particularly striking: DaimlerChrysler reports only two out of 14 indicators required by 

the GRI (and none in the numerical format we demand). 

Chrysler spin-off 

G3 report published after our 

cut-off date 

DC falls significantly behind its 

competitors in the areas which 

we focus on in this note 

Just five out of the total of 63 

performance indicators are 

reported in the required format 
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DaimlerChrysler – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  2/14 0/10 2/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 2/9 - 2/9

Total 9/39 0/24 9/63

Total ex1 5/39 0/24 5/63
1 Without those indicators presented in a ‘non-usable’ graph format (without numerical data) only.  
        Source WestLB Research, GRI 

It may be of interest to briefly summarise the availability of indicators that do not fulfill 

our format requirements – i.e. those that are available in graph format only, without 

providing figures. In the Nov-2006 report these comprise: 

 The fuel consumption of the car fleet in Germany (litres/100 km) for 1990-2005 (refers to 

Sector Supplement Indicator A6). With reference to the US CAFE regulation, the company 

does show the average fuel economy (litres/100 km) of light-duty trucks for that period 

(also A6). 

 Production-related emissions: DaimlerChrysler reports specific emissions of solvents 

(kg/vehicle) for the period 1992-2005 (refers to EN11: ‘total amount of waste’; or EN12: 

‘discharges to water’). 

 Direct, indirect, and specific CO2 emissions for the period 1992-2005 (refers to EN8). 

 The remaining indicators reported all refer to LA7 (‘standard injury, lost day, and 

absentee rates and number of work related fatalities’). DaimlerChrysler reports the 

percentage of employees with illness-related absence (2002-05); the accident frequency 

at DaimlerChrysler plants (2001-05); and, for Chrysler Group plants, the lost work day 

rate and the incident rate (both for the 1998-2005 period). 

Additional Indicators provided by DaimlerChrysler 

We do not wish merely to point out shortcomings in the presentation of numerical data in 

DaimlerChrysler’s reports. In some cases the company goes beyond the requirements of 

the 2002 GRI Guidelines. In the company’s reports that we have looked at, we have 

detected five indicators or indicator sets that are not required by the GRI but that we 

would consider useful from a sector and/or a general reporting perspective: 

 

 

Fuel consumption 

Several additional health-  

and safety related indicators 

reported 
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 The diversity measure provided by the company (the share of women in 

DaimlerChrysler’s workforce) was not obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but it is 

now required under LA13 of the G3 Guidelines (‘composition of governance bodies and 

breakdown of employees per category according to gender, age group, minority group 

membership, and other indicators of diversity’). Best practice, in our view, would be to 

report not only the overall percentage of women in the company’s workforce, but also the 

breakdown by gender within the various levels of the hierarchy (particularly senior 

management). 

 Information about ISO 14001/EMAS certification of the company’s production plants is 

available for the period 1995-2005 – but again only in graph format, without figures.  

 The same applies to accident related costs, which are reported for DaimlerChrysler plants 

for the period 2001-05. 

 An example of good practice, in our view, is the company’s reporting of personnel 

expenses, which are broken down into ‘wages and salaries’, ‘social security & payroll 

costs’, ‘net pension cost’, ‘net postretirement benefit cost’ and ‘other expenses for 

pensions and retirements’. 

The table on the following page displays most of the relevant indicators we found in 

DaimlerChrysler’s reports. 

DaimlerChrysler’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection 

of thoughts and observations 

We have pointed out above how disappointed we are with respect to DaimlerChrysler’s 

coverage of the performance indicators required by the GRI – particularly the lack of 

numerical data. The company’s performance is clearly below benchmark in this respect. 

This impression holds not only for its printed reports, which are the focus of this note, but 

also for the web-based information that the company provides. However, we note that the 

information set that is available online is more comprehensive than that available in print. 

Furthermore, the company has linked its GRI Content Index to the individual indicators it 

provides to fulfill the reporting requirements. Of course, we must welcome this in 

principle. What is not acceptable in our view, though, is that many indicators are 

incorrectly (e.g. EN2) or ambiguously linked (e.g. EN3, EN4, and EN8 all receive the 

same link; the same applies to EN14, EN15, and EN16). For example, we do not 

understand how the company can set a link for EN16 (‘incidents of and fines for non-

compliance with…’), which is very clearly defined, to a purely narrative text that talks 

about environmental protection in very general terms. 

The accuracy of fit is no better with regard to Sector Supplement Indicators. We find this 

particularly disappointing, since DaimlerChrysler, along with most of its competitors, 

participated in the Automotive Working Group that developed these sector-specific 

guidelines (and the fact that there is still only a pilot version of the supplement mitigates 

our disappointment only to small degree). An example is indicator A10 (‘weight of vehicle 

and percentage breakdown of generic, recyclate, and renewable material of a best selling 

vehicle’): We find it inconceivable that the sector supplement’s requirements are not 

fulfilled even to a small degree. 

Diversity measure 

ISO 14001 certification 

Good practice example: The 

company’s reporting of 

personnel expenses 

Shortcomings of web-based 

report version 

No better fit with regard to 

Sector Supplement Indicators 
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Moving away from Sector Supplement Indicators, we do not understand why an indicator 

like EN1 (‘total materials use’) is not reported on the ground that it is not relevant for the 

company.  

GRI Performance Indicators – DaimlerChrysler 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed  

Revenues (€m) 2002 136,437 142,059 149,776

    Personnel expenses (€m) 2002 25,731r 24,216 24,287

    Wages and salaries (€m) 2002 18,897 187,50r 19,750

    Total dividends (€m) 2002 1,519 1,519 1,527

    Income tax expense 

(current and deferred) 

2002 979 1,177 n.a.

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region 

Employees (at year-end) – 

total 

2003 362,063 384,723 382,724

    Employees (at year-end) – 

Europe 

2004 n.a. 214,978 212,273

    Employees (at year-end) – 

Germany 

2004 n.a. 185,154 185,154

    Employees (at year-end) – 

North America1 

2004 n.a. 123,998 123,664

LA2 Net employment 

creation & avg turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age 

Employee turnover rate  

(%) – Germany 

2004 n.a. 3.1 3.9

    Employee turnover rate  

(%) – USA2 

2004 n.a. 9.8 12.3

LA11 Composition of senior 

management 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age 

Women employees (%) – 

Level 4 management 

2004 n.a. 9.22 9.64

Add  Add  Women employees (%) – 

workforce 

2004 n.a. 12.42 12.5

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Product and fleet characteristics A5 – compliance of vehicles 

sold with … existing and next 

defined emissions standards 

% share of MB and smart 

diesel cars that meet limit 

values – Euro 4 

2005 n.a. n.a. 43.4

  % share of MB and smart 

diesel cars that meet limit 

values – Euro 5 

2005 n.a. n.a. 40.9

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available for USA, Asia, Latin America, Africa, Australia; 2also available for rest of world and worldwide 
 Source WestLB Research, DaimlerChrysler

The general lack of numerical information (‘hard data’) with which we found fault in the 

company’s printed reports is also noticeable in the web-based information provided by 

the company. 

All in all, we find it a conundrum that the Nov-2006 report (taking the printed and web-

based versions together) could be classified as ‘in accordance’ with the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines, and all this checked by the GRI itself. In our view it does not deserve this 

classification, if the criteria are comparability and transparency. 
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BMW – ‘Taking Responsibility’ 
With its three brands BMW, Mini and Rolls-Royce, the BMW Group focuses exclusively 

on the premium segments of the international automobile markets. In the motorcycle 

business, the BMW Group also pursues a premium strategy and quite successfully so. 

The number of BMW motorcycles delivered to customers has risen by more than 80% in 

the last ten years. A wide choice of financial services completes the range of BMW Group 

products and services. 

With 22 production locations, the international research and development network, 34 

sales subsidiaries as well as a network of independent dealerships, the BMW Group is 

represented in more than 150 countries worldwide. Germany still accounts for about half 

the volume of purchases. It is followed by the other countries of Western Europe with 

19%, the member states of NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement) with 13%, 

the countries of Central and Eastern Europe with 8%, the African nations with 3% and 

the countries of Asia and South America with 2% each. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, until our cut-off date BMW delivered only one 

CR/sustainability report that refers to and is classified to be ‘in accordance’ with the 2002 

GRI Guidelines. BMW obtained no external verification for this report. The production 

cycle of the company’s CR/sustainability reports is every two years. Until the end of July 

2007, the company has not published a new CR/sustainability report. 

BMW – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/ Assurance Standard Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 IA (Web Index) 98 -

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for we found 14 indicators covered 

by BMW in the required format (=22.2%). Similar to Ford and GM, BMW covers Sector 

Supplement Indicator A6 (‘average fuel economy’) only, which we do not consider 

sufficient. We can only point out once again that we find the general lack of reporting on 

Sector Supplement Indicators disenchanting, as BMW – like all other big manufacturers – 

was an official member of the Automotive Working Group that had developed the 

respective sector supplement. Needless to say, we are not absolutely convinced of the 

overall coverage of the performance indicators required by the GRI Guidelines; BMW 

does not stand out from its competitors in this respect. The following table shows the 

indicator count in more detail. The focus of BMW’s reporting efforts is clearly on the 

environmental side. ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’, however, is slightly 

underweighted compared to the peer group. 

Additional Indicators provided by BMW 

Similar to its peers, the company goes beyond the requirements of the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines at some points. We have detected four indicators or (indicator sets) in the 

company’s report we looked at that are not required by the GRI but that we would 

consider useful from a sector- and/or a general reporting perspective: 

BMW is represented in more 

than 150 countries worldwide  

– Germany, however, still 

accounts for about half the 

volume of purchases 

We found 14 indicators 

covered by BMW in the 

required format (=22.2%) 
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BMW – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 1/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 1/9 - 1/9

Total 13/39 1/24 14/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

 The diversity measures provided by the company (the share of women in the total 

workforce and the share of employees with disabilities, both at BMW AG and measured in 

%) had not been obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but is now required under 

LA13 (‘composition of governance bodies and breakdown of employees per category 

according to gender, age group, minority group membership, and other indicators of 

diversity’) of the G3 Guidelines. We would consider it ‘best practice’ not only to report on 

the women’s share in the workforce of the company, but to deliver the breakdown by 

gender according to the different hierarchy levels (e.g. senior- and top management in 

particular). 

 Deliveries of automobiles (units), Vehicle production – automobiles (units). As said before 

already, we would put this under ‘Economic Indicators’ in the general guidelines as a 

supplement to EC1 (Net Sales) for example. 

 Flexible work time: Number of telecommuters within BMW AG (number). This indicator 

could be factored in under ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’ of the GRI’s Reporting 

Guidelines or under the Sector Supplement’s aspect ‘working time’. 

 Last but not least, we consider the indicator ‘complaints from local residents (number)’ 

provided by the company to be potentially useful as well. It could fall under ‘Society’ in 

the GRI Guidelines. 

The table on the following page displays most of the relevant indicators we found in 

BMW’s reports. The only additional specific comment we would like to make with respect 

to the indicators presented is that the data on the fuel efficiency of the company’s car 

fleet is only provided in the form of an index (the so-called ALS index). This makes it 

much more difficult to benchmark BMW’s performance in this area against its peer 

group. Comparability could be easily enhanced here. 

Diversity measures 

Flexible work time 

Data on the fuel efficiency of 

the company’s car fleet is only 

provided in the form of an 

index 
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GRI Performance Indicators – BMW 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2002 2003 2004

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Revenues (€bn) 2000 42.4 41.5 44.3

    Net added value, 

allocation (%) – 

Employees 

2004 n.a. n.a. 58.5

    Net added value, … – 

Government/Public sector1

2004 n.a. n.a. 14.6

Add  Add  Vehicle production – 

automobiles (units)2 

2000 1,090,258 1,118,940 1,250,345

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy consumption, total 

(MWh)3 

2000 3,503,102 3,295,277 3,672,212

    Natural gas (MWh) 2000 2,129,190 1,562,309 1,881,329

    Heating Oil (MWh) 2000 27,536 22,237 17,008

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

Electricity (outside source) 

(MWh)4 

2000 1,180,217 1,501,045 1,586,457

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by 

source. 

Water consumption/water 

input (m3)5 

2000 3,618,995 3,633,135 3,789,703

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

Carbon dioxide (CO2), 

total (tons)3,6 

2000 1,068,690 1,125,939 1,169,786

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

major emissions 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other sign. 

emissions by type …. 

VOC per unit produced  

(kg) 

2000 3.23 2.88 2.26

    NOx (tons)7 2000 481 533 559

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Waste, total (tons)3 2000 317,129 399,876 397,151

    Materials for recycl. (tons) 2000 295,275 372,268 375,924

    Waste for removal (tons)8 2000 21,854 27,301 21,227

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Waste water, total (m3) 2000 2,324,655 2,419,775 2,239,646

    Process waste water for 

production, total (m3)3,9 

2000 998,917 1,101,988 1,041,526

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditures by type. 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditures and investm. ... 

…expenditure on env. 

protection (€m)10 

2000 33.2 33.5 40.5

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Workforce at end of the 

year (salaried only)11 

2000 101,395 104,342 105,972

Add  Add  Years of service in comp. 2000 14 14.2 14.1

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates .. 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Accident frequency rate at 

BMW AG12 

2000 6.9 5.3 5.2

LA9 Average hours of 

training per year … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Capital expenditure on 

training … (€m) 

2000 210.5 196.3 231.7

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2002 2003 2004

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy by 

type of vehicle … 

Fleet fuel consumption … 

(index: 1990=100) 

1995(!) 74.3 74 74

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available: allocation to providers of finance, shareholders and to ‘Group’ (company); 2also available: deliveries of 
automobiles; 3also available in per unit produced; 4also available: electricity produced internally, community heating; 5also available: process water input for 
production; 6including external power generation; 7also available: emissions of SO2, CO, and dust; 8also available: scrap (tons);9also available: total heavy metals and 
heavy metal compounds;10also available: environmental investments; 11also available: salaried workforce Germany/outside Germany, share of women, share of 

employees with disabilities;12number of reported industrial accidents per 1m, also available: sickness rate and expenditure on work safety 
 Source WestLB Research, BMW
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Fiat Group – ‘Realising Utopias’ 
During the past few years, Fiat Group has redefined its core business area by refocusing 

manufacturing and service activities on the traditional automotive sector. As a 

consequence, certain businesses no longer considered strategic such as the Aviation and 

Insurance Sectors were sold. Fiat Auto, which changed its name into Fiat Group 

Automobiles on February 1, 2007, produces and sells vehicles under the Fiat, Alfa Romeo 

and Lancia brands and light commercial vehicles under the Fiat Light Commercial 

Vehicles brand. Its plants are located in Italy, Poland, Brazil and Argentina. 

Manufacturing is also carried out through either joint ventures or licensing agreements in 

France, Turkey, Egypt, South Africa, India, China and Vietnam. Sales financing and a 

broad array of support programmes for customers and the dealer network round out the 

range of products and services offered by the company. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, up to our cut-off date Fiat had delivered two 

CR/sustainability reports that both refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines and comprise a 

Content Index. The production cycle of the reports is annual. The company obtained 

external verification for both reports. After our cut-off date Fiat published a new 

CR/sustainability report in April 2007, that still refers to the 2002 GRI Guidelines (not to 

G3) according to CorporateRegister. As in the years before the report comprises a 

Content Index and is thus classified ‘2002 CI’. 

Fiat Group – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance Standard Number of pages Verifier

Apr-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 165 SGS Italia Srl

Jun-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 123 SGS Italia SpA

 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for we found 16 indicators covered 

by Fiat in the required format (=25.4%). This is at the upper end of the range set by the 

big manufacturers. However, the company does not report any of the nine Sector 

Supplement Indicators that we have been looking for in the required format – despite 

being an official member of the Automotive Working Group as well. 

The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. It is noticeable that Fiat 

provides a good balance between environmental indicators and labour-related indicators. 

With respect to the lack of coverage observable in all other areas Fiat does not differ from 

its peers. 

Additional Indicators provided by Fiat 

Fiat also goes beyond the requirements of the 2002 GRI Guidelines on some points. 

Altogether we have detected five indicators or (indicator sets) in the company’s reports 

that are not required by the GRI but that we would consider useful from a sector- and/or a 

general reporting perspective: 

Fiat published a new report 

after our cut-off date – still 

referring to G2 Guidelines 

16 indicators covered by in the 

required format (=25.4%) 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 85 

 

WestLB 

Fiat Group – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 1/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/6 0 6/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 0/9 - 0/9

Total 15/39 1/24 16/63

 Source WestLB Research, GRI 

 ISO 14001 certified suppliers of Fiat Auto by number of sites and by revenues (both in 

%). However, we found no information about environmental certifications of Fiat’s own 

production sites, which is surprising in our view. Best practice would cover both.   

 The diversity measures provided by the company (workforce broken down by age and 

seniority, percentage of women by job category) had not been obligatory under the 2002 

GRI Guidelines, but is now required under LA13 (‘composition of governance bodies and 

breakdown of employees per category according to gender, age group, minority group 

membership, and other indicators of diversity’) of the G3 Guidelines. 

 Collective bargaining agreements signed. This indicator is related to LA3 (‘percentage of 

employees represented by independent trade union organisations’) of the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines which has now been substituted by LA4 (‘percentage of employees covered by 

collective bargaining agreements’).  

 Total training expenses, per capita training expenses. This item is of course related to 

LA9 (‘average hours of training per year per employee by category of employee’) of the 

2002 GRI Guidelines. We would consider expenses to be potentially able signalling the 

quality of the training measures applied. 

 Fiat also reports on the costs and risk of litigation that stem from cases against the 

company’s merchants, customers, and suppliers. The number of settlements reached is 

reported, as well as the number of suits pending.  

The table on the following page displays most of the relevant indicators we found in Fiat’s 

reports. 

Diversity measures 

Collective bargaining 

agreements 

Training expenses 

Litigation risks and costs 
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GRI Performance Indicators – Fiat 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net revenues (€m) – 

group total1 

2000 47,271 45,637r 46,544

    Net value added (€m)2 2003 10,331 9,488 n.a.

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Purchased raw materials, 

… (€m) 

2004 n.a. 28,951 n.a.

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Total energy consumption, 

worldwide (TOE)3 

2002 1,260,927 1,358,945 1,393,154

    Natural gas, world (TOE)4 2002 173,200 183,478 199,585

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

Electric power (TOE) 2002 745,354 841,615 854,147

    Purchased energy… (TOE) 2002 304,211 297,963 305,149

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Water use (‘000 m3) 2002 143,557 149,745 151,915

    Water intake (‘000 m3) 2002 32,101 31,793 32,170

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif. 

air emissions by type … 

Paint shop VOC emissions 

(g/m2) – Fiat Auto (world)5

1995(!) 80.2 79.9 77.6

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Total waste (tons)6 2002 1,156,066 1393,124 1,439,452

    Total recycled w. (tons) 2002 634,837 734,214 764,928

    Incineration with energy 

recovery (tons)7 

2002 15,872 21,591 23,440

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Waste water discharges 

(‘000 m3) 

2002 27,196 25,152 25,597

(EN22) Total recycling and 

reuse of water. 

(EN10) Percentage and total volume  

of water recycled and reused. 

Waste water recovery and 

reuse (%) 

2002 77.6 78.8 78.8

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Employees at year-end 

(number) – total 

2000 162,237 161,066r 173,695

    Employees at year-end 

(number) – blue collars8 

2004 n.a. 105,090 116,643

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Employee turnover (world)

– incoming (number) 

2003 11545 14,615 15,820

    …. – outgoing (number)11 2003 -22696 -18,403 -17,132

LA3 % of empl. represented 

by indep. trade unions 

LA4 % of empl. covered by coll. 

bargaining agreements. 

Trade union membership, 

(% of headcount)9 

2003 36.4 36.7 40.5

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Frequency rate – Italy12 2004 n.a. 1.54 1.34

    Severity rate – Italy13 2004 n.a. 0.31 0.29

LA9 Average hours of 

training per year … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Training on env. resp. – 

senior/middle managers 

(number of people)14 

2004 n.a. 5,291 6,250

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

% of women … – senior 

management (Italy)10 

2003 7.8 7.8 8.4

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available for Fiat Auto only; 2also available: distribution to employees, lenders, government, company; 3 TOE: 
tons of oil equivalent; 4also available: other fuels; 5also available for the group; 6also available: industrial waste; 7also available: treatment and disposal and controlled 
landfills; 8employee groups also available: white collars, professional experts, professional senior/executives; 9senior managers excluded; 10job categories also 
available: middle management, white collars, blue collars, total (all categories for entire group as well); 11also available:  

∆ scope of consolidation/net change after disposals and acquisitions (number); workforce broken down by seniority (less than 5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, 21-30 
years, over 30 years); 12frequency rate: number of reported accidents causing employee to miss more than 3 days of work and the number of hours at work multiplied 
by 100,000 (also available for ‘abroad’); 13ratio between the days of absence and the number of hours at work multiplied by 1,000 (also available for ‘abroad’), also 

available: number of fatalities (Italy and abroad); 14also available for internal auditors, and employees (also in terms of total hours of training) 
 Source WestLB Research, Fiat
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Fiat’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection 

of thoughts and observations 

Fiat is positioned at the upper end of the range set by the big manufacturers – at least in 

terms of quantitative coverage of GRI Indicators. The company’s neglect of the Sector 

Supplement Indicators is more or less standard in the industry. When we focused on the 

details of Fiat’s reporting practice, the following caught our attention (if not explicitly 

mentioned otherwise, all comments refer to the most recent GRI report sampled): 

 It is noticeable that the company had started to report on some indicators and then 

discontinued coverage again (e.g. for indicators ‘net value added’, ‘raw materials’). We 

have not been able to check if this step has been appropriately explained by Fiat. For ‘raw 

materials’, which have been included in the June 2005 report, we have to point out that 

the reported measure is not particularly useful – the company refrained from reporting 

consumed quantities and from a breakdown into individual materials. Instead, it reported 

the total purchasing volume in euros.  

 The company reports VOC emissions, which we particularly welcome since it is 

recommended to do so in the sector supplement. However, there seems to be an 

inconsistency in the data reported – how can the emissions of Fiat Auto be greater than 

the ones of the Fiat Group? 

 All in all environmental data are reported in a very differentiated and concise manner. We 

welcome that Fiat clearly separates between the Fiat Group and its single entities and 

between domestic and globally consolidated numbers.     

 Particularly disappointing for us is that Fiat does not report on the fuel economy and/or 

the CO2 emissions of its car fleet – particularly since the company is one of the leaders in 

this field due to its favourable model mix. 

 Fiat falls behind its peers in that it refrains from reporting production-related CO2 

emissions – which is very unusual for big industrial company. 

 Despite the many references to environmental indicators we made, it is noticeable that 

Fiat’s reports have a clear bias towards human resources issues, which is probably 

explained by the company-specific history of sustainability reporting. The indicators in 

the HR area are indeed numerous, but not always particularly useful (e.g. the training of 

employees is only reported with respect to ‘Environmental Responsibility’, which points 

at a too narrow understanding of what is material in this area). 

 Encouragingly, age structure data are reported not only for the company’s domestic 

workforce, but also at the global Group level. The age group breakdown for the 

company’s global workforce, however, is not sliced finely enough. Another example of 

good reporting practice is that Fiat does not only report the percentage of women 

according to job category, but also breaks these numbers down to the regions it is 

operating in. 

Fiat is well positioned in terms 

of quantitative coverage of GRI 

Indicators 

VOC emissions are reported  

as recommended by the  

sector supplement 

Fiat’s reports have a clear  

bias towards human  

resources issues 
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Mazda – ‘Zoom-Zoom’ 
Originally established in January 1920, Mazda soon branched out into production of 

trucks for commercial use. In the early 1960s, the company launched its first passenger 

car models. Still headquartered in Hiroshima in western Japan, Mazda Motor Corporation 

today ranks as one of Japan’s leading automakers. Mazda has been exporting cars to the 

United States and Europe for about 40 years. Overseas sales account for more than two 

thirds of total turnover. It has two main production sites in Japan and 18 overseas 

facilities. Mazda’s factory at Hiroshima is one of the largest single-site automobile plants 

in the world, with an annual production capacity of over 500,000 units. The plant located 

at Hofu has a capacity of nearly 400,000 units. Overseas sites include joint ventures based 

in the United States, and in Thailand with Ford Motor Company, Mazda’s largest 

shareholder. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, by our cut-off date Mazda had delivered two 

CR/sustainability reports that both refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines and comprise a 

Content Index. The production cycle of the reports is annual. The company obtained 

external verification for both reports from ‘independent individual experts’ (which is a 

particularity of the Japanese market). Up to the end of July 2007, the company had not 

published any new CR/sustainability report. 

Mazda – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number 

of pages

Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 96 Independent individual expert

Sep-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 93 Two independent individual experts

 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for, 15 were covered by Mazda in 

the required format (=23.8%). The company reports on two Sector Supplement Indicators 

(A5: ‘compliance of vehicles with existing and next defined emission standards’ and A6: 

‘average fuel economy’) – which is the maximum of the major manufacturers that we 

considered here.  

One striking observation is the comparatively weak coverage of ‘Labour Practices and 

Decent Work’, which is an area that is normally well accounted for by companies (and 

this not only in the automotive sector). With only two indicators that we have identified 

and that meet our requirements, Mazda comes in last together with Ford (which may not 

come as a surprise given that Mazda is part of the Ford Group). The following table shows 

the indicator count in more detail. 

Additional Indicators provided by Mazda 

Compared to its peers Mazda goes beyond the requirements of the 2002 GRI Guidelines 

to a lesser degree only. We have detected two indicators in the company’s reports that 

are not required by the GRI but that we would consider useful from a sector- and/or a 

general reporting perspective: (1) The supplier’s accredited ISO 14001 certification and 

(2) the number of women in management positions (on an unconsolidated basis only).   

Overseas sales account for 

more than two thirds of total 

turnover 

Internationally uncommon 

external verification 

15 indicators covered by 

Mazda in the required format 

(=23.8%) 

ISO 14001 certification and 

number of women in 

management positions 
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Mazda – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  9/14 1/10 10/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 2/6 0 2/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 0/2 0/2 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 2/9 - 2/9

Total 14/39 1/24 15/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

As a measure of diversity the latter was not been obligatory under the 2002 GRI 

Guidelines, but is now required under LA13 (‘composition of governance bodies and 

breakdown of employees per category according to gender, age group, minority group 

membership, and other indicators of diversity’) of the G3 Guidelines. 

The table on the following page displays most of the relevant indicators we found in 

Mazda’s reports. We have only a few comments to make at this point. The generally 

insufficient coverage of GRI Indicators in most areas (with the exception of 

‘Environmental Indicators’) has already been mentioned in detail in this report. Mazda 

differentiates itself positively from its German peers, for example, in that it provides more 

information about emission characteristics of its car fleet. A disadvantage, however, is 

that the company only refers to the Japanese emission standards which does not allow 

direct comparisons with an international peer group.  

Overall, Mazda’s reporting of performance indicators at some points is a little difficult to 

follow. The impression we got when looking at the reports of other Japanese companies 

in the Food sector was similar (see p. 119). To us Japanese companies seem to be more 

keen to report in line with national conventions than to provide a high degree of 

comparability within their respective global sector peer groups. As a general rule, the 

reports of Japanese companies are comprehensive and detailed, but sometimes suffer a 

little bit from the unusual definitions used (we are of course aware that this view is based 

very much on our understanding of what a globalised reporting culture should entail). 

Mazda differentiates itself 

positively in that it provides 

more information about 

emission characteristics of its 

car fleet 

Japanese companies keen to 

report in line with national 

conventions 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 90 

 

WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – Mazda 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic performance indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net sales (¥ bn) 2001 2,574.7 2,695.6 2,918.8

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Materials purchased (tons)

– raw materials (steel, …)1

2005 n.a. n.a. 263,000

    Reductions in packaging & 

wrapping materials (tons)

2001 8,034 9,309 11,263

EN2 % of materials used 

that are wastes … 

EN2 % of materials used that are 

recycled input materials. 

Reuse of packaging and 

wrapping materials (tons)

2001 629 721 732

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by …  

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy consumption (‘000 

GJ) – total 

2001 7,670 7,818 8,901

    … – coke (‘000 GJ)2 2001 386 386 433

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

… – electricity (‘000 GJ) 2001 5,176 5,344 6,045

    … – city gas/LNG (‘000 GJ) 2001 821 874 1,078

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions …. 

Unconsolidated … GHG 

(‘000 tons CO2 equ.)3 

1995(!) 371 374 425

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NOx emissions (tons)4 2005 n.a. n.a. 882

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Direct landfill waste (tons) 2005 n.a. n.a. 356

    Total landfill waste volume 

(index: 1990=100)5 

1995(!) 5.3 3.9 2.1

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Wastewater (‘000 m3) 2005 n.a. n.a. 7,840

EN15 % of the weight of 

products sold that is 

reclaimable … 

EN27 % of products sold and their 

packaging materials that are 

reclaimed by category. 

Weight of recycled 

materials (tons) – Auto 

Shredder Residue (ASR)6 

2005 n.a. n.a. 18,373

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditures by type. 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditures and investm. …. 

Env. protection costs  

(100 m Yen) – Expend.7 

2000 373.8 426.7 421.2

    … – Investment7 2000 44.7 50.2 57.5

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Lost time work incident 

ratio – Mazda8 

2000 0.06r 0.23 0.12

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

No. of women in 

management positions9 

2001 32 43 56

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Product and Fleet Characteristics A5 – … compliance of vehicles 

sold with…emission standards 

Low-emissions vehicle 

status (%) – U-LEV10 

2003 71.6 30.2 17.2

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy by 

type of vehicle … 

… of pass. cars, by weight 

class (km/l) – 750 kg 

2004 n.a. 20.32 20.69

  … – 2000 kg11 2004 n.a. 9.4 10.2

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available: materials purchased – paper; 2also available: split of direct energy consumption into ‘heavy oil A’, 
heavy oil C’, kerosene, diesel, gasoline, LPG; 3also available: emissions of GHG on a consolidated basis (for 2005 only), GHG emissions per unit of sales revenue, 
cumulative CO2 emissions reductions caused by logistics activities, CO2 output by automobile manufacturing process; 4also available: SOx emissions; 5waste products 
from automobile manufacturing, chemical substances (discharge/transfer); 6also available: weight of recycled materials – airbags, fluorocarbons (total weight 

collected), number of bumpers collected and recycled; 7also available for consolidated companies); 8frequency of industrial accidents, measured in number of 
accidents per 1m person-hours worked, measure is also available for affiliated companies and for supplier organisation; 9unconsolidated; 10U-LEV: 50% lower than 
2005 exhaust emissions standard, also available: SU-LEV (75% lower …); 11other available weight classes: 850 kg, 1250 kg, 1500 kg, 1750 kg           
 Source WestLB Research, Mazda
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Hyundai – ‘Drive your way’ 
Established in 1967, Hyundai Motor Company (HMC) launched its Pony model, becoming 

the first Korean-made automobile to be exported in 1976. Since the Pony, HMC has 

continued to expand its export volume and overseas market to include North America, 

Europe, China, Japan and other areas. HMC built Korea’s first engine and transmission 

parts in 1991. By doing so, HMC greatly contributed to the Korean automobile industry 

by localising the production of key components. In 2004, HMC exported 1m automobiles 

and received the ‘The Ten billion Dollar Export Award’ from the Korean government. 

HMC now produces and sells passenger vehicles, light trucks, dump trucks, commercial 

buses, vans and other specially designed vehicles in over 190 countries worldwide. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, until our cut-off date HMC delivered three 

CR/sustainability reports that refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines and comprise a Content 

Index. The production cycle of the reports is annual. The company obtained external 

verification for all three reports. Until the end of July 2007, the company has not 

published any new CR/sustainability report. 

Hyundai – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Nov-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 89 Deloitte Anjin LLC

Nov-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 89 Deloitte & Touche AS (Denmark)

Nov-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI 124 Deloitte & Touche AS (Denmark)

 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for we found 15 indicators covered 

by HMC in the required format (=23.8%). The company reports on one Sector 

Supplement Indicator (A6: ‘average fuel economy’) only. As almost all its peers HMC was 

an official member of the Automotive Working Group that developed the sector 

supplement. The company focuses like others on environmental indicators and indicators 

in the area ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’. The only thing that stands out somewhat 

is that HMC reports two environmental indicators that classified to be ‘Additional’ (i.e. 

non-core). This comprises the indicators ‘water recycled’ (EN22: ‘total recycling and 

reuse of water’) and ‘environmental costs’ (EN35: ‘total environmental expenditures’). 

HMC is the only company considered here that reports two ‘non-core’ indicators (across 

all areas) – five manufacturers report on just one of the additional indicators, three cover 

none of them. The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. 

Additional Indicators provided by Hyundai 

Like its peers HMC goes beyond the requirements of the 2002 GRI Guidelines at some 

points. Altogether we have detected three indicators or (indicator sets) in the company’s 

reports that are not required by the GRI but that we would consider useful from a sector- 

and/or a general reporting perspective: 

HMC greatly contributed to the 

Korean automobile industry by 

localising the production of key 

components 

15 indicators covered by HMC 

in the required format 

(=23.8%) 
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Hyundai – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 2/10 9/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 1/9 - 1/9

Total 13/39 2/24 15/63

 Source WestLB Research, GRI 

 Global vehicle sales (units) and vehicle production (units). We would put this under 

‘Economic Indicators’ in the general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (‘net sales’) for 

example. The availability of unit sales and production data has a big advantage with 

respect to the benchmarkability of many environmental indicators (e.g. emissions of any 

kind). In order to be able to assess the total ecological footprint of a company it is, in our 

view, better to have separate data on physical input- and output quantities. 

 The diversity measures provided by the company (number of female employees broken 

down by job category) had not been obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but is now 

required under LA13 (‘composition of governance bodies and breakdown of employees 

per category according to gender, age group, minority group membership, and other 

indicators of diversity’) of the G3 Guidelines. The breakdown in job categories 

(production, R&D, etc) is not particularly meaningful, in our view. A breakdown according 

to management levels would have been much more illustrative. 

 As a measure of product quality HMC reports the IQS rankings of J.D. Power & 

Associates. The fact that product quality is considered worthwhile reporting on can only 

be welcomed. Indicators such as this would be capable of filling a gap that we see in the 

area of ‘Product Responsibility’. The US manufacturers (Ford and GM) are also reporting 

on product quality, but focus on initial quality problems. This point in the right direction, 

in our view, since general product quality rating by external consultants represent too 

much of a black box. 

Vehicle sales and production 

Diversity measures 

Product quality rankings 
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GRI Performance Indicators – Hyundai 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Total revenues (bns 

Korean won) 

2000 24,967 27,472 27,384

Add  Add  Production vehicles  

(‘000 units) 

2000 1,647 1,678 2,314

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Raw materials (tons) 2005 n.a. n.a. 659,328

    Chemical substances 

(tons)1 

2000 10,062 2,828 2,191

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy consumption  

(‘000 GJ)2 

2000 28,999 32,300 36,523

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Water consumption  

(‘000 tons)2 

2000 11,975 14,447 14,798

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

GHG emissions  

(‘000 tons CO2)
2 

2000 1,457 1,616 1,827

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

Air pollutants – domestic 

(tons) 

2001 1,363 1,262 1,151

    CO emissions 2000 132 91 n.a.

    NOx emissions (tons) 2000 77 75 n.a.

    SOx emissions (tons) 2000 175 155 n.a.

    PM emissions (tons) 2000 979 940 n.a.

    VOC emissions (tons)2 2000 13,278 9,956 10,289

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Waste generated (‘000 

tons) 

2000 478 263 223

    Waste recycled (tons) 2001 419,647 204,833 166,505

    Solvent recovery (tons)2 2000 2,685 3,002 3,705

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Water pollutants (tons) 2000 154 205 193

(EN22) Total recycling and 

reuse of water. 

(EN10) Percentage and total volume  

of water recycled and reused. 

Water recycled (‘000 tons) 2001 1,007 1,178 1,254

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditures by type. 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditures and investments ..

Env. costs (domestic) – 

total (1m Korean won) 

2000 33,270 37,226 45,061

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Number of domestic 

employees 

2000 51,597 53,218 54,440

    Overseas employees by 

region – North America4 

2005 n.a. n.a. 7,570

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Industrial accident rate 

(domestic) (%) 

2001 2.2 2.86 1.64

LA9 Average hours of 

training per … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Training & education 

(dom.) (number of empl.)5

2003 51,597 52,673 54,440

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy by 

type of vehicle … 

Compliance with CAFE 

stand. (mpg) - pass. cars6 

2003 30.4 29.6 30.5

  … – light trucks6 2003 24.4 24.2 24.8

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available: iron usage per unit of sales, aluminum usage, and paint usage (all per unit of sales); 2also available in 
per unit of sales; 4regions also available: China, India, Europe, other; 5also available: number of training/education hours; 6for model year 2005 (CAFE: 27.5) 
 Source WestLB Research, Hyundai
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Hyundai’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection of thoughts and 

observations 

In terms of quantitative coverage of GRI Indicators, HMC is close to the sector average. 

The company’s neglect of the Sector Supplement Indicators is more or less standard in 

the industry. Getting down to the details of HMC’s reporting practice, the following things 

attracted our attention (if not explicitly mentioned otherwise, all comments refer to the 

latest GRI report published): 

 We noticed an ambiguity about the currency specification in the revenues and total assets 

time series shown on page 7 of the Nov-2006 report.  

 The data provided with respect to the compliance with fuel efficiency standards are 

sparse and do not exactly fit the needs. For example, it is not clear whether the company 

reports a simple arithmetic average or a volume-weighted average (we guess the former). 

Also, against the background of its global presence it is a little bit disappointing that the 

company only refers to the US’ CAFE regulation.  

 HMC’s practice is to provide data on specific consumption and specific emissions, which 

we generally welcome. We would, however, prefer to see the company reporting these 

measure not in per unit of sales but in per unit of production. This allows for a better 

periodic matching of the data. 

 With respect to the reported chemical substances (page 46 of the Nov-2006 report) it is 

not immediately clear whether the numbers refer to input materials or to chemical waste 

output. The size of the numbers given point to the former. It is clearly recommended that 

more detailed explanations be given for the indicators reported. (Much better done by 

HMC itself in its Nov-2005 report, in which the company provides a breakdown according 

to type of chemical and labels the reported time series ‘chemicals use’).     

 An example of good practice is HMC’s reporting of training hours (LA9). The company 

provides data on the number of employees involved and about the average man-hours per 

employee. What we particularly liked is the fine breakdown of all these numbers with 

respect to employee categories (6 different groups). 

 In its Nov-2004 report the company provided information about the breakdown of energy 

consumption by source (%). Unfortunately the company stopped this example of good 

practice, so that it is not possible to track the company’s efforts to obtain a more 

environmentally friendly energy mix. 

 Another example of the company taking a step backwards is that with its Nov 2006 it 

stopped reporting on the different types of conventional emissions (NOx, SOx, etc.) as 

well, summarising all air emissions in just one number. This clearly does not contribute to 

the aim of comparability and transparency.        

 One clear example of good practice is that HMC has stuck to providing the breakdown of 

its waste production into four categories. 

Sparse data with respect to  

fuel efficiency standards 

compliance 

More detailed information 

needed to interpret data on 

chemical substances 

Taking steps backwards 
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Kia Motors – ‘The power to surprise’ 
Since its foundation in 1944, Kia Motors has supplied passenger cars, buses, commercial 

vehicles and parts. Up to date the company has emerged as the second truly global 

Korean automobile brand. Its main production facilities are located in Korea, China, and 

Slovakia. In 2005, Kia Motors sold a total of 1.27m automobiles – 266,508 units in the 

domestic market and 1.12m units in the global market.  

According to CorporateRegister.com, until our cut-off date Kia delivered three 

CR/sustainability reports that refer to the 2002 GRI Guidelines and comprise a Content 

Index. The production cycle of the reports is annual. The company obtained external 

verification for all three reports. Until the end of July 2007, the company has not 

published any new CR/sustainability reports. 

Kia Motors – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Jun-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 103 Korean Foundation for Quality

Jun-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 103 BSI Korea

Jul-2004 Environment & Social 2002 CI 75 Two independent individual 

experts

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Out of the total of 63 indicators we had been looking for we found 16 indicators covered 

by Kia in the required format (=25.4%). This is at the upper end of the range set by the 

big manufacturers. Only General Motors and Fiat display an equally high coverage ratio. 

The 16 indicators we found comprise two Sector Supplement Indicators (A1: ‘work hours 

per week and average hours worked over time’ and A6: ‘average fuel economy’), which is 

already at the maximum of what the big manufacturers reported in this area. 

Furthermore, Kia is the only company in this group which reports on one of the three 

‘Social Indicators’ required by the sector supplement. Unlike all of its peers we looked at 

here, the company did not participate in the Automotive Working Group.  

The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. Once again the bipolar focus 

of reporting in this industry is noticeable. Environmental indicators as well as labour-

related indicators are well represented, while all other areas are neglected. Kia does not 

differ from its peers in this respect. 

Additional Indicators provided by Kia 

Kia goes beyond the requirements of the 2002 GRI Guidelines at some points. Altogether 

we have detected five indicators or (indicator sets) in the company’s reports that are not 

required by the GRI but that we would consider useful from a sector- and/or a general 

reporting perspective: 

 Total number of automobiles sold. We would put this under ‘Economic Indicators’ in the 

general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (‘net sales’) for example. The availability of 

unit sales and production data has a big advantage with respect to the benchmarkability 

of many environmental indicators (e.g. emissions of any kind). 

 Waste recycling rate (%) complementing data on the ‘total volume of waste generated’ 

(EN11). 

All three reports externally 

verified 

16 indicators covered in the 

required format (=25.4%) 

Going beyond 2002 GRI 

Guidelines 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 96 

 

WestLB 

 Kia also reports what it calls ‘social contribution costs’. A breakdown into ‘environmental 

preservation’, ‘culture & arts’, ‘social’, ‘international relations’, ‘sports promotion’, 

‘academic education’, and ‘social welfare’ is provided as well. 

Kia Motors – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 1/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 5/6 0 5/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 0/2 0/2 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Sector Supplement Indicators 2/9 - 2/9

Total 15/39 1/24 16/63

Source WestLB Research, GRI 

Kia’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection of thoughts and 

observations 

Kia is positioned at the upper end of the range set by the big manufacturers – at least in 

terms of quantitative coverage of GRI Indicators. The company’s neglect of the Sector 

Supplement Indicators is more or less standard in the industry. When it came to 

analysing the details of Kia’s reporting practice, the following attracted our attention (if 

not explicitly mentioned otherwise, all comments refer to the latest GRI report published): 

 The company reports very comprehensively on the ‘regional breakdown of its markets’ 

(EC2), which is an indicator we do not have on our focus list. It is noticeable, however, 

that the company does not report these numbers as required by the GRI – i.e. it does not 

provide information on the national market shares of the company. This case is 

illustrative for many others: Companies do report what they have available anyway, and 

do not put additional effort into fulfilling the actual requirements. 

 With respect to its workforce the company delivers a breakdown by occupation 

(‘technical’, ‘production’, ‘general admin’, and ‘sales’) together with the respective share 

of female employees. Best practice, in our view, would have been to complement this by a 

breakdown according to management level. Overall, the data provided on the allocation of 

employees is very comprehensive. Time series are available for most indicators in this 

area dating back to 2002. 

Social contribution costs 

Regional breakdown of Kia’s 

markets is reported very 

comprehensively 

Breakdown of workforce by 

occupation 
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GRI Performance Indicators – Kia 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Sales (bns Korean won) 2000 12,840 15,258 15,999

    Annual wages (1m Korean 

won)1 

2000 1,412,046 1,636,602 1,752,972

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Amount of steel used 

(tons)2 

2003 226,272 229,131 212,193

    Volume of hazardous 

chemicals used (tons)2,3 

2000 2,282r 2,759 2,538

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy consumption 

(volume in TOE)2 

2000 317,411 327,889 362,955

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Amount of water used 

(‘000 m3)2 

2000 5,772 5,345 5,853

    Amount of underground 

water used (‘000 m3) 

2000 1,323 1,389 1,762

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

Volume of CO2 emitted 

(tons)2 

2000 660,454 681,000 755,817

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

Volume of NOx emitted 

(tons)2,4 

2000 407.7 410.1 471.5

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Volume of waste 

generated (tons)2 

2000 198,584r 199,822r 220,723

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Waste water discharge 

(tons)2 

2000 3,335,313 3,629,525 n.a.

    Water pollutants – BOD 

discharge volume (tons)2,5

2000 34.2r 31r 37.8

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditures by type. 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditures and investm. … 

Env. mgt. expenses (1m 

Korean won)6 

2000 21,121,725 59,026,647 57,555,352

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Number of employees 2002 31,278 32,252 32,745

    Employees – breakdown 

by occupation – Prod.7 

2002 19,305 20,299 21,519

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Job creation (persons) 2002 1,861 1,338 1,593

LA3 % of empl. represented 

by indep. trade unions 

LA4 % of empl. covered by coll. 

bargaining agreements. 

Number of unionists – 

total 

2005 n.a. n.a. 27,297

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Industrial accident ratio 

(domestic … only) 

2000 2.14r 2.6r 2.03

LA9 Average hours of 

training per … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Total training hours 

(hrs/person)8 

2000 85 80 68

Sector Supplement Indicators 

Classifier Description Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Working time A1 – … work hrs. per week  

and av. hrs. worked overtime …

Working hours production 

– Av. (hrs/person/week)9 

2005 n.a. n.a. 51.4

Fuel efficiency A6 – Average fuel economy by 

type of vehicle … 

Total fuel efficiency 

(km/l)10 

2003 10.1 11.2 12.1

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available: employee benefits, welfare costs, and social contribution costs (EC5 in 2002 CI classification, deleted 
within G3 to avoid overlap with EC1); 2also available in unit used per vehicle; 3also available: amount of paint and thinner used, amount of wrap guard film used; 4also 
available: volume of SO2 and of dust emitted; 5also available: COD-, SS-, and n-H discharge volumes; 6also available: environmental investments; 7job categories also 
available: general admin., sales, technical, and other; 8also available: total training expenditure; 9also available: extra-working hours production; 10also available 

separately for gasoline and diesel cars   Source WestLB Research, Kia
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 The last point we noted was that the company stopped providing consolidated numbers 

for its wastewater release. In the Jun-2006 report, Kia published water discharge volumes 

for its individual plants. 

In this part of our research we have looked for those GRI Performance Indicators in the 

CR/sustainability reports of companies within the Auto sector that are quantifiable and 

that potentially allow users to measure the sustainability performance of a company 

against its peers over time. It is this kind of transparency that the financial market and the 

GRI (when it states that CR/sustainability reporting should be ‘as comparable as financial 

reporting’) is requesting from the corporate world. From this particular perspective, we 

rate Kia’s report to be ‘best-in-class’ according to our selection criteria. Kia’s reporting of 

quantifiable performance indicators is precise, clear, comprehensive, and only has few 

weaknesses, of which its bi-polarity (focus on environmental and labour indicators) and 

the lack of coverage of Sector Supplement Indicators are the most noticeable ones. These 

weaknesses, however, are standard in the industry, so filling such gaps would certainly 

be at the top of the big manufacturers’ to-do list. 

In the following we are taking the next step in trying to use the data on the performance 

indicators gathered from the company reports to actually benchmark the companies 

against each other. So far we have not distinguished between how the companies within 

the Auto sector exactly report on a specific indicator. Rather, we have only checked 

whether a company reports on a given GRI Performance Indicator in a format that 

potentially allows benchmarking. We have pointed out already that companies tend to use 

the indicators they have available and link them to the GRI Indicators despite the fit not 

always being perfect – to put it mildly. And now, by taking the next step we have tried to 

match the data actually reported by the companies taking into account the sometimes 

quite different company-specific definitions. We have analyzed this only for a subset of 

the indicators we collected. A full test would have been beyond the scope of this report. 

Benchmarking auto manufacturers with respect to their 
ESG performance 
Explorative analysis of selected GRI Performance Indicators collected from 

company reports – Starting with Fuel Efficiency 

We started by picking an indicator from the Automotive Sector Supplement. As we have 

repeatedly pointed out already, Sector Supplement Indicators, which have the status of a 

GRI Core Indicator, are strongly underrepresented in the CR/sustainability reports of the 

big auto manufacturers we looked at, although all except Kia have been official members 

of the Automotive Working Group that developed the supplement. And if a company 

reported, than it did so most likely by covering A6 (‘average fuel economy’) – which is 

understandable given the significance of this indicator in the context of the climate 

change policy debate (e.g. a possible obligatory fleet CO2 limit). 

We rate Kia’s report to be 

‘best-in-class’ according to our 

selection criteria 

Trying to match the data 

actually reported by the 

companies 

All companies, except Kia, 

have been members of the 

Auto Working Group 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Coverage of performance indicators within our sample 
Sector supplement: Number of companies reporting on …. Total number of indicators reported in required format 
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Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

The highest relative frequency of occurrence has led us to use A6 for our benchmarking 

test. Out of the total of nine companies in our sample, six have reported on A6. Only Fiat, 

DaimlerChrysler, and Volkswagen have refrained from doing so within the period covered 

by us. In the Automotive Sector Supplement it is classified under category ‘Products’ and 

aspect ‘fuel efficiency’. In full A6 is defined as: 

‘Average fuel economy by type of vehicle broken down by region, as applicable. Explain 

definition used for different vehicle types.’ 

The following table summarises the data we have collected from the respective company 

reports. It covers the period 2000-2005. Data are not only taken from the latest report. 

Please remember that we considered a company’s full history of GRI reports. We have 

marked up any data points that have been revised from a previous report.  

Only Fiat, DC, and VW 

refrained from reporting A6 

Covering the period from 2000 

to 2005 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – A6: ‘Average fuel economy by type of vehicle ….’ 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Kia Total fuel efficiency (km/l)  10.1 11.2 12.1

 Gasoline automobiles fuel efficiency (km/l)  10.4 11.8 12.1

 Diesel automobiles fuel efficiency (km/l)  10 10.9 12

Hyundai Compliance with CAFE standards for model year 2005 

(mpg) – passenger cars (CAFE: 27.5)  

30.4 29.6 30.5

 Compliance with CAFE standards for model year 2005 

(mpg) – light trucks (CAFE: 20.7) 

 24.4 24.2 24.8

Mazda Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 750 kg 

 

 

20.32 20.69

 Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 850 kg 

 

 

18.31

 Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 1250 kg   

16.85 17.8

 Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 1500 kg 

 

 

11.63 12.61

 Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 1750 kg 

 

 

11.05 11.08

 Average fuel efficiency of passenger cars, by weight class 

(km/l) – 2000 kg 

 

 

9.4 10.2

BMW Fleet fuel consumption of newly registered cars (index: 

1990=100) 

79.6 77.3 74.3 74 74

GM Fuel economy (miles per gallon) (US) – cars 27.8 28.3 28.8 28.9 29.4

 Fuel economy (miles per gallon) (US) – light trucks 21 20.7 21.2 21.3 21.4

Ford Ford U.S. fleet fuel economy, combined car and truck, 

(miles per gallon) 

24 23.1 23.2 23.6 22.8 24.1

 Ford U.S. fleet fuel economy, combined car and truck, 

without flexible fuel vehicle credits (miles per gallon) 

 22.5 21.8 23.1r,w

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page           Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Obviously, the data provided by the companies cannot be directly used for the purpose of 

benchmarking. BMW, for example, drops out of the sample just because the company 

reports a fuel efficiency index, which is useful as an additional visualisation but not 

sufficient for making cross-sectional comparisons. For the remaining brands, a common 

denominator has to be found. The US manufacturers still report in miles per gallon, 

Mazda as well as the two Korean brands report in kilometres per litre (Europeans would 

probably report the reciprocal of this). We decided to use the latter. It would certainly be 

helpful for the sake of improving comparability and transparency, if companies could 

agree on a common unit of measurement. 

The following table provides the result of our transformation exercise. This list is what 

finally remains after applying the following filters: 

 Member of the DJ STOXX Global benchmark index (industry group Auto Manufacturers) 

– 19 companies; 

 GRI reports only, published within a two-year period (ending 31 March 2007)  

– 9 companies; 

 Indicators presented in the required format (tables and/or diagrams with numerical data) 

– 6 companies;  

 Transformable into a common unit of measurement – 5 companies. 

Common denominator has to 

be found 

What finally remains … 
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Out of a total of 19 members of the global benchmark industry group just 5 companies 

remained after running through this process – albeit most manufacturers have been 

members of the Automotive Working Group that developed the GRI Automotive Sector 

Supplement. From the perspective of comparability and transparency this is a truly 

disappointing result that shows how far we are from the goal of making ESG reporting as 

comparable as financial reporting. 

Looking at the table below it is also noticeable that the numbers are not directly 

comparable because of the divergent fleet scopes the companies are reporting on. Ford 

and Kia, for example, only provide one number for the total fleet, whereas Mazda reports 

a detailed breakdown according to five weight classes and no total number. Best practice, 

in our view, would be to provide both an aggregate number as well as a breakdown by 

vehicle type as requested in the sector supplement. 

Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – A6: ‘Average fuel economy by type 
of vehicle (km/l)’ 

Company/def. of indicator in company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Kia - Total 10.100 11.200 12.100

Hyundai - Passenger cars 10.762 10.479 10.797

Hyundai - Light trucks 8.638 8.567 8.779

Mazda - Passenger cars - 750 kg 20.320 20.690

Mazda - Passenger cars - 1250 kg 16.850 17.800

Mazda - Passenger cars - 1500 kg 11.630 12.610

Mazda - Passenger cars - 1750 kg 11.050 11.080

Mazda - Passenger cars - 2000 kg 9.400 10.200

GM -Cars 9.841 10.018 10.195 10.231 10.408

GM - Light trucks 7.434 7.328 7.505 7.540 7.576

Ford - Combined car and truck1 8.496 8.178 8.213 8.355 8.071 8.532
1 Also available without flexible fuel vehicle credits.        Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Another striking difference between the reported data lies in the length of the time series 

provided. Of course the old rule ‘the longer the better’ applies here as well. Only the two 

US manufacturers (GM: 2005 numbers not available yet) have been delivering time series 

of a length that is sufficient to be able to detect trends in the data that may be indicative 

for the success of the companies’ strategies to improve fuel efficiency. Of course we 

acknowledge that Kia, for example, probably started collecting these data much later than 

its Western peers. This is not to suggest a lack of willingness to reveal that it is behind in 

terms of having only a short time series; it is merely to state what we found. 

The following diagram displays the data once again. It clearly shows the different fuel 

consumption levels of the different manufacturers and vehicle classes and gives a quick 

impression of the development of fuel efficiency over time.    

A truly disappointing result 

Numbers still not directly 

comparable because of the 

divergent fleet scopes 

Only the two US manufacturers 

deliver time series of sufficient 

lengths 
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  Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – A6: ’Average fuel economy by type 
of vehicle (km/l)’ 
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  Source WestLB Research, companies‘ reports

Greenhouse gas emissions 

We continue our benchmarkability test with one of the Environmental Core Performance 

Indicators required by the G2- and the G3 Guidelines – greenhouse gas emissions 

(GHG).4 In both versions of the guidelines provided by the GRI the respective indicator is 

assigned to ‘emissions, effluents, and waste’. The definition has changed from G2 to G3 

in that G3 now requires a breakdown between direct and indirect GHG emissions. 

However, since all reports we looked at with respect to the Auto industry refer to the 

2002 GRI Guidelines, this distinction is not particularly relevant at this point – although 

we acknowledge that it is definitely best practice to distinguish between the two emission 

types. As we did before with regard to fuel efficiency, we summarise in a first step what 

we have collected from the company reports (no data transformation made so far). 

At first sight it is noticeable that the numbers provided by the companies appear very 

different. The two reasons for this are:  

 The mixed reporting of total emission volumes and of specific emission volumes and once 

again 

 the different units of measurement used. 

Against the background of our mission to look for comparable data we have focused on 

the ability to benchmark specific emission volumes.   

                                            
4 We have also looked at one other environmental core performance indicator within our benchmarking framework: total 
water consumption. The results can be found in the Appendix of this note (pdf version only, see p. 160). 

Best practice would be to 

distinguish between direct and 

indirect emissions – as 

required by G3 

Numbers are very different 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – EN8: ‘Greenhouse gas emissions’ 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Kia Volume of CO2 emitted (tons) 621,333 637,296 674,019 660,454 681,000 755,817

 Volume of CO2 emitted per vehicle (kg/unit) 773.4r 748.3r 773.1r 774.9r 752.1 789.5

Hyundai GHG emissions (‘000 tons CO2)  1,171 1,249 1,395 1,457 1,616 1,827

 GHG emissions per sales (tons CO2/billion Korean 

won)  

53.1 54.3 54.8 50.6 53

Mazda Emissions of greenhouse gases (tons CO2 equivalent) 1,001,000

 Unconsolidated emissions of greenhouse gases (‘000 

tons CO2 equivalent)1 

342 337 362 371 374 425

 Unconsolidated emissions of greenhouse gases (tons 

per 100m Yen of sales revenue)1 

25.9 24.7 23.5 22.3 20.2 20.9

 Cumulative CO2 emissions reductions caused by 

logistics activities (tons) 

1,095 2,884 4,999 10,630 13,936

 Quantity of CO2 output by automobile manufacturing 

process (‘000 tons)1 

342 337 361 371 374

 Quantity of CO2 output by automobile manufacturing 

process (tons/100m Yen)1 

25.9 24.7 23.4 22.3 20.2

BMW Carbon dioxide (CO2), total (including external power 

generation) – (tons) 

870,862 897,507 1,068,690 1,125,939 1,169,786

 Carbon dioxide (CO2), per unit produced (including 

external power generation) – (tons/unit) 

1.04 0.99 0.98 1 0.94

GM CO2 emissions (1m metric tons) 14.1r 13.8r 13.47r 12.98r 12.35

 Worldwide facility CO2 emissions (1m metric tons)2 9.9 9.2 8.7r 8.5r 8.4 8

Ford Worldwide facility CO2 emissions (1m metric tons) – 

direct2 

3.5r 3.2 3.2 3 2.8

 Worldwide facility CO2 emissions (1m metric tons) – 

indirect2 

6.4r 6 5.5 5.5 5.6

 Worldwide facility CO2 emissions per vehicle (metric 

tons)2 

1.35 1.37 1.32r 1.37r 1.33 1.26

VW Direct CO2-emissions (1m tons) 1.19 1.23r 1.36 1.32

 Direct CO2-emissions (1m tons) (VW only) – 

worldwide 

903,648 905,962

 Direct CO2-emissions (1m tons) (VW only) – Europe 

(incl Germany)2 

468,068 506,538 510,354

 Direct CO2-emissions (1m tons) (VW only) – Germany2 298,553 302,275 303,340

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1available since 1995; 2available since 1998 
        Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

This reduces the list quite dramatically, as the table on the following page shows. It 

shows that only five manufacturers are truly comparable as far as their specific GHG 

emissions are concerned. These include Kia, Hyundai, BMW, Ford and GM. In all five 

cases it is possible to relate GHG emissions to the number of vehicles produced or sold. 

In the case of Volkswagen only direct emissions are explicitly taken into account, so that 

direct comparability is at least questionable. It is not clear, however, whether the other 

manufacturers have fully consolidated indirect emissions in their data.5  

                                            
5 We do not claim that one could not find that out at all. It is just not deducible from the tagging of the data in the tables 
and diagrams that are provided by the companies and that form the basis of our analysis. 

Only four manufacturers are 

truly comparable as far as their 

specific GHG emissions are 

concerned 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Specific GHG emissions 
(tons of CO2 equivalent emissions/unit produced or sold) 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Kia Volume of CO2 emitted per vehicle (tons/unit) 0.77r 0.75r 0.77r 0.77r 0.75 0.79

Hyundai GHG emissions/vehicles produced (tons/unit)1 0.77 0.79 0.81 0.88 0.96 0.79

BMW Carbon dioxide (CO2), per unit produced (including 

external power generation) – tons/unit 

1.04 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.94

GM CO2 emissions/vehicle sales (tons/unit)1 1.66r 1.70r 1.60r 1.60r 1.51

Ford Worldwide facility CO2 emissions per vehicle (metric 

tons) 

1.35 1.37 1.32r 1.37r 1.33 1.26

VW Direct CO2-emissions/vehicle sales (tons/unit)1 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.26

 Direct CO2-emissions/vehicle production (tons/unit)1 0.24 0.27 0.26

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1specific emissions not reported by companies themselves (need to be computed based on production or sales 
volumes)        Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

In the following diagram we visualise the results obtained for the specific emissions of the 

manufacturers in term of units produced. The list of comparable companies shrinks once 

again. Since GM only provides vehicle sales as a point of reference, the company drops 

out of the list and only four manufacturers remain – which is certainly very disappointing 

as we started with 19 companies in our global benchmark universe. Furthermore, the 

chart shows that none of the remaining companies has been able to show a consistent 

and significant downward trend in their specific emissions of greenhouse gases – BMW 

may be seen as an exception to this rule, despite the interim rebound staged in 2003. 

  Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Specific GHG emissions 
(tons of CO2 equivalent emissions/unit produced) 
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  Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Health and safety at the workplace 

After testing two Environmental Performance Indicators – one product-related and the 

other production-related – we now focus our attention to one of the most frequently 

reported Social Performance Indicators demanded by the GRI, i.e. LA7. It is assigned to 

‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’ and to ‘Health and Safety’ within both consecutive 

versions of the GRI Guidelines, G2 and G3. The exact definition of LA7 has been adjusted 

only slightly as a result of the change process, with the most significant difference being 

G3’s call for a regional breakdown of the data: 

None of the remaining 

companies has been able to 

show a significant downward 

trend in specific GHG 

emissions 

The exact definition of LA7 has 

been adjusted only slightly 

moving from G2 to G3 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 105

 

WestLB 

 G2: Standard injury, lost day, and absentee rates and number of work-related fatalities; 

 G3: Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and absenteeism, and total number 

of work-related fatalities by region. 

Given the wide scope of LA7, it does not come as a surprise that companies report a 

multitude of different individual indicators that are somehow related to it. The spectrum 

stretches from accident- and sickness rates to the number of work-related fatalities. The 

following table summarises in a first step what we have collected from the company 

reports (no data transformation made so far). 

Similar to the reported GHG emissions, it is noticeable that the time series provided are 

of very different length. Many of the companies that remained in our sample deliver quite 

long and therefore meaningful time series – Kia and Mazda, for example report accident 

ratios for the entire time span we took into account (2000-2005). Others, like Fiat in 

particular, fall short of this significantly. One problem we have come across is that both 

Korean manufacturers, Kia and Hyundai, do not define clearly against which quantity 

they measure their specific accident rates (per employee or per hours worked).6 

                                            
6 Once again, we do not claim that one could not find that out at all. It is just not deducible from the tagging of the data in 
the tables and diagrams that are provided by the companies and that form the basis of our analysis. 

Companies report a multitude 

of different individual 

indicators 

Time series provided are of 

very different length 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – LA7: ‘Standard injury, lost day, and absentee rates and number 
of work-related fatalities’ 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

VW Health index in % (deducting the percentage of days 

lost due to illness or accident from the maximum 

possible attendance rate of 100 %) 

96.7 96.7 96.7 97.1 97.3

 Accidents (working days lost) 44,355 35,113 31,008

 Accidents (number of industrial accidents) 2,904 2,603 2,265

 Accident severity index (number of working days lost 

x 1m / hours worked x 10) 

11.8 9.1 7.8

 Accident frequency (number of industrial accidents x 

1m / hours worked) 

7.8 6.7 5.7

 Accident frequency – VW (German plants only) 10.2 8.7 7.3 6.1 6.3 5.1

Ford Lost-time case rate (per 100 employees), Ford Motor 

Company 

4 2.5 2.1r 1.8 1.2 1.4

 Severity rate (per 100 employees), days lost per 

200,000 hours worked 

60.8 35.6r 31.9r 31.5r 23.5 23.2

GM Recordable injury rate (per 100 employees) 6.1 5.4r 3.8 2.95 2.52

 Lost time accident rate (per 100 employees) 0.63 0.53r 0.33 0.29 0.27

 Employee occupational fatalities (number of 

fatalities) 

1 4 3 1 1

BMW Accident frequency rate at BMW AG (number of 

reported industrial accidents per 1m man-hours) 

6.6 6.9 6.9 5.3 5.2

 Sickness rate at BMW AG (%) 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.9

Fiat Frequency rate (reported accidents causing 

employee to miss more than 3 days of work / hours 

at work multiplied by 100,000) – Italy 

1.54 1.34

 Frequency rate – abroad 1.02

 Severity rate (days of absence / number of hours at 

work multiplied by 1,000) – Italy 

0.31 0.29

 Fatalities – Italy 1

 Fatalities – abroad 0

Mazda Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – Mazda 

0.14 0.23 0.08 0.06r 0.23 0.12

 Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – affil. comp. 

0.61 0.43 0.33 0.31 0.99

 Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – suppliers1 

0.76 0.73 0.68 0.66 0.65

Hyundai Industrial accident rate (domestic) (%) 0.75 1.06 2.2 2.86 1.64

Kia Industrial accident ratio (domestic business 

establishments only) 

1.29 1.23 1.21r 2.14r 2.6r 2.03

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1Toyukai (supplier organisation)         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

In the face of this mixed bag of individual indicators we had to decide which indicator we 

wanted to focus on going forward. As the most frequently reported single indicator 

related to LA7 is some kind of accident frequency rate, we decided to use this one for our 

benchmarking exercise. Looking at the above table the most striking observation with 

respect to the reported rates is that their numerical value levels differ so markedly, which 

can be explained by the very different units of measurement in the first place. For 

example, numbers are reported per 100,000 work hours (Fiat), per 1m man-hours (BMW) 

or per 100 employees (Ford).  

Different units of measurement 
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This clutter of slightly differently defined measure has a significantly detrimental effect on 

comparability and transparency which are the main prerequisites for a higher acceptance 

of extra-financial reporting in the finance community. And this is clearly something that 

could be changed relatively easily by the companies. Once again, we had the impression 

that either the companies are not truly interested in being benchmarked against their 

peers or are hesitant to move away from measures that have been internally developed in 

the past (conservatism).   

After selecting those indicators that seem to be comparable in the widest sense and 

adjusting them for the different units of measurement we arrived at the strongly reduced 

list shown in the following table.  

Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Frequency rate (lost time injuries per 1,000,000 hours worked) 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

VW Accident frequency (number of industrial accidents x 

1m / hours worked) 

7.8 6.7 5.7

 Accident frequency – VW (German plants only) 10.2 8.7 7.3 6.1 6.3 5.1

BMW Accident frequency rate at BMW AG (number of 

reported industrial accidents per 1m man-hours) 

6.6 6.9 6.9 5.3 5.2

Fiat Frequency rate (reported accidents causing employee 

to miss more than 3 days of work / hours at work 

multiplied by 100,000) – Italy 

1.54 1.34

 Frequency rate – abroad 1.02

Mazda Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – Mazda 

0.14 0.23 0.08 0.06r 0.23 0.12

 Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – affil. comp. 

0.61 0.43 0.33 0.31 0.99

 Lost time work incident ratio (freq. of industrial 

accidents, measured in number of accidents per 1m 

person-hours worked, %) – suppliers1 

0.76 0.73 0.68 0.66 0.65

1 Toyukai: Supplier organisation        Source WestLB Research, companies‘ reports

Once again only four companies remained. And even for the few remaining ones we need 

to note that things are compared that are not fully comparable – not quite the proverbial 

‘apples and oranges’ scenario, but possibly not far off. And this feeling is confirmed by 

the impression we received from looking at the following diagram. What we found 

valuable though is the breakdown provided by Mazda. The company differentiates 

between non-consolidated numbers for Mazda and those for its affiliated companies as 

well as for its suppliers. Since we can assume consistency of methodology and 

measurement here, the confidence in comparisons of the respective data series is high 

and it is also potentially meaningful as an internal steering device. It is noticeable that the 

mutual differences between the three groups are huge – so are the differences across the 

different manufacturers.  

For the latter, however, our confidence in the comparability of the data is very limited. At 

best, the numbers provided by the two German manufacturers, VW and BMW, seem to 

match sufficiently well. We can only speculate about the possible reasons behind that, 

such as differences in measurement methodologies. Exploring this question in detail 

would have been beyond the scope of this research project. In any case, we can say that 

our findings demonstrate very clearly that a lot still has to be done to ensure the cross-

sectional comparability of the data provided by companies in this area.    

Arriving at a strongly reduced 

list with just four companies 

Apples and oranges? The 

differences between manu-

facturers are huge 

Still a lot to do to ensure cross-

sectional comparability 
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  Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Frequency rate  
(lost time injuries per 1,000,000 hours worked)* 
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  * Only Fiat explicitly states that it just considers reported accidents causing employee to miss more than 3 days. 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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Food sector – ‘Feeding the world’ 
The food industry has a large impact economically, socially and environmentally - and it 

is an industry with long-term growth prospects. The demand for food continues to rise 

especially in developing economies, due to expanding populations, and in emerging and 

population-rich economies like China and India, due to their strongly rising per capita 

wealth. At the same time the use of agricultural raw materials for food production is 

being challenged by the alternative use for the production of bio-fuels (e.g. corn-based 

Ethanol). 

Probably no other industry is subject to such a large number of (consumer) concerns and 

controversies as the food industry – which can largely be explained by the significant 

impact food products have on human health. The key issues in the food industry related 

to human health are food safety, poor or false nutrition (e.g. obesity), and concerns about 

the possible risks of genetically modified organisms (GMO), genetically engineered (GE) 

ingredients, and nanotechnology. Food safety has moved into the focus of consumers in 

recent years because of animal diseases like BSE or – as recently reported – 

contaminated food exports from China into the US and Europe. Food safety is an area 

which has become more vulnerable as a result of the industrialized food production 

(increased use of pesticides) and the global raw material sourcing of the food industry 

(long routes of transport). The (unknown) unknowns of GMO, GE, and nanotechnology 

are quite similar in nature. They comprise several ethical, legal and environmental risks – 

all with the potential to seep through to the individual company level. GMO, for example, 

has already caused a tremendous consumer backlash in Europe and more recently in 

China as well. Currently, only a few large food producers deliberately avoid use of GM 

products. 

Of the nutrition-related topics, obesity is the one that has attracted most attention in 

industrialized societies of the western world. The World Health Organization (WHO) even 

talks about obesity as an epidemic of global proportions that is contributing to the global 

burden of chronic disease and disability, as well as to rising health care costs. Policy 

makers in many countries are thus about to step up efforts fighting obesity via more 

transparent labeling of nutritional values in food products and advertising bans for 

‘unhealthy’ food products in TV programmes for children. 

However, it is not only the risks of a changing consumer behavior and increased global 

regulations that need to be taken into account, but also their opportunities. Examples of 

these opportunities are the growing market for ‘functional food’ (food with specific 

nutritional value enhancements with the help of pharmaceuticals) and organic food. The 

latter is a result of the rising awareness of consumers about the dangers of industrial food 

production in general and the use of pesticides in particular. 

Beyond consumers’ concerns about the effects of today’s industrialized food production, 

there are at least two other major controversies in the field of ESG issues that need to be 

mentioned here: Climate change and human rights/poverty. 

 

The food industry has a large 

impact economically, socially 

and environmentally    

Probably no other industry is 

subject to such a large number 

of (consumer) concerns and 

controversies as the food 

industry    

Of the nutrition-related topics, 
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attention in industrialized 

societies of the western world    
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Climate change 

With respect to climate change it is not the role of the industry as a polluter that is to the 

fore. Food companies are moderate emitters of greenhouse gases, so they are not the 

main target of regulators. Rather, it is the direct and indirect effects climate change will 

have on the industry that has moved into focus. On the side of the direct effects it is 

primarily the impact that climate change will have on local weather patterns that is a 

cause for concern. Projected changes in local weather conditions can significantly affect 

agricultural production and thereby the world’s food supply. A related issue is the 

expected increasing water scarcity. Of all freshwater used around the globe, 69% is used 

for agriculture. Farmers will have a much harder time finding water for the irrigation 

necessary to maintain current crop yields, and/or raise animals. Food and beverage 

companies will eventually be affected as the price of water increases similarly to the 

current rise in oil prices – whether positively or negatively is an open question, however. 

The indirect effect of climate change on the food industry has become increasingly 

obvious of late – the competition for agricultural raw materials with the bio-fuels industry.  

Human rights/poverty 

For food companies, globalization has meant that raw materials are increasingly being 

sourced from countries all over the world, most often from developing countries. It 

became more lucrative for local farmers to export agricultural raw materials to the 

industrial countries than to supply local markets - threatening the security of the local 

food supply in these regions. Moreover, because many raw foods are traded as 

commodities in international markets, farmers have little control over prices and see large 

fluctuations in income. The downward pressure on prices for commodity crops due to 

competition and global trade regulations are squeezing farmers, processors, and retailers. 

This phenomenon, known as the 'race to the bottom', is having negative effects on 

working conditions and observance of human rights (including forced and child labour). 

In conclusion, the food industry is exposed to ESG issues and concerns in a multifaceted 

manner causing a lot of pressure on sector representatives exerted from policy makers, 

regulatory bodies, the general public and specific stakeholder groups. And these 

pressures are clearly reflected in the comparatively high ESG reporting propensity of the 

sector as well: As we have showed in detail on page 23, Food & Beverages came in fifth, 

out of a total of 19 sectors (at DJ STOXX sector level 2), with a report rate of 55% (40 

reporters, 33 non-reporters) after Chemicals (78.0%), Autos (72.7%), Utilities (67.1%) 

and Basic Resources (61.8%).  

What companies did we cover? We started with the group of 44 companies included in 

the ‘DJ STOXX Global 1,800’ industry group ‘Food Products’ (see diagram on the 

following page showing the sector structure of our benchmark index). It turned out that 

out of these 44 companies, 19 did publish reports with ESG content during our two-year 

observation period, 25 did not (report rate of 43.2%). This compares to a much higher 

rate for the second industry group within the sector: In ‘Beverage’, 21 companies 

reported, and 8 didn’t (report rate of 72.4%). Of the 69 ESG reports delivered in the 

‘Consumer Non-Cyclical’ segment (DJ STOXX sector level 1), 19 were provided by food 

producing companies (=27.5%). 

The role of the industry as a 

polluter is not to the fore     

Raw materials are increasingly 

being sourced from countries 

all over the world     

A lot of pressure is exerted by 

policy makers, regulatory 

bodies, general public and 

specific stakeholder groups     

19 out of 44 companies 

published reports with ESG 

content during our two-year 

observation period     
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The Food sector within the DJ STOXX Global 1,800 index structure  
(sector level 1 to 4)* 
 

Consumer
Non-Cyclical 

Food & Beverage
(73)

Non-Cyclical
Goods & Services

Food
(44)

Beverage
(29)

Food Products
(44)

Soft Drinks
(9)

Brewers & Distillers
(20)  

* Number of industry group members in parentheses (as per 31 March 2007) Source WestLB Research, DJ STOXX, JCF

Out of the 19 companies with ESG reports in ‘Food Products’, 8 delivered reports with 

GRI reference within our two-year reference period ending at our cut-off date of 31 

March 2007 (to be counted, the most recent report of a company needed to have a GRI 

reference – please remember the case of Renault, see p. 62). 

After our cut-off date and until the end of July 2007, three further reports have been 

published by the companies in our sample – one of which (Danisco, June 2007) is ‘in 

accordance’ with G3 (level C+). ‘2002 CI’ classified reports have been delivered by CSM 

(April 2007) and Danone (June 2007). 

In this context we would like to point to another report, published by Royal Numico, 

which has also not been taken into account – and that is the ‘data report’ published by the 

company in March 2007. The company itself stressed that the report is preliminary and 

non-assured and announced that it plans to publish the complete and final version in July, 

adopting the new G3 Guidelines. This report, however, was not available at the beginning 

of August, which might have something to do with the planned takeover of Numico by 

Danone.  

One striking outcome of our screening for GRI reports lies in the absence of the two 

biggest players in the industry, Nestle and Unilever. The Food sector leader Nestle has 

nine reports with ESG content listed by CorporateRegister. One feature of the company’s 

reporting behavior is that there’s no regular publication cycle (e.g. annually) for reports 

of comparable scope (e.g. environmental, sustainability, etc). In March 2002 Nestle 

published the only report in its history that claimed to be a sustainability report, i.e. 

covering a broad range of ESG issues. And obviously, the company had planned at that 

time to continue reporting on an annual basis. Something must have happened that 

changed the minds of Nestle’s managers, because since then only stand-alone thematic 

reports with limited scope (e.g. ‘CSR as implemented in Latin America’, March 2006) 

have been published, with the latest one in March 2007 focusing on water management. 

We would not want to say anything against thematic stand-alone reports in general at this 

point. After all we are in the same business. And the theme reports by Nestle might really 

Eight food producers delivered 

reports with GRI reference 

Absence of the two biggest 

players in the industry, Nestle 

and Unilever 
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be great and cover topics that are material for the company and meaningful to look at 

from a particular stakeholder point of view. Nevertheless, with its decision against regular 

CR/sustainability reporting, Nestle is not contributing to improving the comparability and 

transparency of ESG performance within the sector – which is disappointing to see in the 

face of the company’s market leadership. 

For Unilever, the number two within the Food sector, the story behind the company’s GRI 

absence is very different. Unlike Nestle, Unilever has regularly published reports with a 

comparable and sufficiently broad scope (to some extent with good coverage of 

quantitative performance indicators). In May 2007 (after our cut-off date) the company 

published its first GRI report, though it does not yet refer to G3 (rather it is classified as 

‘2002 CI’). Given the significance of Nestle and Unilever, we decided to take into account 

the data provided in their reports for the benchmarking exercise we’ve run through 

(similar to what we have done for the Auto sector, see p. 98). 

The following table does not comprise these reports, but gives an overview of all 20 GRI 

reports delivered by the 8 companies that fulfilled our sample requirements. Please note, 

that we did not just take the reports published within our two-year reference period into 

account, but the entire GRI reporting history until our cut-off date. The order in which the 

reports are listed does not follow any particular logic.  

Using Nestle’s and Unilever’s 

reports for our benchmarking 

exercise 

Overall 20 GRI reports 

delivered by 8 companies 
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  Food producers – GRI reports overview 
  

 

Danone

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jun-2006 Environment & Social 2002 CI (Web Index) 48 none

May-2005 Environment & Social 2002 CI 53 PwC/Mazars&Guerard

Mar-2004 Environment & Social 2002 Ref-only 86 PwC/Mazars&Guerard

May-2003 Environment & Social 2002 Ref-only 63 none

Ajinomoto

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Oct-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 54 2 individual experts

Sep-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref. Only 70 2 individual experts

Jan-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 79 none

Jan-2004 Environment 2002 CI 48 none

Jan-2003 Environment 2002 Ref. Only 42 none

Cadbury Schweppes

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Sep-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 61 Deloitte & Touche

May-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Reference only 160 none

CSM

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Apr-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI (Web Index) 32 none

Feb-2005 Sustainability 2003 CI 31 none

Danisco

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 14 csr network

Aug-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 52 csr network

Oct-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 49 csr network

Heinz (HJ) Co

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

May-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 41 none

Kikkoman Corporation

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jan-2007 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 44 independent individual expert

Royal Numico

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jul-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 65 KPMG Sustainability BV

Oct-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 64 none

  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

Unlike the Auto sector, no sector supplement is available for the food industry so far. This 

reduces the number of GRI Performance Indicators we looked for from 63 to 54. The 

following table gives an overview. These 54 indicators are a mix of G2 and ‘Additional’ G3 

Indicators. ‘Additional G3’ means in this context also taking those indicators into 

consideration that are newly introduced by G3 (i.e. not yet included in G2). It is important 

to make this distinction here, since none of the reports in the industry had been 

published ‘in accordance’ with G3 by the cut-off date of this study. 

No sector supplement available 

for the food industry 
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  Food producers – GRI Performance Indicators we looked for 
  

 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators 1 0 1

Environmental Performance Indicators 14 10 24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6 0 6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 1 1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 1 1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 5 5

Additional G3 indicators

Economic Performance Indicators 0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators 0 2 2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 2 2 4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 3 2 5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 3 1 4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 1 0 1

Total 30 24 54

  Source WestLB Research, GRI

The coverage of the indicators we looked for in the individual company reports is very 

different (see diagram below). Coverage ratios range from 5.6% for Heinz to 35.2% for 

Danone. The one economic indicator we checked, i.e. EC1 (‘net sales’), is provided by all 

but one (Danisco) company. The breakdown between environmental and social indicators 

shows firstly that there is a clear bias towards the former subset. The average number of 

reported performance indicators (only of those we looked for of course) is 7.4 for 

‘Environmental’ and 4.8 for ‘Social’. All but one company (CSM) report more 

environmental than social indicators. Solely regarding quantitative coverage, Danone and 

Royal Numico are leading the group; Heinz lags behind significantly. 

Food sector (DJ STOXX level 4: Food Products) – Coverage of performance indicators within our sample 
Total number of indicators reported in required format Environmental vs. Social Performance Indicators* 
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* For Danisco and Heinz numbers include indicators that do not fully comply with required format (i.e. diagram delivered without numerical data attached).  
 Source WestLB Research, companies

In the following we will not go through all 20 reports (8 companies) in detail here as we 

did for the auto manufacturers to save the document from being too lengthy and to keep 

it on track. Instead, we’ve opted for showing the detailed results for one company – Royal 

Numico, the Dutch baby food and clinical nutrition producer. For the remaining 7 

companies we have done two things: Firstly, we have included all data tables for each of 

them in the Appendix of this note (pdf version only, see p. 161); secondly, we have 

summarized the observations and thoughts that occurred to us as we processed the 

companies’ reports in a tabular form (see p. 119) explicitly without claiming 

completeness at this point. 

Coverage of the indicators in 

the individual company reports 

is very different 

We show the detailed results 

just for one company – Royal 

Numico – here 
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We selected Numico since we consider the GRI reports of the company to be ‘best in 

class’ with respect to the specific dimensions we have been looking at, i.e. availability and 

usability of quantifiable and comparable performance indicators. Afterwards we will run 

through the same benchmarking exercise for the Food sector that we did for the Auto 

sector – looking at a selected set of indicators trying to compare them across the 8 

companies that belong to our Food sector GRI sample. 

Royal Numico – ‘Sustaining life’ 
Royal Numico is a specialty food producer focusing on baby food and clinical nutrition. 

Located in the Netherlands, the company claims to be the fastest-growing international 

food company and to have leading market positions worldwide in baby food for the age 

range of 0 to 3 years, and in food for people who require specialized nutrition (based on 

medical indications). The company’s main markets are Western and Eastern Europe, the 

Middle East and Asia-Pacific. In July 2007 the French food giant Danone and Numico 

jointly announced a ‘friendly’ takeover offer for all outstanding ordinary shares of 

Numico. With the acquisition of Numico, Danone aims to reinforce its positioning as one 

of the global sector leaders, with a growing emphasis on healthy nutrition. Danone 

intends to maintain the current organization of Numico’s businesses intact and to operate 

them as a new division within the enlarged Danone group. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, by our cut-off date Numico had delivered two full-

fledged CR/sustainability reports with a reference to the 2002 GRI Guidelines. Neither is 

classified as ‘in accordance’ with, but contain a GRI Content Index. The production cycle 

of the company’s CR/sustainability reports is annual.  

Once again we would like to point to the March 2007 ‘data report’ of the company which 

we haven’t taken into account here. As we have already said, Numico itself stressed that 

the report is preliminary and non-assured and announced that it plans to publish the 

complete and final version in July, adopting the new G3 Guidelines. This report, however, 

was not available at the beginning of August, which might have something to do with the 

takeover offer by Danone.  

  Royal Numico – GRI report history 
  

 

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jul-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI 65 KPMG Sustainability BV

Oct-2005 Sustainability 2002 CI 64 none

  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

Out of the total of 54 indicators we had been looking for we found 18 indicators covered 

by Numico in the required format (=33.3%). All of these 18 indicators are classified to be 

‘Core’ (17 based on G2 and one ‘Additional’ G3). None of the ‘Additional’, non-core GRI 

Indicators we looked for has been covered. This shows, once again, that the weak 

coverage of these indicators is not only a feature of ‘bottom-ranked’ reports, but also of 

‘best-in-class’ reports like Numico’s. There is still a lot of potential for the GRI reports to 

become more complete going forward, which is characteristic of a ‘normal’ maturing 

process. The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. 

We consider Numico’s GRI 

reports to be ‘best in class’ 

Numico is a specialty food 

producer focusing on baby 

food and clinical nutrition 

Delay due to takeover offer by 

Danone 
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  Royal Numico – indicators found in the required format 
  

 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators 1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators 10/14 0/10 10/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and decent work 6/6 0 6/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 indicators

Economic Performance Indicators 0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators 0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and decent work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 18/30 0/24 18/54

  Source WestLB Research, GRI

As a rule – at least as far as large companies are concerned – CR/sustainability reports not 

only contain performance indicators required by the GRI but also additional ones that are 

considered material by the company itself. A look at the reporting practice within a sector 

can give valuable hints about what additional indicators may be considered for inclusion 

in a possible future GRI Food Sector Supplement. Similarly, new or adjusted non-sector 

specific indicators may find their way into forthcoming versions of the GRI Guidelines. 

We have detected four candidates in the Numico reports we looked at that we would 

consider useful:  

 Total production volume (tons). We would put this under ‘Economic Indicators’ in the 

general guidelines as a supplement to EC1 (Net Sales) for example. 

 The Diversity measures provided by the company (Women in %, Women in management 

in %) were not obligatory under the 2002 GRI Guidelines, but are now required under 

LA13 (composition of governance bodies and breakdown of employees per category 

according to gender, age group, minority group membership, and other indicators of 

diversity) of the G3 Guidelines. 

 ‘Quality compliance’ within the global supply chain of the company (average monthly 

audits conducted). Against the background of one of the most significant topics for the 

Food sector, i.e. food safety, measures like this one would clearly be a candidate for a 

possible future Food Sector Supplement. They would also be capable of filling a gap that 

we see in the area of ‘Product Responsibility’.  

 The same applies to the number of product recalls and alerts, which is reported by 

Numico as well (linking it to PR1) and which is particularly material with respect to the 

company’s baby food business.  

The following table displays most of the relevant indicators we found in Royal Numico’s 

reports. 

Beyond GRI – additional 

indicators provided 

Quality measures are of  

great significance with  

respect to the topic of ‘food 

safety’   
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GRI Performance Indicators – Royal Numico 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in respective 

company report 

Data available 

since (year) 

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net sales – total (million 

euro)1 

2003 3,151 1,722 1,988

    Payroll: Total personnel 

costs (million euro)2 

2003 706 405 432

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Total volume raw 

materials ingred. (tons)3 

2003 378,803 433,578 473,882

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by …  

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Total energy consumption 

(GJ)4 

2003 2,125,873 2,196,700 2,339,622

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption… Electricity 2003 359,791 379,636 385,605

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Total water cons. (m3) 2003 3,994,693 3,376,189 3,553,108

    Drinking water (m3) 2003 1,085,373 1,040,287 1,385,441

    Ground water (m3) 2003 2,909,320 2,335,902 2,167,667

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

Total footprint CO2 

(emissions in tons) - direct

2003 184,598 195,138 237,020

    … - indirect 2003 57,027 59,038 58,987

EN9 Use and emissions of 

ozone-depleting subst... 

EN19 Emissions of ozone-depleting 

substances by weight. 

CFC (consumption in 

kilograms) 

2003 13.6 40.8 27.2

    HCFC (in kilograms)5 2003 729.7 1,447.9 776.4

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NOx (emissions in tons) 2003 100 94 119

    SOx (emissions in tons) 2003 206 174 219

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Volume of by-products 

and waste (in tons)6 

2003 19,919 24,953 29,971

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by 

quality and destination. 

Waste water discharge 

(m3) 

2003 3,243,458 2,627,586 2,533,084

    COD discharge (kg) 2003 1,164,095 1,287,918 845,391

EN16 Incidents of and fines 

for non-compliance … 

EN28 … significant fines and…non-

compliance with env. laws …  

Environmental compliance 

- formal notice (events)7 

2003 2 3 3

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Number of employees – 

total8 

2004 n.a. 11,229 10,516

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Net employment creation 

(number …) – started9 

2003 1,279 1,793 1,820

LA3 % of empl. represented 

by indep. trade unions 

LA4 % of empl. covered by coll. 

bargaining agreements. 

… collective bargaining 

agreement (… empl.)10 

2003 3,173 3,187 4,960

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism… 

Frequency lost time 

injuries per 200,000 hrs.  

2003 1.05 1.22 1.34

LA9 Average hours of 

training per year … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by …. 

Training … - average hrs. 

per employee (managers) 

2005 n.a. n.a. 30.5

     - other employees 2005 n.a. n.a. 12.7

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Women in management 

(%)11 

2003 36.2 36.6 41.8

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 

Add   Quality compl.: Supply chain Monthly audits conducted 2003 40.8 48.3 47.5

Add   Product recalls # of recalls and alerts 2003 2 1 5
1also available: net sales – baby food, net sales – clinical nutrition, net sales – discontinued businesses; 2also available: tax on result of ordinary activities; 3also 
available: total volume packaging; 4also available: sub-components of direct energy consumption (gas, oil, coal); 5also available: HFC in kilograms (for 2005 only); 6also 

available: hazardous waste, organic waste (disposed and recycled), non-hazardous waste (disposed and recycled); 7also available: environmental incidents (2004/2005 
only) and external complaints; 8also available: regional split, fulltime/part-time; 9also available: number of people leaving the company (on a voluntary and on a non-
voluntary basis); 10also available: independent trade union membership, forum or works council coverage; 11also available: women in % (total workforce) 

 Source WestLB Research, Royal Numico
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Numico’s reporting practice – a (non-exhaustive) collection of thoughts and 

observations 

It is clearly very much beyond the scope of this research note to go through all indicators 

provided by the companies and to give qualitative assessments for each of them. Hence, 

we decided to offer a collection of observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as 

we processed the indicators we found in the company’s reports. We do not claim 

completeness at this point, but we do believe that we can convey a good impression 

about the current state of a company’s reporting practice. 

As we have said, we consider Numico’s reports to be ‘best-in-class’ with respect to those 

specific dimensions we’ve been looking at, i.e. availability and usability of quantifiable 

and comparable performance indicators. The presentation of the data is exemplary. It is 

the only report in the food production sector where the performance indicators in the 

content sections of the report are directly tagged with the GRI codes, which is a very 

simple way to enhance transparency and usability. The data provided by the company is 

usually available in a time series format, which fosters comparability across time as well 

as across companies. Specific indicators are not only very easy to find but are also very 

clearly laid out in the form of tables and diagrams. The only thing that is missing, from 

our point of view, is an overview table comprising all Core Indicators like the one 

provided by Danone for example. 

Getting down to the nitty-gritty details of Numico’s reporting practice, the following 

things attracted our attention (if not explicitly mentioned otherwise, all comments refer to 

the latest GRI report sampled): 

 Net sales figures are very nicely broken down by 'division' and 'region'.  

 Non-standard in the industry is the reporting of EC3 (‘cost of goods and materials’), and 

EC6 (‘net debt, long-term loans, interest coverage’). Also, there’s some concise 

information given about the allocation of income (taxes, payroll), which is required under 

EC1 in G3. 

 We liked the fact that the company reports the share of renewable energy in its overall 

energy consumption, complementing EN3/EN4.  

 We also welcome the fact that the company reports not only its absolute consumption of 

energy, water, etc., but also its specific consumption (related to the physical output). The 

results are shown once again in a clearly laid-out graphical format and are easy to use for 

the purpose of benchmarking Numico against its peers. 

 Finally, we would like to repeat that we consider it very useful and material that the 

company has included a measure of product quality in their reports. Besides the above 

mentioned measure ‘quality compliance’ and ‘product recalls’, Numico reports on 

‘customer complaints’ as well. Against the background of the increasing sensitivity of 

consumers with regard to food safety, these indicators can be very material for assessing 

the vulnerability of a company in this area.   

Of course, a lot could be said about each individual company’s reporting of GRI 

Performance Indicators, its usability, its comparability and so forth. As noted above, we 

have decided to focus on the ‘best-in-class’ report of Royal Numico here. Nevertheless, 

we want to share the observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as we processed 

the remaining 18 reports of seven companies in an overview format.  

Numico’s reports are ‘best- 

in-class’ with respect to 

availability and usability of 

quantifiable and comparable 

indicators 

Company not only reports 

 its absolute consumption  

of energy, water, etc., but  

also its specific consumption 
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GRI Reporting food producers – additional indicators & comments* 

Additional indicators Comments 

Danone 

 Physical output - production (EC)  In the June 2006 report the company clearly defined the scope of the 
report (all consolidated units unless otherwise stated). In the earlier 
reports, on the other hand, consolidation scope had not been clearly 
defined (at some places reference is made to the 'Danone Way' 
programme though). 

 ISO 14001 certification: Breakdown according to beverages sites, 
biscuit and cereals sites, dairy products sites, other food business 
sites (EN) 

 At a glance: We appreciated the well arranged and concise tabular 
display of key performance indicators.  

 Age structure (related to LA1, covering LA13 of the G3 Guidelines)  Consistency check: Tabular data display contain y-o-y comparisons, 
which allowed us to check for data revisions going from one yearly 
report to the next. 

 ISO 9000/9001 certification of production sites; breakdown 
according to biscuits/water/dairy products sites (PR) 

 Negative: Comparability is hampered by the fact that KPI data are 
presented in diagrams without numerical information only (e.g. in the 
May 2003 report). 

  Positive: Company provided additional food safety indicators (e.g. in the 
May 2003 report, p. 39). 

  Negative: Data gaps, e.g. for the geographical split of the workforce 
(FY2001 is missing). 

  Negative: Data on ISO 9000/9001 certification stopped in FY2003 with 
the hint at the planned changeover to ISO 22000. 

  Negative: Frequency of workplace accidents (metric is not clearly 
defined). 

Ajinomoto 

 Product output (EC)  Positive: Information given on the reporting scope (e.g. for 2006, 2005, 
2004: All units subject to consolidated accounting; 2003, 2002, 2001: 
Ajinomoto Co. Inc and all consolidated subsidiaries that are subject to 
the group's environmental management system (70-80% of all 
consolidated units)); explicit information on scope expansion is given
(e.g.: 2006 report: +6 sites, 2005 report: +10 sites). 

 ISO 14001 certification; number of sites, number of audits (EN)  Total environmental expenditures by type (EN35): Had been reported in 
the 2001 to 2003 reports and then stopped. This was obviously related 
to the abandoning of environmental accounting by the company (at least 
the publicly available accounting) from which the indicator had been 
drawn. Sub-components reported comprise: Business area costs, 
upstream/ downstream costs, management activity costs, R&D costs, 
social activity costs. 

 Nice to have: Modal shift ratio (railway and sea, expressed on a 
tonnage-by kilometer basis in %); Japan only (EN) 

 All in all the company’s reports display a strong focus on environmental
indicators. For these detailed information is given with respect to single 
company sites. Potentially meaningful additional indicators (e.g. modal 
shift ratios) are provided. The information is partly displayed with the 
help of flowcharts in clear and concise manner. Targets and target 
achievements are made transparent. In some cases the report appears a 
little bit overcharged. 

 Input & Output according to food recycling law in Japan – 
categories available: Waste applicable to food recycling law, 
resource recovery, external disposal, recovery ratio in % (related to 
EN11 of G2- and to EN2 of G3 Guidelines) 

 Negative: Some indicators not found, contrary to the claim made in the 
Content Index; indicators are not displayed as time series, which 
hampers the comparability and the transparency of the data.  

 ISO 9001 – audits and certifications (PR) 
 ‘Environmental complaints’ were reported in the 2004/2005 reports 

in a concise tabular format (practice stopped thereafter, i.e. 
indicator not reported anymore in the 2006 report). 

 Negative: Going back along the timeline, data obviously lose their 
comparability from 2002 backwards (e.g. carbon emissions) – reasons 
are not clear (changes in the consolidation scope among the most likely 
ones); quite frequently strong revisions of data are made without 
explanation (e.g. nitrogen content in wastewater, from 2001 to 2002). 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis). 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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GRI Reporting food producers – additional indicators & comments – cont’d* 

Cadbury Schweppes 

 ISO 14001/OHSAS 18001: Percentage of manufacturing by tonnage 
covered by an externally certified Environmental Management 
System, full time series from 1999-2005 (EN) 

 Positive: Reporting of the company’s age profile (not only under the 
aspect of diversity, but with respect to the problem of an ageing 
workforce in general; well done: Age cohorts are defined very narrowly  

 Until 2003: Group recycling/reuse rates in % (related to EN11 -
waste) 

 Negative: Childish design not only of the report in general, but even 
with respect to presentation of the hard facts, i.e. the performance 
indicators. This is a clear disincentive to investors to take extra-financial 
reports seriously. It is clearly not beneficial to the mainstreaming 
objective.  

 Diversity: Women in %, women in management  in %; age 
structure; nationality profile at executive level (all related to LA1, 
covering LA13 of the G3 Guidelines) 

 Content Index: Indicators are only listed without giving reference to 
where they can be found in the report. Indicators reported are classified 
into two groups: 'Fully reported' and 'partially reported'. Negative: It is 
nowhere explained what exactly this means. 

  According to CorporateRegister.com the company has a two-year 
reporting cycle. However, in the company’s report itself, the reporting 
period is not clearly defined. We received the impression that Cadbury
would not report regularly, but it rather provides a one-off report.   

  All performance data provided by the company are reported in relative 
terms, i.e. in ‘per ton of finished product’. We would, however, prefer to 
have both: Relative and absolute numbers. Unfortunately Cadbury does 
not report physical output ('tons of finished product') and, for example, 
absolute emissions. Different from what the company itself claims, its 
reporting practice is not fully compliant with the GRI Guidelines (e.g. 
'total water use….', EN5, is explicitly required). 

  Positive: The data the company reports are available in a time series 
format (as a rule they date back until 2000), enhancing comparability. 

  LA7: Why does the company report the frequency rate in ‘per 200,000 
hours'? Usually this number is reported in ’per 100,000 hours’. This is a 
completely unnecessary practice of making things less comparable 
(deliberately or not). 

  Just in those areas that are non-core, the company is getting peculiarly 
precise: E.g. community investments are broken down according to 
three different criteria: 'Theme', 'type', and 'region'. 

CSM1 

 Environmental Management Systems (EMS): Plants with certified 
EMS - ISO14001/other (EN) 

 Deviations from GRI definitions of key performance indicators 
noticeable: We consider these as particularly unnecessary, for example, 
in the case of training and education measures (required is numbers of 
hours, average expenditure is delivered). Furthermore, the required 
breakdown of numbers according to job categories is not reported. This 
is not a singular case.  

 Environmental nuisance complaints: Noise, smell, traffic (EN)  Curious: Strongly revised 'net turnover' number (LA2); the same applies 
to the number of employees reported. We guess that the reason for this 
lies in a change of the consolidation scope. This, however, has not been 
explained by the company, which simply reported on a ‘like-for-like’ 
basis. 

 Age structure: Average Age – Female/Male (LA); also the age 
structure of the workforce is reported in cohorts (related to LA1, 
covering LA13 of the G3 Guidelines). Particularly noticeable is the 
fact that the company provides a breakdown of age structures 
according to business units and locations. Only this breakdown 
provides the basis for a meaningful age structure analysis (see our 
note on ‘Corporate Ageing’, September 2007). Unfortunately all age 
structure data are provided in graph format only without giving the 
exact numerical data (hampering comparability). 

 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis); 1CSM is an 
internationally operating company engaged in the development, production, sale and distribution of bakery supplies and food ingredients. CSM’s main product groups 
include bakery ingredients and products, lactic acid and sugar. CSM operates mainly in the business-to-business market (bakery ingredients and products, lactic acid 
and sugar) and, to a limited extent, the consumer market (sugar). 

 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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GRI Reporting food producers – additional indicators & comments – cont’d* 

Danisco2 

 Environmental complaints from neighbours: Odour/noise/dust/other 
(EN) 

 Company provides a multitude of interesting but – according to our 
comparability requirements – ‘non-usable’ graphs with key performance 
indicators in its 2006 web-based report on waste (hazardous, non-
hazardous), environmental expenses and investments, net employment 
creation and average turnover, training of employees, percentage of 
employees receiving regular performance and career development 
reviews and/or annual appraisals. 

 Several cases of performance indicators shown in diagrams but not 
providing numerical data can also be found in the printed report. 

 Why are some of the core performance indicators only available in the 
web-based version of the report, not in the printed one? Accountability, 
in our view, requires that indicators are not only available in a 
continuously updatable web-format.   

 Environmental management systems - implementation of ISO14001: 
% of sites with ISO14001 implemented; breakdown in sites owned 
prior to 2002, sites acquired in 2002, sites acquired in 2004 (EN) 

 Cooling water (fresh water and seawater, EN5): Reporting stopped with 
2002/2003 number. Why? 

 Wastewater: Company acknowledges that ‘some sites do not report all 
values’. This is not very precise. 

 Age structure (related to LA1, covering LA13 of the G3 Guidelines).  Positive: Scope of the report is clearly defined.  
 Occupational health & safety - implementation of OHSAS18001 

management systems: % of sites with OHSAS18001 implemented; 
breakdown in sites owned prior to 2002, sites acquired in 2002, 
sites acquired in 2004  (LA) 

 

 Quality - Implementation of ISO9001 management systems: % of 
sites with ISO9001 implemented; breakdown in sites owned prior to 
2002, sites acquired in 2002, sites acquired in 2004 (PR) 

 Why did the company break with its former practice of providing an 
overview table with 'environmental performance indicators' in its 2006 
report? We consider such a table (including social performance 
indicators) as ‘best practice’.   

Heinz 

  Several cases of performance indicators shown in diagrams without 
providing numerical data: E.g. Fuel used per pound of finished 
product/Electricity used per pound of finished product (both EN3), 
Water used per pound of finished product (EN5), Landfill waste used 
per pound of finished product (EN11). 

  LA7: Lost workday - North America, Total claims (workers 
compensation claims submitted), Cost of claims (million $). Reported 
until 2002, replaced with TRIR, a non-standard measure developed by 
the company itself (see p. 171 in the Appendix of this note, pdf version 
only). This step prohibits comparability, particularly since TRIR has not 
clearly been defined. The same applies to the so-called ’Heinz Safety 
Score’.  We do not rule out the possibility that these indicators may be 
useful internally. For the external analyst, however, they are almost 
useless. 

  Another aspect that hampers comparability is the fact that the company 
refers to different reporting periods. E.g., with respect to the number of 
employees it refers to the fiscal year 2006 (ending April 30), but with 
respect to safety statistics the reporting period ends at 31 October 2005 
already.   

  Why does the company not make the entire CR/sustainability report 
history available on its web-site? After all, it is doing it with its financial 
reports. 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis); 2with 10,500 
employees in more than 40 countries, Danisco is one of the world's leading suppliers of food ingredients, sugar and industrial bioproducts. Danisco ingredients are 
used in about every second ice cream and cheese, every third box of detergent and every fourth loaf of bread produced globally. Danisco ingredients based on food 
technology and biotechnology are also used in other consumer products - from feed and toothpaste to biofuel and plastics.  

Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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GRI Reporting food producers – additional indicators & comments – cont’d* 

Kikkoman3 

 Inquiries from Consumers: Total number of inquiries received; 
complaints (PR) 

 New employees: Indicator is reported on a non-consolidated basis and it 
is not clear if it is truly a net number that is reported or not. If not, the 
indicator would be not particularly meaningful. In our view, a 
breakdown of LA2 (net employment creation) would be most meaningful 
since it would reveal the relocation of jobs.  

  Very negative: Total CO2-emissions are reported at 152,106 tons in the 
flowchart on page 29. On page 30 the company suddenly talks about 
CO2-emission of 99,700 tons. The divergence is probably due to 
different consolidation scopes, but this is not sufficiently explained by 
the company. On page 29 it talks about 'eight major manufacturing 
companies', on page 30 it just refers to 'the major manufacturing 
companies in Japan'.  The switching back and forth between different 
scopes of consolidation is not sensible in our view. It is detrimental to 
the objective of maximizing comparability. The same problem applies to 
the reported recycling rates as well. 

  Environmental Accounting - investment and expenditure: Numbers are 
reported for the single entities of the group, but not on a consolidated 
basis as was done in previous reports. Again, this is no progress on the 
way to achieve a higher degree of comparability. 

  Waste and by-products in the 2005 report: On two consecutive pages in 
the 'Environmental Accounting' section the company reported strongly 
divergent numbers probably due to differences in the types of waste 
taken into consideration. Why does the company produce this kind of 
confusion? Unnecessary and counterproductive. 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis); 3Kikkoman's 
leading product is Soy Sauce (23.9% share of net sales in 2006). It is now produced in the United States, Europe, Singapore and Taiwan as well. In addition to various 
own plants, Kikkoman also has many subsidiaries and affiliates. The diversification of products ranges from pharmaceutical products to Oriental foodstuffs. 

           Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Before we move over to our benchmarking exercise for the food producers we would like 

to briefly link parts two and three of our analysis. In part two we looked at what 

companies themselves have declared they are reporting according to the GRI Content 

Indices they have provided with their most recent reports. The scope of this analysis has 

not been limited – all GRI Indicators have been checked. Part three is different in that it 

looks at what indicators are actually available in a format that can be used to benchmark 

the respective company against its peers. This means that we have put up certain quality 

requirements with regard to how information is presented. Furthermore, we limited 

ourselves to a subset of indicators that are quantifiable and comparable (i.e. 

benchmarkable). 

In the following diagrams we contrast what companies have self-declared to report, as 

regards the aforementioned indicator subset only, with what they have actually delivered 

meeting our disclosure requirements. The delivery ratio spans from just 63.6% for 

Kikkoman to 100% for Cadbury Schweppes and for Heinz. It should be noted, however, 

that the 100% for Heinz is just based on three indicators reported, which is clearly not 

sufficient. With 17 out of 18 indicators the delivery ratio of Numico is lower than 100, but 

still confirms our ‘best-in-class’ assessment of its reporting practice with respect to the 

dimensions considered by us.  

Overall the delivery ratios are higher than those we found for the auto manufacturers. 

Special cases are Danone and Danisco. Danone claims to have a GRI Content Index, 

according to the data delivered by CorporateRegister, but it hasn’t (at least we couldn’t 

find one). The only thing it has is an overview table with key performance data, which we 

really appreciated but which does not fulfil the requirements of a Content Index. Danisco 

is different, since it does not claim to have a CI. Its reports are classified as ‘2002 Ref-

only’. Hence, both companies have been left out at this point of our analysis. 

Linking parts two and three of 

our analysis 

What the companies said they 

would report and what they 

actually delivered 

Delivery ratios are higher than 

those we’ve found for the auto 

manufacturers 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 123

 

WestLB 

Self-declared in CI vs. actually delivered – number of 
performance indicators  
(GRI Guidelines only) 

Delivery ratio (%) 
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Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Benchmarking food producers with respect to their ESG 
performance 
Explorative analysis of selected GRI Performance Indicators collected from 

company reports 

From the total of 54 GRI Performance Indicators we looked for in the food companies’ 

reports we selected four indicators for our benchmarking exercise – LA7 (‘standard 

injury, lost day, absenteeism, ….’) materials consumption (EN1), water consumption 

(EN5), and GHG emissions (EN8). In the following we will discuss the latter two in detail, 

while the results for the remaining two can be found in the Appendix of this note (pdf 

version only). 

Water consumption and GHG emissions are both related to the topic of climate change 

which belongs to the most significant ESG topics for the food industry, together with food 

safety and the global sourcing/human rights controversy as explained at the beginning of 

this chapter. Unfortunately, the latter two are neither sufficiently covered by the 

performance indicators required, nor by the companies themselves on a ‘voluntary’ basis 

(with some exceptions here and there, see Numico for example). This shows that a GRI 

Sector Supplement for the food industry is indeed urgently needed. 

However, what remains is the topic of climate change. Admittedly, it is not the role of the 

food industry as a polluter that is to the fore. Food companies are moderate emitters of 

greenhouse gases, so that they are not the main target of regulators. Nevertheless, 

relative GHG performance can potentially have significant effects on a company’s 

reputation and brand value (which is particularly vulnerable in the case of food 

producers).  

The relevance of water consumption for the economic performance of food companies is 

much more obvious. The main direct impact climate change will have on the industry is 

exerted through the change in local weather patterns, including significant water scarcity 

in many of today’s major regions of agricultural production. Farmers will have a much 

harder time finding water for irrigation necessary to maintain current crop yields, and/or 

raise animals. Food and beverage companies will eventually be affected as the price of 

water increases similarly to the current rise in oil prices. 

We selected four indicators for 

our benchmarking exercise 

Water consumption and GHG 

emissions 

The relevance of water 

consumption for the economic 

performance of food 

companies is much more 

obvious 
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Water consumption 

Water consumption is one of the 14 environmental Core Indicators of the G2 Guidelines 

(EN5: ‘total water use’). In G3 the wording has changed to ‘total water withdrawal’ (EN8) 

and has been complemented by the requirement ‘by source’, which is necessary in order 

to be able, for example, to distinguish between the use of fresh- and recycled water. 

The following table summarizes the data we have collected from the various company 

reports. It covers the period from 2000 to 2005. Data are not only taken from the latest 

report. Please remember that we considered a company’s full history of GRI reports. We 

have marked if a data point has been revised in a subsequent report. 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – EN5: ‘Total water use’ 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Royal Numico Total water consumption (m3) 3,994,693 3,376,189 3,553,108

Kikkoman Water (million liter)  8,326

Danisco Fresh water ('000 m3)1 7,247 6,974.7 17,108r 16,466r,w 16,568r,w 24,990w

 Fresh water - use per production index 100w 102w 146w

CSM Used water ('000 m3)  37,325 35,918

Cadbury Water consumption (m3/ton finished product)2 4.81 3.99 3.29 3.48r 3.17 3.17

Ajinomoto Water consumption ('000 tons)3 202,000 205,000 203,000 225,000 213,000

Danone Total water consumption ('000 m3) 36,400r 45,200 32,900r 35,100 34,942 33,658

Unilever Water use (m3/ton) 5.43 5.04 4.29 3.73 3.67 3.52

 Water use (million  m3) 125 119.4 94.9 77.1 70.8

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1available since 1999; 2available since 1997; 3available also for 2000, but not on a 
comparable basis         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Seven out of the eight companies in our GRI sample are reporting on water consumption 

(only Heinz doesn’t). We added Unilever to the list, one of the two market leaders we took 

a look at that do not report according to GRI standards. Obviously, the data provided by 

the companies is not directly comparable. Most companies (5) only report their total 

water use; Cadbury, on the other hand, reports its specific consumption only. Danisco 

and Unilever report both total and specific consumption. For Danisco, however, specific 

consumption is not benchmarkable, since the company just reports index numbers that 

cannot be compared across companies. Some differences in the units of measurement are 

noticeable as well - cubic metres, litres, and tons are used. 

Furthermore, for the six companies that do not directly report on specific consumption, 

physical output/production data are needed to transform total volumes into cross-

sectionally comparable numbers. Physical output data is delivered by three companies 

only, Royal Numico, Danone, and Ajinomoto. This means that we ended up with just four 

companies (+ Unilever) which we could benchmark on water consumption. The following 

diagram once again shows the entire filter process we have run through up to this point. 

The data provided by the 

companies is not directly 

comparable 
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  Food producers – 4 out of 44 companies remain after applying our comparability 
criteria 

  
 

Member of the DJ STOXX Global benchmark index 
(industry group Food products) - 44 companies

GRI reports only, published within a two-year period
(ending 31 March 2007) - 8 companies

Indicator presented in the required format (tables 
and/or diagrams with numerical data) - 7 companies

Transformable into a common unit of 
measurement – 4 companies

  Source WestLB Research 

Out of a total of 44 members of the global benchmark industry group of food producers 

just 4 companies remained after running through this process – from the perspective of 

comparability and transparency a truly disappointing result that shows how far we are 

still away from the goal of making ESG reporting as comparable as financial reporting. 

Looking at the numbers delivered by the companies that remained, it is firstly noticeable 

that they vary strongly. 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – specific water consumption  
(m3 of water consumption/ton of final product output) 
Company/def. of indicator in company report FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

Royal Numico - Water consumption/production volume n.a. n.a. n.a. 15.29 10.87 9.41

Cadbury - Water consumption (m3/ton finished product)1
4.81 3.99 3.29 3.48 3.17 3.17

Ajinomoto - Water consumption/product output 113.47 181.81 174.32 153.21 142.41 120.34

Ajinomoto - Water consumption/(product output + Co-products) 58.48 76.46 72.18 63.18 62.31 54.32

Danone - Total water consumption/production 3.42 3.02 2.12 2.12 2.07 1.89

Unilever - Water use (m 3 /ton) 2
5.43 5.04 4.29 3.73 3.67 3.52

1comparable data available since 1997; 2comparable data available since 1995         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

While Cadbury, Danone, and Unilever range at comparable levels, Royal Numico is 

positioned two to four times as high as this group of three. We can only speculate here, 

that a possible explanation may lie in the fact that Numico is a specialty food producer 

focusing on baby food and clinical nutrition and that the production process for these 

special food products is more water intensive than it is for the average food product. 

Noticeable as well is a slow convergence of Numico towards the mean. While we thus 

have the impression that Numico’s numbers are within the realms of possibility, 

Ajinomoto’s numbers seem to be completely out of range. Depending on the scope of the 

physical output measure used, the company’s numbers comprise a multiplier of 50 to 100 

compared to the Cadbury et al triad.  

From the perspective of 

comparability and 

transparency a truly 

disappointing result 

Strong variance of results – we 

can only speculate about the 

reasons 

Ajinomoto’s numbers seem to 

be completely out of range 
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So even if one not only takes the ‘product output’ into account but also the output of ‘co-

products’ (not waste, but resources recovered during the production process), it is hardly 

possible to explain the differences in specific water consumption fundamentally, i.e. by 

difference in the efficiency of the production processes.  

Our best guess, therefore, is that there are differences in measurement methodologies 

probably driven by national conventions. Unfortunately, Kikkoman, the second Japanese 

food producer in our sample, has not reported on water consumption. It would have been 

revealing to see how Ajinomoto fares against its national peers. As said, we can only 

speculate here. Exploring the reasons behind the gap further is beyond the scope of this 

note. Our main aim is to show the data as reported by the companies and try to 

benchmark them without collecting additional background information. Just based on 

what we found in the reports, one can only term Ajinomoto as an ‘outlier’. 

  Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – specific water consumption  
(m3 of water consumption/ton of final product output) 
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  Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Greenhouse gas emissions 

We continue our benchmarkability test with one of the Environmental Core Performance 

Indicators required by the G2- and the G3 Guidelines – greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). 

In both versions of the guidelines provided by the GRI the indicator is assigned to the 

aspect ‘emissions, effluents, and waste’. The definition has changed from G2 to G3 in that 

G3 does now require the breakdown between direct and indirect GHG emissions: 

 G2: ‘Greenhouse gas emissions’ (EN8), 

 G3: ‘Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight’ (EN16). 

However, since all reports we looked at with respect to the food industry refer to the 2002 

GRI Guidelines, this distinction is not particularly relevant at this point – although we 

acknowledge that it is definitely best practice to distinguish between the two emission 

types. As we did before with regard to water consumption, we summarize in a first step 

what we have collected from the company reports (no data transformation made so far). 

Are differences in 

measurement methodologies 

probably driven by national 

conventions? 

Definition has changed from 

G2 to G3 
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Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – EN8: ‘Greenhouse gas emissions’ 

Company Definition in respective company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Royal Numico Total footprint CO2 (emissions in tons) - direct  184,598 195,138 237,020

 Total footprint CO2 (emissions in tons) – indirect  57,027 59,038 58,987

Kikkoman CO2 emissions (tons)1 102,804 99,354 96,880 96,294 99,700

Danisco CO2 ('000 tons)2 800.7 739.1 885.1 809.4w 771.9rw 787.5w

  CO2 - direct air emission per production index3  100w 97w 94w

CSM Total greenhouse gas emissions (kilo tons CO2 equivalent)   428 395

Cadbury CO2 equivalent emissions (kg/ton finished product)4 212 192 172 188r 184 181

Ajinomoto CO2 ('000 tons) 1,910r 1,950r 2,130 2,160 2,300

Danone GHG emissions (in metric kilotons of CO2 equivalent) 521 612r 517r 521 503 520

Unilever CO2 from energy (kg/ton)5 197.91 198.59 195.17 191.46 185.67 171.3

 CO2 from energy (millions of tons)5 4.6 4.7 4.3 4 3.6

Nestle Greenhouse gases (kg CO2 per ton product)6 191   

  Greenhouse gases (millions of tons of CO2 per year)6 4.72   

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1on a non-consolidated basis only; 2available since 1999; 3available since 1999 as 
well, but on a non-comparable basis; 4available since 1997; 5available since 1995; 6available since 1997    Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Similar to the case of water consumption, 7 out of 8 companies report on GHG emissions 

in the required format. Once again, the company that is missing is Heinz. As shown in the 

table on page 171, the reporting scope of the company is very limited. We have added 

Unilever and Nestle to the list as well, both of which do not report ‘in accordance’ with 

GRI standards. Nestle reported GHG emissions for the period from 1997 to 2000 only, so 

that only one observation point falls into our benchmarking period. As we have already 

said, Nestle has no regular publication cycle (e.g. annually) for reports of comparable 

scope (e.g. environmental, sustainability, etc). In March 2002 Nestle published the only 

report in its history that claimed to be a sustainability report, i.e. covering a broad range 

of ESG issues. From this report the above number has been taken (first published, 

however, in the ‘Environment Progress Report 2000’, published in 2001). Afterwards the 

company only published stand-alone thematic reports. 

At first sight it is noticeable that the numbers provided by the companies appear very 

different, which is due to the mixed reporting of total and specific emission volumes, the 

different scopes of the reported emissions (only direct or also indirect?), and the different 

units of measurement. Similar to the case of water consumption, Danisco has reported 

specific emissions in the form of an index, which makes it impossible to make direct 

cross-sectional comparisons. Cadbury reports specific emissions only. Unilever and 

Nestle (the ‘non-competitive’ part of our list) report both – total and specific emissions. 

For the remaining six companies, once again, physical output/production numbers are 

needed to transform the total volumes reported into specific emissions that can be 

benchmarked against each other. Physical output data is delivered by three companies 

only, Royal Numico, Danone, and Ajinomoto. This means that we have ended up with just 

four companies once again (plus Unilever and to a very limited degree Nestle) which we 

could benchmark with respect to their GHG emissions. However, some degree of 

uncertainty remains with regard to the scope of emissions reported. We recommend, 

hence, that companies more clearly and more comprehensively outline what exactly is 

measured by them.  

7 out of 8 companies report on 

GHG emissions in the required 

format 

Mixed reporting of total and 

specific emission volumes 
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Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – specific GHG emissions 
(tons of CO2 equivalent emissions/tons of production volume) 
Company/def. of indicator in company report FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

Royal Numico - CO2 emissions - total/Production volume n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.925 0.819 0.784

Royal Numico - CO2 emissions - direct/Production volume n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.706 0.628 0.628

Royal Numico - CO2 emissions - indirect/Production volume n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.218 0.190 0.156

Cadbury - CO2 equivalent emissions/unit of finished product1 0.212 0.192 0.172 0.188 0.184 0.181

Ajinomoto - CO2/Product output n.a. 1.719 1.658 1.608 1.367 1.299

Ajinomoto - CO2/(Product output + Co-products) 0.723 0.687 0.663 0.598 0.587

Danone - GHG emissions/Production 0.049 0.041 0.033 0.031 0.030 0.029

Unilever - CO 2  from Energy/product 2 0.198 0.199 0.195 0.191 0.186 0.171

Nestle - Greenhouse gases/units of finished product 1
0.191 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1comparable data available since 1997; 2comparable data available since 1995         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Different reporting scopes might well explain the huge differences that show up looking 

at the GHG data in their final format. Only Cadbury and Unilever, both of which have 

directly reported specific emissions, range at a comparable numerical level. An outlier on 

the downside is Danone. The company displays emissions that are approximately 80% to 

90% smaller than Unilever’s and Cadbury’s respectively. On the upside there are again 

two outliers, Royal Numico and Ajinomoto. Both companies also stood out with respect to 

their specific water consumption. The difference here is that Ajinomoto’s specific 

emissions can be brought down to a level that is at least comparable to Numico’s by 

taking the physical output of ‘co-products’ into account. Its specific GHG emission level is 

more than halved by this. 

  Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – specific GHG emissions 
(tons of CO2 equivalent emissions/tons of production volume) 
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  Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Again, we can only speculate about the reasons that are responsible for the huge variance 

of the results. For example, differences in measurement methodologies of emissions on the 

one hand and product output on the other hand are certainly among the possible drivers of 

our results. Although it’s hard to believe, it is also not completely impossible that specialty 

food producers like Numico have a much above average emissions profile due to specific 

production process properties. The true reasons remain in the dark for the time being. At 

any rate, from the perspective of our main objective, which was benchmarking companies 

based on reported ESG performance indicators, the results are anything but satisfactory. 

On the upside there are again 
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Taking a first look at G3 reports 
The new G3 reporting standards were launched in October 2006. The first-ever G3 report 

was released by McDonald’s on 14 August 2006 – only in draft format, of course, since 

the official launch of G3 was not until two months later. The first official, non-draft G3 

report was published on 20 November 2006 by US pharmaceutical company Bristol-

Myers Squibb. The report was declared to meet level-B requirements. 

In neither of the two industry groups - food producers and auto manufacturers - we 

looked at before in detail had G3 reports been published by the cut-off date of our 

analysis (31 March 2007). Since we didn’t want to miss the opportunity to take a look at 

the first G3 reports released up to that date, we took a different approach. We started 

with all 31 G3 reports we have considered in the first two parts of our analysis. They 

make up 2.2% of the entire CR/sustainability report sample we have looked at (see p. 30). 

Of these 31 reports, 16 are ‘in accordance’ with G3, and 15 were delivered in a 

preliminary draft format. Of the 16 reports that are ‘in accordance’ with G3, eight are 

rated at level A, seven at level B, and one at level C. The requirements of the three G3 

reporting levels with respect to Performance Indicators are as follows (also see diagram 

on p. 14): 

 Level A: Report on each ‘Core’ G3 and Sector Supplement Indicator with due regard to 

the materiality principle by either: a) reporting on the indicator or b) explaining the 

reason for its omission. 

 Level B: Report on a minimum of 20 Performance Indicators, including at least one from 

each of: Economic, Environment, Human Rights, Labour, Society, Product Responsibility. 

 Level C: Report on a minimum of 10 Performance Indicators, including at least one from 

each of: Social, Economic and Environment. 

The application levels demonstrate how much of the G3 reporting framework has been 

used in the organization’s report. The reporting levels are no substitute for an 

independent assurance and do not attest to the accuracy of the information in a report or 

the performance of an organization. Levels are self-declared by reporting organizations 

and, if desired, can be reviewed by GRI to confirm their self-declaration appropriate. 

The diagram on the following page (on the left-hand side) shows the sector-wise 

distribution of all 31 G3 reports (including all application levels and draft versions). 

Clearly the highest reporting propensity is displayed by Banks. They delivered 8 of the 31 

reports (=25.8%), of which in turn 5 reports are level-A rated. Mining & Metals follows 

with a total of five G3 reports (of which only one is level-A rated). The diagram on the 

right-hand side shows the overall GRI adherence profile of the sector (for a cross-sectoral 

comparison, see p. 31). It is noticeable that G3 reporting companies still form a small 

minority in the sector (5.2% of all banks in our benchmark industry group). This 

compares to 16.8% G2 reporters (IA, or CI) and 22.6% with CR/sustainability reports that 

do not adhere to GRI Reporting Guidelines. More than half of the companies (55.5%) still 

do not report at all on extra-financial issues.  

Requirements of the three G3 

reporting levels 

Levels are self-declared by 

reporting organizations 

Banks delivered 8 of the 31 G3 

reports (=25.8%), of which in 

turn 5 reports are level-A rated 
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Companies reporting ‘in accordance’ with G3  
(application levels A, B, C, & drafts) 

GRI adherence of the global banking sector  
(DJ STOXX level 2) 

Banks, 25.8%

Others, 38.7%

Mining & Metals, 
16.1%

Real Estate, 6.5%

Leisure Goods & 
Services, 6.5%

Electric Utilities, 
6.5% G3 + G3 Draft

5%

no GRI adherence
23%

2002 IA + CI
17%

no report
55%

 
Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

While we believe it is too early to draw any conclusions from the sector breakdown as G3 

reporting is still in its infancy, the banking industry’s dominance in G3 reporting – 

particularly in the level-A segment – caused us to focus on this subset of our G3 reports 

sample. The following table gives an overview of the entire GRI reporting history of the 

five banks with level-A reports. The reports are listed in no particular order. 

  G3 application level-A reports: Report overview ‘Banks’  
(including full GRI report history) 

  
 

Anz Banking Group

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jan-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 62 KPMG (Australia)

Dec-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI (Web Index) 50 KPMG (Australia)

Banco Sabadell

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Mar-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 77 Bureau Veritas SA

Jun-2005 Annual (with CR section) 2002 IA 96 (CR section) not known

National Australia Bank Group

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Dec-2006 Sustainability
G3 - A+, GRI checked/ 

AA1000AS Info 69 URS Australia Pty Ltd

Dec-2005 Sustainability
2002 IA, GRI checked/ 

AA1000AS Info 70
URS Australia Pty Ltd/ Ernst & 

Young (Australia)

Dec-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 38
Reassurance Network Ltd/ KPMG 

(Australia)

Westpac Banking Corporation

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Dec-2006 Sustainability
G3 - A+, self declared/ 

AA1000AS Info 97
Banarra Sustainability Assurance 

& Advice

Dec-2005 Sustainability
2002 IA/             AA1000AS 

Info 78
PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

Dec-2004 Sustainability
2002 CI/             AA1000AS 

Info 78
PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

Jul-2004 Sustainability
2002 CI/             AA1000AS 

Info 82
PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

ABN Amro Holding

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Mar-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 81 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Mar-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA 105 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Mar-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA 90 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Sep-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI 69 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

  Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com
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One advantage of focusing on banks only is that we were able to analyze and to compare 

reports in a consistent manner, given their common sector background. Furthermore, the 

combination of level-A reporting with the fact that a GRI Sector Supplement does exist for 

the Financial Services industry, makes it particularly attractive to look at these reports. 

Sector Supplement Indicators are considered to have the same status as the Core 

Performance Indicators required by the GRI Guidelines, which is reflected in level-A 

requirements (see above) as well. The Financial Services Sector Supplement, however, is 

available in a pilot version only (like all other sector supplements, see p. 39 for an 

overview). 

Performance Indicators we looked for 

Out of the pool of 79 G3 Performance Indicators (based on guidelines only) we’ve 

selected 47 to be relevant in the context of our analysis. The coverage ratio of 59.5% is 

much higher than it is the case with respect to the G2 Indicators we looked for before 

(coverage ratio of 39%). There are two main reasons for this: First of all, the GRI has 

reduced the total number of indicators in the process of moving from G2 to G3, removing 

the ones that are less material. Secondly, in the change process it established the GRI 

focused on ‘changes in the nature of indicators towards greater comparability’ – and it 

has done so with success in our view (at least partly).  

The 47 G3 Performance Indicators we considered in our analysis are complemented by 

20 indicators, which we selected according to our criteria of measurability and 

comparability from a total of 43 indicators required by the Financial Services Sector 

Supplement. The following table shows a breakdown of the indicators we looked for by 

category. A complete list of these indicators with their exact definitions can be found in 

the Appendix of this document (pdf version only). 
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  G3 application level-A reports – Banks: GRI Performance Indicators we looked 
for* 

  
 

G3 Performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators 1/7 0/2 1/9

Environmental Performance Indicators 15/17 7/13 22/30

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 7/9 2/5 9/14

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 3/6 2/3 5/9

Social Performance Indicators: Society 3/6 2/2 5/8

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 1/4 4/5 5/9

Sub-total 30/49 17/30 47/79

Additional Sector Supplement Performance Indicators Key Additional Sum

Environmental Performance Indicators 6/13 0 6/13

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 2/6 0 2/6

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance 2/5 1/2 3/7

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society 1/2 0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Suppliers 0/2 0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 2/3 0 2/3

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 2/3 0 2/3

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 1/3 0 1/3

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 3/4 0 3/4

Sub-total 19/41 1/2 20/43

Total 49/90 18/32 67/122

  * Sector supplement uses the term 'additional' to classify an indicator that is important, but not key.  
  Source WestLB Research, GRI

The coverage of the indicators we looked for in the individual company reports is very 

different (see diagram below). Coverage ratios range from 9% for ABN Amro to 19.7% 

for Westpac. None of the companies reports on any of the 17 G3 ‘Additional’ Indicators. 

The overall reporting focus is on the Core Indicators of the G3 Guidelines. The average 

number of indicators reported in this area is 11.4 compared to 6 in the Sector 

Supplement Indicators area. All companies report more indicators in the former group 

than in the latter one. Solely regarding quantitative coverage, Westpac and ANZ are 

leading the group. ABN Amro lags behind a little bit (which is, however, not indicative for 

the overall report quality in this case). 

  G3 application level-A reports – Banks: Coverage of performance indicators 
within our sample 
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In the following we will not go through all 5 reports in detail. Instead we have picked just 

one report for a closer inspection at this point. Unlike the Food sector, there’s no clear 

‘best-in-class’ choice. We opted for ANZ’s report, which is certainly among the best 

reports in the sector. 

For the remaining 4 companies we’ve proceeded in the same fashion as we did before for 

the food producers: Firstly, we have included all data tables for each of them in the 

Appendix of this note (pdf version only, see p. 178). Secondly, we’ve summarized the 

observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as we processed the companies’ 

reports in a tabular form (see p. 140) once again without claiming completeness at this 

point. 

ANZ Banking Group – ‘A very different bank’ 
ANZ is a major international banking and financial services group, which ranks among 

the top 50 banks in the world. It has more than six million personal, private banking, 

small business, corporate, institutional, and asset finance customers worldwide. ANZ 

employs more than 30,000 people in Australia, New Zealand, Asia, the Pacific, 

UK/Europe, India and the USA. It is represented in 30 countries worldwide with a total of 

1,265 points of representation. 

The bank has maintained a regional focus, though. It is one of the largest companies in 

Australia and is the number one bank in New Zealand. In 2006 Australia and New 

Zealand accounted for 90% of ANZ’s profit, 87% of its workforce and 94% of our points 

of representation. ANZ world headquarters is located in Melbourne, where it first opened 

an office as the Bank of Australasia in the 1830s. 

According to CorporateRegister.com, ANZ delivered two CR/sustainability reports with 

reference to the GRI Guidelines by our cut-off date. The Dec-2005 report has a G2 

reference and comprises a GRI Content Index. The Jan-2007 report had been one of the 

first level-A rated G3 reports. It received an external assurance and the appropriateness 

of the self-declared level-A status had been checked by the GRI. The production cycle of 

the company’s CR/sustainability reports is annual. The company did not publish a new 

CR/sustainability report during the period between our cut-off date (31 March 2007) and 

the end of July 2007. 

  ANZ Banking Group – GRI report history 

  
 

Report date Report type
Guidelines/ Assurance 

Standard Number of pages Verifier

Jan-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 62 KPMG (Australia)

Dec-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI (Web Index) 50 KPMG (Australia)

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com

Out of the total of 67 indicators we had been looking for we found 20 indicators (29.9%) 

covered by ANZ in the format we require. These 20 indicators are split into 13 out of a 

total of 30 G3 Core Indicators (=43.3%) and 7 out of 20 Sector Supplement Indicators 

(=35%).  
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A necessary condition for receiving level-A status is that the indicators that have been 

omitted by the company are not ‘material’. One should note that ‘Materiality’, according 

to the GRI, is defined as follows: ‘The information in a report should cover topics and 

Indicators that reflect the organization’s significant economic, environmental, and social 

impacts, or that would substantively influence the assessments and decisions of 

stakeholders.’  

(Non-)Materiality, however, is only a necessary but not sufficient condition here. 

Sufficiency is only achieved if the company explains the reason for the omission of G3 

Core or Sector Supplement Indicators, which consequently means that it has to explain 

why the indicator is not material for the company. 

It is clearly beyond the scope of this note to perform materiality tests for all 30 indicators 

(17 G3-, and 13 Sector Supplement Indicators) that ANZ has left out of its report and to 

watch for the availability of sufficient explanations. Since the report received the ‘GRI 

checked’ label, and the GRI claims that it checks for the appropriateness of the self-

declared level-A status, we assume that both conditions are met. A second possibility, of 

course, is that the 30 indicators that are missing relative to what is required by the G3 

Guidelines and the sector supplement comprise cases that have not met our requirements 

of comparability (see again p. 58 for details). In terms of what has been reported by ANZ, 

we note that neither one of the 17 non-core G3 Indicators nor the one additional Sector 

Supplement Indicator have been reported – which, however, isn’t obligatory for the level-

A status anyway. 

The following table shows the indicator count in more detail. Similar to our findings for 

the G2 reports of auto manufacturers and food producers, a bipolar focus of reporting is 

noticeable. Environmental indicators as well as labour-related indicators are well 

represented, while all other areas are neglected. This is compensated by the Sector 

Supplement Indicators to a limited degree only. 
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  ANZ Banking Group – indicators found in the required format 
  

 

G3 Performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators 1/1 0/0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators 7/15 0/7 7/22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 5/7 0/2 5/9

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/4 0/5

Sub-total 13/30 0/17 13/47

Additional Sector Supplement Performance Indicators

Environmental Performance Indicators1
2/6 0/0 2/6

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 1/2 0/0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance2
1/2 0/1 1/3

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society3
1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 1/2 0/0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 0/1 0/0 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 1/3 0/0 1/3

Sub-total 7/19 0/1 7/20

Total 20/49 0/18 20/67

  1no explicit distinction between core and non-core; 2not included: INT2, INT6 and INT7 (see LA2, LA14 and LA13 
respectively); 3not included: SOC2 (Economic Value Added), is identical to EC1 

 Source WestLB Research, GRI, ANZ

As a rule – at least as far as large companies are concerned – CR/sustainability reports 

contain not only the performance indicators required by the GRI, but also others that are 

considered material by the company itself. A look at the reporting practice within a sector 

can give valuable hints about what additional indicators may be considered for inclusion 

in the relevant sector supplement. 

Similarly, new or adjusted non-sector-specific indicators may find their way into a 

forthcoming version of the GRI Guidelines. We have detected just two indicators 

respectively indicator groups in ANZ’s report that we would consider useful: 

 Total energy consumed in premises (in MWh) – reported separately for Australia and 

New Zealand. This measure is a combination of direct and indirect energy consumption 

(EN3/EN4), which is useful for assessing the overall energy efficiency of the bank’s 

buildings. 

 Number of customer complaints in Australia and ‘customer advocate’. The company 

reports on the breakdown of completed matters in Australia into findings for the customer 

and findings for ANZ. It also delivers the average compensation amount and the number 

of cases resolved within 20 days. Indicators such as these would be capable of filling a 

gap that we see in the area of ‘Product Responsibility’ (PR) of the guideline’s indicators. 

In the sector supplement, customer complaints show up under ‘Social Performance 

Indicators: Insurance’ (INS). It is not clear why this is not the case for the three other 

business areas covered, i.e. Retail Banking (RB), Investment Banking (IB), and Asset 

Management (AM). In our view, overall customer satisfaction indicators should be 

incorporated in the GRI Guidelines under ‘Product Responsibility’. The specific 

breakdown of the indicator according to the different business segments should, 

however, be part of the Sector Supplement’s Core Indicator list (not only for insurance).     
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 Environmental and social risks of institutional and corporate loan portfolio (in %) – high 

risk sectors/medium risk sectors/high risk sectors. Qualitative assessment of ANZ’s 

Australian lending portfolio indicating the aggregate percentage exposure in industry 

sectors which have environmental and social risks (High, Medium and Low) and could 

thus potentially have an impact on ANZ’s reputation and the bank’s credit and asset 

values. Indicators like these should be part of the Sector Supplement’s Social 

Performance Indicators for Retail Banking and Investment Banking in our view. It is also 

somehow linked to F6, which requires companies to report the ‘Number and frequency of 

audits that include the examination of environmental risk systems, and procedures 

related to core business lines’. It would certainly help comparability if audits were 

reported that refer to a similarly structured risk systems.  

 ANZ provides an analysis of its lending portfolios with respect to its 'intensity of 

employment' and its 'intensity of wages'. This type of indicator could complement the set 

of Sector Supplement Indicators as well. ANZ, however, has not reported them in a 

format that meets our requirements (diagram only, without numerical data). 

The following table displays most of the relevant G3 Indicators we found in ANZ’s Jan-

2007 report. Its purpose is to give an impression about how a company translates the 

Performance Indicators as defined by the GRI into measurable quantities. The Sector 

Supplement Indicators we detected are presented in a separate table on p. 139. In the 

context of our analyses of auto manufacturers and food producers, we have already 

pointed to our general impression, that companies answer this question in very different 

ways – and this is very much to the detriment of comparability, which is the core aim of 

the GRI as well as a necessary condition for achieving a higher rate of acceptance in the 

mainstream financial community.  

It will be interesting to see if there is any material improvement in this respect triggered 

by the change from G2 to G3. It is still too early, however, to form an opinion about this 

matter. Based on what we found in the five G3 level-A reports we can say that companies 

still tend to interpret GRI Indicators quite differently. We find this understandable, as 

companies are still finding themselves at a quite early stage of the learning curve, but the 

result is certainly not optimal in many cases. 
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ANZ Banking Group: G3 Performance Indicators (as reported in Jan-2007 report)* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC11 Direct economic value generated and distributed … Economic value distributed – 

Employee wages and benefits (m$) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 2,729

  Total economic value distributed 2006 n.a. n.a. 23,520

  Economic value retained2 2006 n.a. n.a. 1,990

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. Total paper consumed (tons) – AUS3 2005 n.a. 3,921 3,114

EN3 Direct energy consumption by primary energy 

source. 

Fossil fuels consumed in premises 

(MWh) – AUS3 

2005 n.a.

9,954 11,430

  Natural gas (MWh) – AUS3 2005 n.a. 9,470 11,106

  Non-premises energy (fleet road 

transport) – AUS3,4 

2005 n.a.

15,445 16,432

EN4 Indirect energy consumption by primary source. Electricity consumed (MWh) – AUS3 2005 n.a. 130,134 131,727

  Electricity.../FTE (MWh) – AUS3,5 2005 n.a. 7.31 7.06

  Renewable electricity (%) - NZ6 2006 n.a. n.a. 65

  Total corporate transport (km)/FTE – 

AUS3,7 

2005 n.a.

5,131 5,044

EN8 Total water withdrawal by source. Total water consumed (tons) – AUS8 2005 n.a. 114,213 154,891

EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 

by weight. 

Total GHG emissions (tons CO2) – 

AUS3 

2005 n.a.

167,185 176,410

  Total GHG emissions/FTE – AUS3 2005 n.a. 9.39 9.46

  GHG emissions of premises energy 

use – AUS3 

2005 n.a.

162,636 171,571

  GHG emissions of non-premises 

energy use – AUS3 

2005 n.a.

4,549 4,839

EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. Total paper recycled (tons) – AUS3 2005 n.a. 1,329 1,383

EN28 Monetary value of significant fines … Monetary value of significant fines … 2006 n.a. n.a. 0

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, employment 

contract, and region. 

Number of employees (headcount) – 

Total 

2004

32,274 34,379 35,544

  Full time – Australia & New Zealand9 2004 20,170 21,775 22,149

LA210 Total number and rate of employee turnover by age 

group, gender, and region. 

Turnover by gender (%) (AUS) – 

male3 

2006 n.a. n.a.

13.55

  Turnover by gender (%) (AUS) – 

female3  

2006 n.a. n.a.

12.39

  Turnover by age (%) (AUS):  

30-503,11 

2006 n.a. n.a. 51.59

LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days,  

and absent., and…work-related fatalities by region. 

Number of work related lost time 

injuries per mln hours worked (AUS)

2000

4.9 4.2 3.8

LA1312 … breakdown of employees per … gender, age, 

minority, and other indicators of diversity. 

Board of directors – female (%) 2005 n.a. 12.5 n.a.

  Board of directors: >50 (%) 2005 n.a. 100 n.a.

LA1413 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee 

category. 

Diff. between male and female pay 

(in %) – executives (Australia)14 

2006 n.a. n.a. 6

* Fiscal year ends at 30 September; 1see Sector Supplement Indicator SOC2; 2also available: total direct economic value generated (revenues), operating costs, 
payments to providers of capital, payments to government, community investments, total economic value distributed; 3also available for New Zealand (NZ); 4fuels for 
emergency power units (diesel); 5FTE: fulltime equivalent employees, also available: electricity consumed/m2; 6Australia: 0%; 7also available: total corporate transport 
in km, road transport, air travel (domestic & international); 8in 2006 company is reporting water usage from an extra meter. Comparing like for like with 2005, ANZ 

has increased its water consumption by 10% (NZ: n.a.); 9also available: part-time, temporary; 10see Sector Supplement Indicator INT2; 11also available for age groups: 
<30 and >50; 12see Sector Supplement Indicator INT7; 13see Sector Supplement Indicator (INT6); 14gender pay differentials also available for: senior managers, 
managers, non-managers, overall weighted average  Source WestLB Research, ANZ
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It is clearly beyond the scope of this research note to go through all indicators provided 

by companies and to give qualitative assessments of each of them. Hence, similar to our 

approach to the auto- and the food industry, we have decided to offer a collection of 

observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as we processed the indicators we found 

in companies’ reports. We do not claim completeness at this point, but we do believe that 

we can convey a good impression of the current state of a company’s reporting practice. 

The following attracted our attention in ANZ’s report (in terms of the G3 Indicators reported 

as shown in the table above, and the Sector Supplement Indicators shown in the table 

below): 

 As phrased here, the indicator on ‘recycled paper’ might be misplaced under EN2 

(‘percentage of materials used that are wastes …’). As we understand it, ANZ is reporting 

the volume of waste paper that is recycled (EN11). It is not ultimately clear, however, if 

this is just a misinterpretation. 

 We consider the information given on ’Transport’ to be very helpful and to add value. We 

would thus recommend explicitly including this type of indicator in the sector 

supplement.  

 Some information can only be found hidden in the text, such as 'breaches of corporate code 

of conduct’. The Content Index refers to these ‘hidden’ indicators and does not differentiate 

reporting format quality. In conjunction with this we noticed that these indicators in 

particular often do not fit well with what is required according to the definitions in the 

guidelines or in the sector supplement. An example of this is SO3 (training in anti-

corruption). The data delivered by the company refer to ‘fraud’ in general, which the 

banking industry usually focuses on in the context of money laundering – and this is not 

what SO3 is targeted at.  

 A general shortcoming of the report is that too many indicators are not reported in a time 

series format which limits the usefulness and comparability of the data.  

 The analysis of the lending portfolio according to risk classes is well done. It is difficult, 

though, to associate this information with specific Sector Supplement Indicators – it is 

partly related to F6 and partly to RB3/IB3 as well, but a good fit is not provided in either 

case.   

The latter point should not be taken primarily as a criticism that is directed at the 

company. We believe that the Financial Services Sector Supplement needs to be updated 

and revised urgently. Currently, there is a review process under way, which looks at 

Social Performance Indicators only. We do not believe that this is sufficient. Firstly, we do 

not feel it is sensible to separate the discussion of social performance indicators from the 

discussion of environmental performance indicators. The general approach should be 

more holistic. In conjunction with this, we would suggest introducing a third indicator 

section that covers the economic dimension of the issues in question (parallel to the G3 

Guidelines structure). Candidates for inclusion could be, for example, F13 (‘value of 

portfolio for each core business line …’) and SOC2 (‘economic value added’). The former 

is neither an environmental indicator, nor is the latter a social one (because of its 

redundancy with EC1 under G3 it could even be dropped altogether).  
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ANZ Banking Group: Sector Supplement Performance Indicators (as reported in Jan-2007 report)* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Environmental Performance Indicators 

F6 Audits: Number and frequency of audits that include 

the examination of environmental risk systems … 

Water intensity (% of lending) – 

sectors with lowest water intensity1 

2006 n.a. n.a. 8

  Water intensity (% of final demand) 

– sectors with lowest water intensity 

2006 n.a. n.a. 20

  Water intensity (% of lending) – 

sectors with highest water intensity 

2006 n.a. n.a. 21

  Water intensity (% of final demand)–

sectors with highest water intensity2 

2006 n.a. n.a. 26

F13 Value of portfolio for each core business line broken 

down by specific region and by sector. 

Revenue by core-business (AUS & 

NZ) (%) – Corporate Banking3 

2006 n.a. n.a. 22

  Revenue by core-business (AUS & 

NZ) (%) - Institutional debt services 

2006 n.a. n.a. 24

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 

CSR3 CSR Audits: Report on the number of audits and 

auditor hours.  

Internal audits/Assurance (hours) – 

occupational health & safety4 

2006 n.a. n.a. 536

  External audits … – Assurance and 

commentary on 2006 CR report5,6 

2006 n.a. n.a. 550

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance (INT2  see LA2) 

INT3 Employee Satisfaction: Report on employee 

satisfaction, based on survey results, covering …9  

Employee Engagement Survey (%) – 

overall engagement 

2004 60 n.a. 60

  ‘Workplace safety & security is 

considered important ‘ (agree %)10 

2004 77 n.a. 81

  ‘Company takes its social and 

environm.  responsibilities seriously’

2006 n.a. n.a. 74

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society (SOC2  see EC1) 

SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to 

charitable causes, community investments and … 

Community investments ($) – Total 

contributions11 

2006 n.a. n.a. 13,849,925

  Community investments ($) – cash 2006 n.a. n.a. 7,324,110

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 

RB2 Report on repartition of lending business, including 

industrial sectors and company sizes, … 

Business Lending profile (%) –  

Retail Trade12 

2006 n.a. n.a. 23

  Business Lending profile (%) – 

Property & Business Services 

2006 n.a. n.a. 16

  Business Lending profile (%) – 

Construction13 

2006 n.a. n.a. 12

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 

INS3 Customer Complaints: Report on the number of 

complaints received from customers … 

Number of customer complaints 

received7 

2002 30,003 22,429 24,554

  Customer Advocate – breakdown of 

completed matters in Australia – total

2004 64 46 64

  … – breakdown of completed matters 

in Australia – finding for customer8 

2004 20 13 31

* Fiscal year ends at 30 September; 1detailed analysis of the social and environmental impacts of our lending portfolio, using an existing methodology developed by the 
CSIRO and the University of Sydney; 2also available: sectors with medium water intensity, same analysis also available for energy intensity; 3also available are the 
categories ‘Structured Finance’, ‘Financial Markets’ and ‘Trade & Transaction Services’, also available separately for AUS and NZ, also available: industry split - no 
explicit numbers given in respective diagram, however; 4also available: customer charter, workers compensation claims; 5AA1000AS and ISAE3000 standards; 6also 

available: EMS desktop audit, Corporate Responsibility Interim Report, and for all categories subject to internal audits as well (see above); 7not reported for insurance 
business only, but for all business lines together; 8also available: finding for ANZ, compensation amount (in $), resolved in <20 days, etc.; 9job security, remuneration & 
benefits, work/life-balance (including work pressure and stress), training & development, internal communication culture, company's social performance towards 

society; 10also available: ‘this organisation has high standards of ethics and integrity’, ‘I value the opportunity this company gives me to make a personal contribution 
to the community’, ‘I can take action that I think will meet the needs of our customers’, ‘Our people policies are used effectively in my work area’; 11 time 
(volunteering), In-kind, Management costs; 12the three groups with the highest shares only; 13also available: small business lending profile(same categories) 

                 Source WestLB Research, ANZ
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Of course, a lot could be said about each individual company’s reporting of G3 

Performance Indicators, its usability, its comparability and so forth. However, as noted 

above, we have decided to focus on ANZ as an example here. Nevertheless, we want to 

share the observations and thoughts that crossed our minds as we processed the 

remaining 4 reports in an overview format.  

G3 Reporting Banks – additional indicators & comments* 

Additional indicators Comments 

Banco Sabadell 

 Lending portfolio (portfolio information, generally related to Sector 
Supplement Indicators RB3, IB3, AM2 and to the PR category of the 
guidelines) 

 Again a case where there is a gap between what is claimed in the 
Content Index and what is actually delivered by the company. Closer
inspection of Banco Sabadell revealed that the company reports several 
indicators taken from its P&L accounts under EC1, but does not deliver 
on the required economic value added components. The same holds 
true for EN1, EN2, etc. We end our enumeration at this point. 

 Detailed information given about the financing of renewable energy 
projects (installed volume and expected yearly production); the 
financing volume, however, is hidden in the text only (related to IB3 
and to the PR category of the guidelines) 

 

National Australia Bank 

 Number of tenders requiring an environmental/social 
screening/occupational health & safety checklist to be completed by 
supplier, value of contracts containing either environmental or 
social reporting and performance requirements (related to SUP 
indicators of the sector supplement and EN-, HR- indicators of the 
guidelines) 

 Energy consumption (EN3/EN4): Company does not distinguish 
between direct and indirect energy consumption.  

 Business customer footings by industry group (in %) – property, 
renting and business services; finance & insurance; agriculture, 
hunting, forestry, and fishing; Mining (related to RB2, IB2, INS1). 

 Project finance portfolio by sector/country (in %) – renewable 
energy, mining (metals and coal), water treatment infrastructure, 
energy (coal and gas-fired), forestry (sustainably managed 
plantations), infrastructure, Australia, UK, New Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines (related to IB3). 

 

 Changes in stakeholder views of the quality of their relationship 
with the NAB in Australia – Trust, mutuality of control, commitment, 
satisfaction (related to SOC section of the sector supplement and to 
SO-, and PR- sections of the guidelines) 

 

 Additional supply chain statistics like the number of suppliers, for 
example (related to SUP indicators of the sector supplement and 
EN-, HR- indicators of the guidelines) 

 

 Additional workforce statistics: New hires, number of graduate 
recruits, career breaks taken, maternity and paternity leave, annual 
leave, sick leave, percentage of eligible employees doing overtime, 
overtime worked as a % of standard hours, number of fulltime/part 
time transitions (related to LA section of the guidelines) 

 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis). 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports
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G3 Reporting Banks – additional indicators & comments – cont’d* 

Westpac 

 Employees doing overtime - % working overtime; employees doing 
overtime - Average overtime worked as % of standard hours; 
accumulated annual leave (total, and breakdown according to length 
of leave); number of employees accessing paid parental leave 
(related to LA section of guidelines and to INT section of the sector 
supplement) 

 Concisely presented and clearly arranged in tabular form; many 
indicators available in a time series format (as a rule going back to 
2002)  

 The company’s definition of performance indicators is close to the G3 
definitions (which is not a matter of course, as we have learned during 
the work on this note). 

  Business lending with a high social benefit: Westpac classified SME 
lendings to fall in this area, which is more than arguable in our view.
For us it is not clear why 'lending to businesses with outstandings < 
5$m' necessarily have a social utility. 

ABN Amro 

 Costs of professional education; total and per full time equivalent 
employee (related to LA10) 

 The scope of coverage of GRI Performance Indicators (guidelines and 
sector supplement) is not very broad, but we received the impression of 
a high reporting quality. Positive as well: Several additional indicators 
are delivered that are meaningful and that add value to the report. 

 NGO engagements – total; also available: Split of engagements; 
categories: Issues, policy development consultation, business 
development, feedback sustainability report, roundtables & panels, 
non-commercial joint initiatives (related to SO-, and SOC sections of 
the guidelines and the sector supplement respectively)    

 

 Particularly important (related to F6, and CSR3 of the sector 
supplement): A dedicated team, called Sustainable Risk Advisory 
(SRA), assesses ESE risks (ESE: Environmental, Social, Ethical) and 
advises the GRC (Group risk committee) on the acceptability of ESE 
risks as part of both client acceptance and business engagement 
decisions (see table with SRA indicators on p. 187 in the Appendix 
of this note, pdf version only) 

 

* If not otherwise stated, all comments refer to the latest report in the reporting history of a company (published by the cut-off date of our analysis). 
 Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Before wrapping up we would like to briefly link parts two and three of our analysis once 

again. In part two we looked at what companies themselves have declared to report 

according to the GRI Content Indices they have provided with their most recent reports. 

The scope of this analysis has not been limited – all GRI Indicators have been checked. 

Part three is different in that it looks at what indicators are actually available in a format 

that can be used to benchmark the respective company against its peers. This means that 

we have put up certain quality requirements with regard to how information is presented. 

Furthermore, we limited ourselves to a subset of indicators that are quantifiable and 

comparable (i.e. benchmarkable). 

In the following diagrams we contrast what companies have self-declared to report, as 

regards the aforementioned indicator subset only, with what they have actually delivered 

meeting our disclosure requirements. The delivery ratio spans from just 25% for Banco 

Sabadell (BS) to 50% for National Australia Bank (NAB). With just 36.3% the average 

ratio is significantly lower than for the auto manufacturers (56.5%) and the food 

producers (86.7%) that we have looked at. This should neither be taken as a general 

quality signal nor as a signal that banks promise more than they deliver to a greater 

extent than companies in the other two sectors. Once again, we do not test whether the 

information the company has self-declared that it would report is somewhere hidden in 

the text either in a numerical or just a narrative form.  
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It is also noticeable that the banks we looked at here self-declared to cover a much higher 

number of indicators than it is the case for the two other sectors (30.2 indicators on 

average vs. 18.8 for Autos and 12.2 for Food respectively). The difference is striking and 

we can only speculate that this has something to do with the introduction of the G3 

application level system (see p. 14) which gives companies an incentive to claim to report 

as many indicators as possible.  

Self-declared in CI vs. actually delivered –  
number of performance indicators  
(GRI Guidelines only) 
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Wrapping up 

Summary of key findings 
Our empirical analysis of CR/sustainability reporting spans a period of two years (1 April 

2005 to 31 March 2007). Our benchmark universe is the DJ STOXX Global 1,800, out of 

which 785 companies (=44%) reported on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 

issues. 

 In part one of our analysis we found that the propensity to report within our sample is 

strongly correlated with the size of the company. Among the largest companies (top 

decile) 82% delivered reports, among the smallest (bottom decile) only 24% did so. 

 Almost half (46%) of all reports in our sample were released by companies with a 

European provenance. The reporting rate for the UK (66.9%) was higher than for 

Continental Europe (55.6%). 

 In the US reporting propensity was much lower (only 28.8% of the 545 US companies 

within our sample reported). Japan was in between (196 companies, 46.7% reporting 

rate). 

 We speculate that a main driver behind reporting propensity is SRI. Besides the UK, the 

Netherlands and France, both known to have strong and well established SRI markets, 

belong to those countries with the highest reporting propensities. All the more surprising 

is that the reporting rate for Switzerland, another SRI ‘lighthouse’, is rather low with only 

42.9%. 

 We found the highest reporting rates for sectors that are generally perceived to be highly 

vulnerable to environmental concerns and controversies. Chemicals, with a report rate of 

78.0% stands out, followed by Automobiles with 72.7%, Utilities with 67.1%, and Basic 

Resources with a report rate of 61.8%. 

 Of the 785 reports with ESG content, 299 (=38.1%) used the GRI reporting framework. 17 

reports published until the end of March (=2.2%) are ‘in accordance’ with the recently 

introduced G3 Guidelines already, while another 16 reports have been declared to have a 

‘G3 draft’ format. Basic Resources shows the highest share of G3 reports: 8 (or 11.8%) of 

68 companies in the sector have submitted a G3 report until 31 March 2007. The next 

highest rate can be observed for banks, where 5.2% of the 155 companies within the 

sector have reported according to G3. 

 Size matters with respect to GRI adherence as well – the bigger the company the higher 

the propensity to use widely accepted reporting standards. Out of the 299 GRI reports 

included in our sample, 86 (=28.8%) were delivered by companies that rank within the 

top size-decile. The absolute number of reports with GRI adherence furthermore declines 

monotonically from 86 for the largest companies (size-decile 1), to 51 (decile 2), to 18 

(decile 7), and finally to a minimum of 8 in the bottom decile. Companies in the upper half 

of the size-spectrum (deciles one to five) alone published 212 reports with GRI adherence 

(=71%) – many more than expected under the hypothesis of no correlation between 

reporting propensity and company size. None of the companies in size-deciles 9 and 10 

reported according to G3.  
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 We found that the propensity to report is low for companies with a high growth (high 

intellectual capital) profile and companies with a low growth (low intellectual capital) 

profile. 

 The second part of our analysis looks at G2- and G3 Content Indices (CIs) and the therein 

self-declared coverage of GRI Performance Indicators. Out of the total of 299 GRI reports 

considered, 266 refer to the G2 reporting framework. These 266 reports break down in turn 

into two sub-groups: 236 reports classified as ‘2002 CI’, and 30 classified as ‘2002 IA’. 

Looking at the percentage of reported Core and Non-core G2 Indicators per indicator group 

we found large cross-sectional differences: For the ‘2002 IA’ reports, for example, the range 

of coverage ratios goes from almost full coverage (e.g. 96.5% for Governance Structure and 

Management Systems) to surprisingly incomplete coverage of Environmental (46.4%) and 

Product Responsibility Indicators (39.2%). Overall, these numbers seem to confirm the 

mainstream’s hypothesis that CR/sustainability reports tend to be ‘overweight’ in narrative 

information – which can be very useful and valuable – and ‘underweight’ in benchmarkable, 

meaningful data on the company’s sustainability performance. 

 The required Core Indicators are much better covered within companies’ reports than the 

Additional Indicators. For the ‘2002 IA’ reports, for example, the coverage ratio for the 

Core Indicators ranges from 47.6% for ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’ to 80.0% for 

‘Human Rights’. The average coverage ratios for the Additional Indicators (range: 13.9 to 

28.3%) are much lower, mainly because few companies take them into consideration at 

all. 

 With respect to ‘2002 CI’ reports it stands out, first of all, that the indicator coverage rates 

for the ‘2002 CI’ reports are lower (not only on average but also for each of the nine 

sections considered) than for the ‘2002 IA’ reports. They range from 24.7% for ‘Product 

Responsibility’ (‘2002 IA’: 39.4%) to 73.9% for ‘Vision and Strategy’ (‘2002 IA’: 95.8%). 

 Of the total of 299 GRI reports considered, 33 refer to the G3 reporting framework. The new 

G3 reporting standards were launched in October 2006. Seventeen companies released G3 

reports by 31 March 2007, with 9 reporting according to level A+, three to B+, four to B and 

one to level C. Sixteen companies delivered draft versions under G3. Most G3 reports (8, of 

which 5 are A+) are for companies in the Banks sector, which has four companies reporting 

to level A, followed by Mining & Metals with 5 G3 reports (of which only 1 is A+). However, 

we believe it is too early to draw any conclusions from this observation, as G3 reporting is 

still in its infancy. 

 Once again, there are wide differences between coverage ratios of indicators by category, 

from 33.0% for ‘Product Responsibility’ to 83.3% for ‘Strategy & Analysis’. There are two 

things that that stand out straight away compared with G2 reporting. Firstly, the average 

level of coverage ratios is significantly lower than that for the ‘2002 IA’ reports, but 

higher than for the ‘2002 CI’ reports. Once again, it has to be noted that G3 reporting is 

still at an early stage. However, the ‘early birds’ of G3 reporting tend to be at the cutting 

edge of ESG disclosure, which partly explains its ‘in-between’ position.  
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 Secondly, the ranking of categories according to their indicator coverage ratios is quite 

similar – i.e. G2 and G3 reports do not differ significantly with regard to those areas that 

are well covered by the reports (e.g. ‘Labour Practices and Decent Work’) and those that 

are not well covered (e.g. ‘Product Responsibility’). This high correlation shows that the 

transition from G2 to G3 has not yet led to noteworthy shifts in the contextual focus of 

reported indicators. 

 The G2 reports displayed a drop in the coverage ratio from 62.1% to 19.1% as they 

moved from ‘Core’ to ‘Additional’ – a gap of 43.0 percentage points. For the G3 reports, 

the gap is much smaller at just 22.4 percentage points. The perception of a better balance 

of coverage, however, results largely from deleting redundant Additional Indicators (from 

19 in G2 to 14 in G3) within the change-over process. The guidelines, so to speak, have 

adjusted to the realities of reporting. 

 In part three of our analysis (‘Separating the wheat from the chaff’) we looked at those 

GRI Performance Indicators in CR/sustainability reports that are quantifiable and that 

potentially allow users to measure the sustainability performance of a company against its 

peers over time. It is this kind of transparency that the financial market and the GRI 

(when it states that CR/sustainability reporting should be ‘as comparable as financial 

reporting’) is requesting from the corporate world.  

 Firstly, we focused on two sectors on a global basis: Food and Autos. No G3 reports had 

been published for either sector by our cut-off date. Therefore, all the reports we have 

looked at for these sectors are based on G1- or G2 Guidelines, with various levels of 

application. Secondly, we looked at all available G3 level A reports within the Banks sector. 

Reports from banks dominate the A level report segment, with 5 out of a total of 8 reports. 

On top of the indicators outlined in the GRI Guidelines, we also took into account the so-

called Sector Supplement Indicators (for Automotive and Financial Services). 

 Within the Auto sector we analyzed 9 companies and considered a total of 24 reports (entire 

GRI reporting history until our cut-off date). We started with comparing what companies 

self-declared that they would report (according to published CIs), with what they have 

actually delivered in terms of meeting our disclosure requirements. The delivery ratio spans 

from just 17.6% for DaimlerChrysler (DC) to 83.3% for Volkswagen (VW). The fact that 

overall numbers are significantly below 100 is certainly disappointing. We are not saying 

here that companies do not tell the truth in their Content Indices. We are sure that the 

information they refer to is included in the report in one way or another. We do claim, 

however, that it is not presented in a manner that appears appropriate to one of the main 

objectives of GRI reporting, which is to make sustainability performance as comparable as 

financial performance. 

 From this particular perspective, we rate Kia’s report to be ‘best-in-class’ according to 

our selection criteria. Kia’s reporting of quantifiable performance indicators is precise, 

clear, comprehensive, and only has few weaknesses, of which its bi-polarity (focus on 

environmental and labour indicators) and the lack of coverage of Sector Supplement 

Indicators are the most noticeable ones. These weaknesses, however, are standard in the 

industry, so filling such gaps would certainly be at the top of the big manufacturers’ to-do 

list. 
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 In the next step we tried to use the data on the performance indicators we gathered from 

the company reports to actually benchmark the companies against each other. We found 

several obstacles for cross-sectional comparisons, with some of them remediable (units of 

measurement), some of them not (differences in reporting scope, and indicator definitions). 

 One example for the difficulties we ran into is the comparison of the fuel efficiency of the 

manufacturers’ car fleets, which is a Core Indicator that is required by the Automotive 

Sector Supplement. At the end just 5 companies remained to be benchmarked against 

each other – albeit most manufacturers are members of the Automotive Working Group 

that developed the GRI Automotive Sector Supplement. From the perspective of 

comparability and transparency this is a truly disappointing result that shows how far we 

are from the goal of making ESG reporting as comparable as financial reporting. And 

even for those that remained it is noticeable that the numbers are not directly comparable 

because of the divergent fleet scopes the companies reported on. Another striking 

difference between the reported data lies in the length of the time series provided. 

 The second global sector we looked at is Food. Out of the 44 companies in the DJ STOXX 

Global 1,800’ industry group ‘Food Products’ 19 did publish reports with ESG content 

during our two-year observation period. Out of the 19 companies, 8 delivered reports with 

GRI reference within our two-year reference period. In total we looked at 20 reports (full 

history of GRI reports for each of the eight companies). In contrast to the Auto sector, no 

sector supplement is available for the food industry so far, reducing the overall number of 

GRI Performance Indicators we looked for. 

 The coverage of the indicators we looked for in the individual company reports is very 

different. Coverage ratios range from 5.6% for Heinz to 35.2% for Danone. The breakdown 

between environmental and social indicators shows firstly that there is a clear bias towards 

the former subset. The average number of reported performance indicators (only of those 

we looked for of course) is 7.4 for ‘environmental’ and 4.8 for ‘social’. All but one company 

(CSM) report more environmental than social indicators. Solely regarding quantitative 

coverage, Danone and Royal Numico are leading the group, Heinz lags behind significantly. 

 We consider Numico’s reports to be ‘best-in-class’ with respect to those specific 

dimensions that we have been looking at, i.e. availability and usability of quantifiable and 

comparable performance indicators. The presentation of the data is exemplary. It is the 

only report in the food production sector where the performance indicators in the content 

sections of the report are directly tagged with the GRI codes, which is a very simple way 

to enhance transparency and usability. The data provided by the company is usually 

available in a time series format, which fosters comparability across time as well as 

across companies. Specific indicators are not only very easy to find but are also very 

clearly laid out in the form of tables and diagrams. 

 Similarly to the Auto sector we compared what companies have self-declared that they 

would report, with what they have actually delivered in terms of meeting our disclosure 

requirements. The delivery ratio spans from just 63.6% for Kikkoman to 100% for Cadbury 

Schweppes and for Heinz. It should be noted, however, that the 100% for Heinz is just 

based on three indicators reported, which is clearly not sufficient. With 17 out of 18 

indicators the delivery ratio of Numico is lower than 100, but still confirms our ‘best-in-

class’ assessment of its reporting practice with respect to the dimensions considered by us. 
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 With respect to our benchmarking exercise the problems are comparable to those we 

found for the Auto sector. One example is the huge variance of results we found for 

‘water consumption’ and for GHG emissions. In both cases we can only speculate about 

the reasons. Differences in measurement methodologies of emissions and product output 

certainly belong to the possible drivers of our results. And although it is hard to believe, it 

is not completely impossible that specialty food producers like Numico have a well above-

average emissions profile due to specific production process properties. The true reasons 

remain in the dark for the time being. At any rate, in the context of our main objective, 

which was benchmarking companies based on reported ESG performance indicators, the 

results are anything but satisfactory. 

 Finally we looked at all G3 level A reports delivered by banks by the end of our reference 

period. Out of the pool of 79 G3 Performance Indicators (based on guidelines only) we 

have selected 47 to be relevant in the context of our analysis. The coverage ratio of 

59.5% is much higher than for the G2 Indicators we looked for before (coverage ratio of 

39%). There are two main reasons for this: First of all, the GRI has reduced the total 

number of indicators in the process of moving from G2 to G3, removing the ones that are 

less material. Secondly, in the change process it established the GRI focused on ‘changes 

in the nature of indicators towards greater comparability’ – and it has done so with 

success in our view (at least partly). 

 The 47 G3 Performance Indicators we considered in our analysis are complemented by 20 

indicators which we selected according to our criteria of measurability and comparability 

from a total of 43 indicators required by the Financial Services Sector Supplement. 

 The coverage of the indicators we looked for in the individual company reports is very 

different. Coverage ratios range from 9% for ABN Amro to 19.7% for Westpac. None of 

the companies report on any of the 17 G3 ‘Additional’ Indicators. The overall reporting 

focus is on the ‘Core’ Indicators of the G3 Guidelines. The average number of indicators 

reported in this area is 11.4 compared to 6 in the Sector Supplement Indicators area. All 

companies report more indicators in the former group than in the latter one. Solely 

regarding quantitative coverage, Westpac and ANZ lead the group, ABN Amro lags 

behind a little bit (which is not indicative for overall report quality in this case). 

 We once again compared what companies have self-declared to report with what they 

have actually delivered in terms of meeting our disclosure requirements. The delivery 

ratio spans from just 25% for Banco Sabadell (BS) to 50% for National Australia Bank 

(NAB). With just 36.3% the average is significantly lower than it is for the auto 

manufacturers (56.5%) and the food producers (86.7%) we have looked at. This, 

however, should neither be taken as a general quality signal nor a signal that banks 

promise more than they actually deliver to a larger degree than the companies in the 

other two sectors. Once again, we do not test whether the information the company has 

self-declared to report is somewhere hidden in the text either in a numerical or just a 

narrative form. It is noticeable as well that the banks we looked at here self-declared to 

cover a much higher number of indicators than for the two other sectors (30.2 indicators 

on average vs. 18.8 for Autos and 12.2 for Food respectively). The difference is striking 

and we can only speculate that this has something to do with the introduction of the G3 

application level system which gives companies an incentive to claim to report as many 

indicators as possible. 

With respect to our 

benchmarking exercise  

the problems are  

comparable to those we  

found for the Auto sector 

Finally we looked at all G3 

level A reports delivered by 

banks 

The coverage of the  

indicators we looked for  

is very different. Coverage 

ratios range from 9% for  

ABN Amro to 19.7% for 

Westpac 

G3 application level system 

which gives companies an 

incentive to claim to report  

as many indicators as  

possible 
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Conclusions 
Fostering improvements in corporate sustainability reporting 

This report is not about contributing to the materiality debate, although we acknowledge 

the continued utmost importance of facing up to this challenge. The intention of this 

report has been to determine how effectively current sustainability reporting 

communicates companies’ social and environmental performance, and to offer 

suggestions for improved future reporting. 

‘For the financial analyst CR/Sustainability reports are useless’  

In scientific research people work with so-called ‘null-hypotheses’, i.e. hypotheses that 

express the opposite of what one hopes to prove. Of course we are no scientists, but it is 

the same thing here. We strongly disagree with the above hypothesis, and we hoped to 

find the contrary by doing our empirical work. We decided to take it as one starting point 

of our research since it describes a still widespread attitude within the mainstream 

financial community, although it is fair to say that the number of its protagonists is 

shrinking. In this research report we have looked at a large number of CR reports from a 

very specific perspective - i.e. do these reports deliver information on the sustainability 

performance of companies that can be used similarly to the information provided by 

financial reports? We were particularly interested in the comparability of information 

provided and its potential usability for benchmarking companies against each other. We 

consider this to be one key to solve the acceptance dilemma. To avoid any 

misunderstanding – we are fully aware that the quality of reporting on quantifiable 

performance indicators is not the only benchmark for a report to be classified as being 

useful or not useful (‘not everything that counts can be counted’). But it can clearly be 

seen as a litmus test for: 

 The potential acceptance within the mainstream investment world and 

 a company’s intention and motivation behind CR reporting. A mismatch between the effort 

a company invests into a report and the degree it provides benchmarkable, meaningful data 

on the company’s sustainability performance may unveil, for example, that a company still 

sees a CR report as a mere PR/marketing tool. Delivering information on attitudes, policies, 

processes, and good practice examples can and should be seen as a necessary condition for 

a good CR report, but it is certainly not a sufficient one (in particular from the financial 

market’s perspective). 

Based on what we looked at, and what we have found, we are, unfortunately, not able to 

reject the above provocative statement with great confidence. And this is not because we 

think that CR reports couldn’t be useful for making investment decisions (unlike many 

mainstream dogmatists), it is because of the empirical facts we found.  

We have seen a lot of great reports where much intellectual capital has been invested. We 

have also seen a few reports that are able to live up to the level of comparability that we 

have become used to when looking at financial reports. Nevertheless, the overall picture 

on the scope and the quality of performance indicators reported is disenchanting. With 

respect to all underlying reporting principles that apply in the context of our analysis (in 

particular ‘completeness’, ‘clarity’, and ‘comparability’) the level of overall achievement is 

still quite low when we benchmark it against financial reports.  

How effectively do companies 

communicate their extra-

financial performance? 

We strongly disagree with the 

above hypothesis … 

… but we’re not able to reject 

it with great confidence based 

on our empirical results 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 149

 

WestLB 

One consequence of this is that despite all the efforts made by the companies themselves 

and others it is still not easy (if not impossible) to draw the link between (perceived) 

report quality and the actual sustainability performance of a company. (Here we are not 

talking about the link to financial performance yet – which would make the argument 

even more tricky). It is still far from possible to draw the conclusion ‘great report = great 

company’.  

Maybe this is not such a big surprise, since we are still at the beginning of the learning 

curve. But this is no excuse. The companies could do much better if they wanted to – 

more than ever as G3 provides an improved framework for reporting. It is now up to the 

companies to make the reports more useful to investors and to other stakeholders as well. 

‘The secret of success is the will to succeed.’ This, however, is not the final destination. 

Better reporting will be nothing more than a pyrrhic victory, if it does not trigger an 

improved fundamental sustainability performance of companies – which is ultimately 

‘What really counts’. 

Despite the current limitations and challenges, we are optimistic that sustainability 

reporting will offer increasing value to investors as the field continues to mature. We 

hope that our research and findings encourage companies to enhance their sustainability 

reporting in ways that allow for meaningful analysis of their integration of sustainability 

considerations into business decisions. As increasing numbers of financial analysts 

recognize the material investment impacts of environmental, social, and governance 

issues, we expect the call for meaningful sustainability reporting to intensify. We hope 

our frank discussions of the limitations of current sustainability reporting encourages 

companies to work towards presenting this data in ways that meet the needs of the 

growing number of investment analysts who consider sustainability performance to be 

material.   

It is still not easy to draw the 

link to actual sustainability 

performance of a company 

‘What really counts’ 

The road ahead 
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Appendix 

GRI Performance Indicators we looked for in the reports – exact definitions* 

2002 Performance Indicators G3 Performance Indicators 

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales. EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed, including 
revenues, operating costs, employee compensation, donations 

and other community investments, retained earnings, and 

payments to capital providers and governments. 

Environmental Performance Indicators 

Aspect: Materials 

EN1 Total materials use other than water, by type. EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. 

EN2 Percentage of materials used that are wastes (processed and 

unprocessed) from sources external to the reporting 

organisation. 

EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled input 

materials. 

Aspect: Energy 

EN3 Direct energy use segmented by primary source. EN3 Direct energy consumption by primary energy source. 

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption by primary source. 

  

(EN5) Energy saved due to conservation and efficiency 

improvements. 

Aspect: Water 

EN5 Total water use. EN8 Total water withdrawal by source. 

(EN21) Annual withdrawals of ground and surface water as a 

percentage of annual renewable quantity of water available 
from the sources. 

  

(EN22) Total recycling and re-use of water. (EN10) Percentage and total volume of water recycled and re-used. 

Aspect: Biodiversity 

EN6 Location and size of land owned, leased, or managed in 

biodiversity-rich habitats. 

EN11 Location and size of land owned, leased, managed in, or 

adjacent to, protected areas and areas of high biodiversity 
value outside protected areas. 

(EN23) Total amount of land owned, leased, or managed for 

production activities or extractive use. 

  

(EN24) Amount of impermeable surface as a percentage of land 
purchased or leased. 

  

  (EN13) Habitats protected or restored. 

(EN28) Number of IUCN Red List species with habitats in areas 
affected by operations. 

(EN15) Number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation 
list species with habitats in areas affected by operations, by 

level of extinction risk. 

Aspect: Emissions, Effluents and Waste 

EN8 Greenhouse gas emissions. EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight.

EN9 Use and emissions of ozone-depleting substances. EN19 Emissions of ozone-depleting substances by weight. 

EN10 NOx, SOx and other significant air emissions by type. EN20 NOx, SOx, and other significant air emissions by type and 
weight. 

EN11 Total amount of waste by type and destination. EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. 

EN12 Significant discharges to water by type. EN21 Total water discharge by quality and destination. 
EN13 Significant spills of chemicals, oils, and fuels in terms of total 

number and total volume. 

EN23 Total number and volume of significant spills. 

(EN30) Other relevant indirect greenhouse gas emissions. EN17 Other relevant indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight. 
(EN31) All production, transport, import, or export of any waste 

deemed ‘hazardous’ under the terms of the Basel Convention 

Annex I, II, III, and VIII. 

(EN24) Weight of transported, imported, exported, or treated waste 

deemed hazardous under the terms of the Basel Convention 

Annex I, II, III, and VIII, and percentage of transported waste 
shipped internationally. 

(EN32) Water sources and related ecosystems/habitats significantly 

affected by discharges of water and runoff. 

(EN25) Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water 

bodies and related habitats significantly affected by the 
reporting organisation’s discharges of water and runoff. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators (‘Additional Indicators’) Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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GRI Performance Indicators we looked for in the reports – exact definitions (cont’d)* 

Aspect: Products & Services 

EN15 Percentage of the weight of products sold that is reclaimable 

at the end of the products’ useful life, and percentage that is 

actually reclaimed. 

EN27 Percentage of products sold, and their packaging materials, 

that are reclaimed, by category. 

Aspect: Compliance 

EN16 Incidents of and fines for non-compliance with all applicable 

international declarations/conventions/treaties, and national, 

sub-national, regional, and local regulations associated with 

environmental issues. 

EN28 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-

monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental 

laws and regulations. 

Aspect: Overall 

(EN35) Total environmental expenditures by type. (EN30) Total environmental protection expenditures and investments 

by type. 

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

Aspect: Employment 

LA1 Breakdown of workforce, where possible, by region/country, 

status (employee/non-employee), employment type (full 

time/part time), and by employment contract (indefinite or 

permanent/fixed term or temporary). Also identify workforce 

retained in conjunction with other employers (temporary 

agency workers or workers in co-employment relationships), 

segmented by region/country. 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, employment contract, 

and region. 

LA2 Net employment creation and average turnover segmented  

by region/country. 

LA2 Total number and rate of employee turnover by age group, 

gender, and region. 

Aspect: Labour/Management Relations 

LA3 Percentage of employees represented by independent trade 

union organisations or other bona fide employee 

representatives broken down geographically,  

OR percentage of employees covered by collective bargaining 

agreements broken down by region/country. 

LA4 Percentage of employees covered by collective bargaining 

agreements. 

Aspect: Occupational Health and Safety 

  (LA6) Percentage of total workforce represented in formal joint 

management-worker health and safety committees that help 

monitor and advise on occupational health and safety 

programmes. 

LA7 Standard injury, lost days, and absentee rates and number of 

work-related fatalities (including sub-contracted workers). 

LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and 

absenteeism, and total number of work-related fatalities by 

region. 

Aspect: Training and Education 

LA9 Average hours of training per year per employee, by  

category of employee. 

LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee, by 

employee category. 

  (LA12) Percentage of employees receiving regular performance and 

career development reviews. 

Aspect: Diversity and Equal Opportunity 

LA11 Composition of senior management and corporate 

governance bodies (including the Board of Directors), 

including female/male ratio and other indicators of diversity 

as culturally appropriate. 

LA13 Composition of governance bodies and breakdown of 

employees per category according to gender, age group, 

minority group membership, and other indicators of diversity.

  LA14 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee category.

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators (‘Additional Indicators’)  Source GRI, WestLB Research 

 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 152

 

WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators we looked for in the reports – exact definitions (cont’d)* 

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 

Aspect: Investment and Procurement Practices 

  HR1 Percentage and total number of significant investment 

agreements that include human rights clauses or that 

underwent human rights screening. 

  HR2 Percentage of significant suppliers and contractors that have 

undergone screening on human rights, and actions taken. 

  (HR3) Total hours of employee training on policies and procedures 

concerning aspects of human rights that are relevant to 

operations, including the percentage of employees trained. 

Aspect: Non-Discrimination 

  HR4 Total number of incidents of discrimination and actions taken.

Aspect: Indigenous Rights 

(HR14) Share of operating revenues from the area of operations that 

are redistributed to local communities. 

(HR9) Total number of incidents of violations involving rights of 

indigenous people and actions taken. 

Social Performance Indicators: Society 

Aspect: Corruption 

  SO2 Percentage and total number of business units analysed for 

risks related to corruption. 

  SO3 Percentage of employees trained in organisation’s anti-

corruption policies and procedures. 

Aspect: Political Contributions (2002)/Public Policy(G3) 

(SO5) Amount of money paid to political parties and institutions 

whose prime function is to fund political parties or their 

candidates. 

(SO6) Total value of financial and in-kind contributions to political 

parties, politicians, and related institutions by country. 

Aspect: Anti-Competitive Behaviour 

  (SO7) Total number of legal actions for anti-competitive behaviour, 

anti-trust and monopoly practices, and their outcomes. 

Aspect: Compliance 

  S08 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-

monetary sanctions for non-compliance with laws and 

regulations. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators (‘Additional Indicators’) Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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GRI Performance Indicators we looked for in the reports – exact definitions (cont’d)* 

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 

Aspect: Customer Health and Safety 

(PR4) Number and type of instances of non-compliance with 

regulations concerning customer health and safety, including 

the penalties and fines assessed for these breaches. 

(PR2) Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations 

and voluntary codes concerning health and safety impacts of 

products and services, by type of outcomes. 

(PR5) Number of complaints upheld by regulatory or similar official 

bodies to oversee or regulate the health and safety of 

products and services. 

  

Aspect: Products and Services (2002)/Products and Service Labelling 

(PR7) Number and type of instances of non-compliance with 

regulations concerning product information and labelling, 

including any penalties or fines assessed for these breaches. 

(PR4) Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations 

and voluntary codes concerning product and service 

information and labelling, by type of outcomes. 

Aspect: Advertising (2002)/Marketing Communications (G3) 

(PR10) Number and types of breaches of advertising and marketing 

regulations. 

(PR7) Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations 

and voluntary codes concerning marketing communications, 

including advertising, promotion and sponsorship, by type of 

outcomes. 

Aspect: Respect for Privacy (2002)/Customer Privacy (G3) 

(PR11) Number of substantiated complaints regarding breaches of 

consumer privacy. 

(PR8) Total number of substantiated complaints regarding breaches 

of customer privacy and losses of customer data. 

Aspect: Compliance 

  PR9 Monetary value of significant fines for non-compliance with 

laws and regulations concerning the provision and use of 

products and services. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators (‘Additional Indicators’) Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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Automotive Sector Supplement – Additional Indicators* 

Category: Social 

Aspect: Working Time 

 

A1 Specify stipulated work hours per week and average hours worked overtime in 

production. 

 A2 Percentage of employees not managed on an hourly basis with overtime 

compensation schemes. 

Aspect: Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining 

 

A3 Percentage of major first-tier supplier facilities with independent trade union 

organisations or other bona fide employee representatives. State amount of 

purchases from these suppliers as a percentage of overall purchases. 

Category: Products 

Aspect: Product and Fleet Characteristics 

 

A4 Numbers of vehicles sold, broken down by type, fuels, power train 

technologies, and region. Explain definition used for different vehicle types. 

 A5 Breakdown by region/country of the compliance of vehicles sold with the 

respective existing and next defined emissions standards. 

Aspect: Fuel Efficiency 

 

A6 Average fuel economy by type of vehicle* broken down by region, as 

applicable. Explain definition used for different vehicle types (apply same 

definitions as used in indicator P1). 

Aspect: External Impacts 

 

A7 Average carbon dioxide emissions by type of vehicle* broken down by region, 

as applicable. Explain definition used for different vehicle types (apply same 

definitions as used in indicator P1). 

 A8 Breakdown by region/country of compliance of vehicles sold with the 

respective existing and next defined noise standard. 

Aspect: Material Content A10 Weight of vehicle and percentage breakdown of generic, recyclate and 

renewable material of a best-selling vehicle. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators  Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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Financial Services Sector Supplement – Additional Indicators* 

Category: Corporate Social Responsibility Management 

Aspect: Management System CSR3 CSR Audits: Report on the number of audits and auditor hours. Includes both 

internal and external (independent third party) audits on: compliance with 

CSR policy, management procedures, data commonly accompanying social 

reporting of indicators. Record internal and external audits separately. 

Aspect: Compliance CSR5 Non-Compliance: Report on the number of non-compliance incidents with any 

law or regulatory code of conduct. 

Category: Internal Social Performance 

Aspect: Employment and Social Protection INT2 

LA2 

Staff Turnover: percentage of staff having left the company in a given year 

([staff having left]/[staff at end of previous year] * 100). Not to be included are 

pension leaves and deaths.  

Job creation: net change in of staff during a given year ([staff at end of year] –

[staff at end of previous year]). 

 INT3 Employee Satisfaction: Report on employee satisfaction, based on survey 

results, covering: job security, remuneration & benefits, work/life balance 

(including work pressure and stress), training & development, internal 

communication culture, company’s social performance towards society. 

Aspect: Compensation INT4 Senior Management Remuneration: Report on remuneration of senior 

management and board of directors. Includes all compensation, e.g. as 

defined in USA SEC Form 20-F. 

 (INT5) Bonuses Fostering Sustainable Success: Report on bonuses that are not 

oriented purely towards short-term financial success, but which contain 

additional sustainability elements, i.e., bonuses based on: medium- and long-

term successes and/or achieving social and environmental performance 

criteria. 

Aspect: Equal Opportunity (INT6) 

LA14

Female-Male Salary Ratio: Report on ratio of female to male salaries including 

bonuses, etc. per hierarchy level. 

 INT7 

LA13

Employee Profile: Report on employee profile per hierarchy level and country 

according to: gender, ethnicity (for countries where this issue is of high 

relevance), disability. 

Category: Performance to Society 

Aspect: Contributions SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to charitable causes, 

community investments and commercial sponsorships. Present data covering 

the following categories: cash support, staff time, gifts in kind, management 

costs. 

 SOC2 

EC1 

Economic Value Added: ‘Value added’ expresses the economic value created 

by a company’s activities. It consists of gross salaries (including social security 

payments, etc.), taxes, depreciation and gross profits. It reflects the company’s 

contribution to GNP. Report as total and split stakeholders. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators  Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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Financial Services Sector Supplement – Additional Indicators* 

Category: Retail Banking 

Aspect: Customer Profile RB2 Lending Profile: Report on repartition of lending business, including industrial 

sectors and company sizes, with specific reference to lending related to small 

and medium-sized enterprises. 

Aspect: Fostering Social Capital RB3 Lending with High Social Benefit: Report on provision of tailored and 

innovative products and services applying special ethical/sustainability 

criteria, including provision of finance to deprived communities and applied 

interest rate (in relation to base rate). Report on total amount and percentage 

of total lending. 

Category: Investment Banking 

Aspect: Customer Profile IB2 Customer Profile: Global Transaction Structure: Identify transaction structure 

according to World Bank classification of economies (4 groups of per-capita 

GNP). 

Aspect: Fostering Social Capital IB3 Transactions with High Social Benefit: Report on provision of tailored and 

innovative products and services applying special ethical/sustainability 

criteria. Include total amount and percentage of total transactions. 

Category: Asset Management 

Aspect: Fostering Social Capital AM2 Assets under Management with High Social Benefit: Report on provision of 

tailored and innovative products and services applying special positive 

ethical/sustainability criteria. Includes such investments in developing 

countries. Report on total amount and percentage of total assets under 

management. 

Category: Insurance 

Aspect: Customer Profile INS2 Customer Profile: Report on the customer base: in private insurance: age 

profile, male/female profile, ethnicity split (for countries where this issue is of 

high relevance) in business insurance, including re-insurance: company size 

profile, geographical split. 

Aspect: Responsible Marketing INS3 Customer Complaints: Report on the number of complaints received from 

customers. Comment on the issues of complaints (e.g., pricing, settling, 

exclusion). 

Aspect: Fostering Social Capital INS4 Insurance with High Social Benefit: Report on provision of tailored and 

innovative products and services applying special ethical/sustainability 

criteria. 

Category: Environmental 

 F6 Audits: Number and frequency of audits that include the examination of 

environmental risk systems, and procedures related to core business lines. 

 F8 Percentage and number of companies held in the institution’s portfolio with 

which the reporting organisation has engaged on environmental issues. 

 F9 Percentage of assets subjected to positive, negative and best-in-class 

environmental screening. 

 F11 Percentage of assets under management where the reporting organisation 

holds the right to vote shares or advise on voting. 

 F12 Total monetary value of specific environmental products and services broken 

down according to the core business lines. 

 F13 Value of portfolio for each core business line broken down by specific region 

and by sector. 

* Identifiers in brackets: non-core performance indicators  Source GRI, WestLB Research 
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Regional scope of the CSR/sustainability reports 
Many companies report in respect of the entire region in which they are present in terms 

of production sites or other form of representation (‘global’ reporting). However, in some 

instances the regional scope of the CSR report can refer to just part of a company’s 

regional presence. For example, Nestlé’s CSR report of 2006 refers only to Latin America. 

(The regional scope corresponds to what the company has self-declared according to 

CorporateRegister.com.) 

Regional scope of CSR reports  
(as declared by the company – as a percentage of all 785 CSR reports) 

Australia
2.2%

other regions
2.8%

Japan
9.7%

other countries
7.3%

Canada
1.4%

Global
61.1%UK

6.2%
USA
7.1%

Europe
2.2%

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

A majority (61%) of ESG reports that were published between April 2005 and March 

2007 by DJ STOXX Global 1800 companies refer to the entire presence of the company. 

Large companies in particular – mostly those in Europe – report ‘globally’. Nearly one-

quarter (23%) of ESG reports cover Japan, the USA or the UK, while only a small number 

of companies chose other regions to report on.  

The number of reports that have a global scope is closely correlated with company size 

(see diagram below). It drops almost monotonically from 124 in size-decile 1 (largest 

companies) to 23 in size-decile 10 (smallest companies).  
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Regional scope of CR reports according to size-decile 
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GRI adherence according to ‘reporting quality’-decile (on a sector-adjusted basis)* 
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GRI adherence according to ROE-decile (on a sector-adjusted basis) 
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GRI adherence according to performance (on a size-adjusted basis) 
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Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – EN5 (G2): Total water use/EN8 (G3): Total water withdrawal  
by source 

Company Definition in company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Kia Amount of water used (‘000 m3) 6,088 6,105 6,014 5,772 5,345 5,853

 Amount of underground water used (‘000 m3) 1,235 1,226 1,392 1,323 1,389 1,762

 Amount of water used per vehicle (m3/unit) 7.6 7.2 6.9 6.8 5.9 6.1

Hyundai Water consumption (‘000 tons) 10,899 11,058 11,280 11,975 14,447 14,798

 Water consumption per sales (tons/KRW1bn) 470 440 450 450 430

Fiat Water use (‘000 m3) 147,727 143,557 149,745 151,915

 Water intake (‘000 m3) 37,124 32,101 31,793 32,170

BMW Water consumption/water input (m3) 3,344,939 3,391,628 3,618,995 3,633,135 3,789,703

 Process water input for production, total (m3) 2,481,127 2,277,757 2,293,257 2,105,625 2,469,001

GM Water use (m m3) 75r 65r 64.3 59.4 57.5

Ford Global manufacturing water use, total (m m3) 100.8r 97.3r 93.6r 90.3r 82 82.4w

 Global water use by source (m m3) – groundwater 9.2w 7.8w 7.0w 5.7w 5.6w

 Global water use by source (m m3) – public water 32.0w 30.1w 28.3w 26.5w 25.3w

 Global water use by source (m m3) – surface water 56.3w 55.9w 55.1w 49.7w 51.5w

Volkswagen Freshwater (m m3) – total1 35.51 34.81r 33.66 32.3

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1also available for VW brand only (for Germany and Europe from 1998 to 
2002, worldwide: for 2001 and 2002         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports

Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Specific water consumption 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Water consumption per vehicle produced (m3/unit) 

Kia 7.6 7.2 6.9 6.8 5.9 6.1

Hyundai 7.2 7.0 6.6 7.3 8.6 6.4

BMW 3.3 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.0 

Volkswagen 6.9 6.7 6.3 

Water consumption per vehicle sold (m3/unit) 

Kia 5.9 5.8 5.3 4.2 4.3

Hyundai 6.4 6.9 6.3

BMW 3.3 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.1 

GM 8.8 8.0 7.7 7.3 7.0 

Ford 13.6 13.9 13.4 13.4  

Volkswagen   7.0 6.7 6.3  

Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Auto sector (DJ level 4: Auto Manufacturers) – Specific water consumption  
(m3 of water consumption/ton of final product output) 
Water consumption per vehicle produced (m3/unit) Water consumption per vehicle sold (m3/unit) 
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WestLB 

Food Sector Supplement 

Danone 

Danone – GRI report history 
Report date Report type Guidelines/

Assurance Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Jun-2006 Environment & Social 2002 CI (Web Index) 48 none

May-2005 Environment & Social 2002 CI 53 PwC/Mazars&Guerard

Mar-2004 Environment & Social 2002 Ref-only 86 PwC/Mazars&Guerard

May-2003 Environment & Social 2002 Ref-only 63 none

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister 

 

Danone – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  11/14 0/10 11/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/6 0 6/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 19/30 0/24 19/54

Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

KPIs GRI reports Food sector – Danone 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net sales (€m) 2000 13,131 12,273r 13,024

    Total wages & benefits 

(€m) 

2003 2,080 1,930 n.a.

    Total taxes paid1 2003 700 700 n.a.

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Agricultural raw materials, 

(‘000 tons) 

2002 5,100 5,209 5,297

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by …  

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Total direct energy cons. 

(‘000 MWh) 

2000 3,836 3,724 4,039

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Total water consumption 

(‘000 m3) 

2000 35,100 34,942 33,658

EN6 … land owned, … in 

biodiv.-rich habitats 

EN11 … land owned, … in, or 

adjacent to, protected areas … 

Land owned in biodiverse 

habitats (hectares) 

2003 74,000 74,000 74,000

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

GHG emissions (‘000  tons 

of CO2 equivalent) 

2000 521 503 520

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NO2 emissions (tons) 2000 1,218 1,151 1,136

    SO2 emissions (tons) 2000 2,621 2,652 2,608

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Total production of waste 

(‘000 tons) 

2000 323 275 239

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Wastewater (COD, tons) 2000 4,397 4,263 4,103

EN13 Sig. spills of chemicals, 

oils, and fuels …  

EN23 Total number and volume of 

significant spills. 

Sig. accidental emiss., 

(chem./hydroc. in m3) 

2003 0 0 0

EN15 % of … of products ... 

that is reclaimable … 

EN27 % of products … that are 

reclaimed by category. 

Actual recycling of plastic 

bottles (Europe, %)2 

2003 17 20 22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Regional split –  

Europe (%)3 

2002 37 37 37

    Av. permanent employees 

for the year (%)4 

2003 85 81r 82

    Total workforce (number) 2001 88,607 87,795 88,184

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Net rise in employment – 

Europe5 

2004 n.a. -164 -544

    Turnover of permanent 

employees (%) 

2004 n.a. 17r 14

LA3 % of empl. represented 

by indep. trade unions 

LA4 % of empl. covered by coll. 

bargaining agreements. 

% of BU with empl. repr. 

elected … by unions 

2003 95 78r 81

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Frequency of workplace 

accidents6 

2000 10 10 8

LA9 Average hours of 

training per … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Total (number of 

hours/total workforce) 

2001 26 23 24

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Female managers (%)7 2002 37 37 38

    Age struct. (%) – 26-358 2004 n.a. 40 36

r: number revised compared to previous reports; BU: business units; 1also available: payments to providers of capital – debt, loans, dividends, and donations 
to local communities and other groups; 2also available: actual recycling of paper and cardboard packaging; 3other regions also available: Asia and Rest of 
World (RoW); 4also available: split between managers and other employees, male and female employees/managers; 5also available: net rise in Asia and RoW; 6also 

available: number of workplace accidents with stoppages, number of fatal accidents; 7also available: other male/female employees; 8other available age groups: < 18, 
18-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-55, > 55           Source WestLB Research, Danone 
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WestLB 

Ajinomoto 

Ajinomoto – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard 

Number of 

pages 

Verifier

Oct-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 54 2 individual experts

Sep-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref. Only 70 2 individual experts

Jan-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 79 none

Jan-2004 Environment 2002 CI 48 none

Jan-2003 Environment 2002 Ref. Only 42 none

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

Ajinomoto – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators 1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators 8/14 1/10 9/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators       

Economic Performance Indicators 0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators 0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 13/30 1/24 14/54

Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – Ajinomoto 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net sales (¥bn) 1999 1,039 1,073 1,106

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Raw materials (‘000 tons)1 2001 3,470 4,110 3,930

    Container and packaging 

materials 

2002 146 140 153

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Input of energy (TJ) 2 2000 31,400 32,100 32,200

    Coal (tons) 2002 1,000 2,500 3,200

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

Purchased electricity  

(‘000 MWh)3 

2000 1,800 2,100 2,000

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Water consumption  

(‘000 tons) 

2001 203,000 225,000 213,000

    River water, well water 

(direct use, ‘000 tons)4 

2002 21,000 40,000 27,000

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions ... 

CO2 (‘000 tons) 2001 2,130 2,160 2,300

    Combustion (‘000 tons) 2002 1,360 1,200 1,400

    Purch. energy (‘000 tons)5 2002 760 960 900

EN9 Use and emissions of 

ozone-depleting subst... 

EN19 Emissions of ozone-depleting 

substances by weight. 

CFCs and others (tons)6 2003 3.2 14.4 11.9

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NOx (‘000 tons) 1997 3,600 47 7.6

    SOx (‘000 tons)7 1997 4,300 9.2 7.9

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Waste disposal (external 

disposal, ‘000 tons) 

2001 72 45 47

    Co-products/resource 

recovery (‘000 tons)8 

2001 1,888 2031 2,151

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Discharged water volume 

(‘000 tons) 

1997 190,000 197,000 201,000

    Waste water impact: BOD 

(tons)9 

1997 1,000 360 550

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Total workforce for entire 

group (number)10 

2001 30,900 30,000 26,049

    By region, for entire group 

(%) – Japan11 

2003 38.9 40 37

    Regular employees12 2004 n.a. 56.00 55.00

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Accidents … –   

frequency rate13 

2001 1.02r 1.21r 0.91

    … – severity rate14 2001 0.026r 0.057r 0.05

LA11 Composition of senior 

management …. 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Female managers (%)15 1999 2.34 2.7 3.09

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1also available: split in main raw materials (agric., livestock and fisheries products, other) and sub-raw 
materials (acids/alkalis, other); 2also available: gas, oil; 3also available purchased steam; 4also available: tap water, industrial water, river water for indirect 
cooling; 5also available: GHG split as % for fermentation, food, logistics/services/office, pharma/specialty chemicals/packaging; 6also available: HCFCs, 
HFCs; 7also available: emissions of soot & dust; 8related to EN2 of G3 guidelines, also available: by-product waste and releases, recovery ratio: co-
products/(waste disposal + co-products); 9also available: Waste water impact – Nitrogen, public waters (discharged after treatment), public waters (indirect 
cooling water), public sewerage, water for irrigation use; 10also available: number of employees for Ajinomoto Co. Inc. in Japan; 11regions also available: 
Americas, Europe, Asia (ex Japan); 12other job categories available: temporary staff, part-time employees, managers, non-regular staff, on-loan employees; 
13frequency rate: number of deaths and injuries/total actual working time x 1,000,000; 14severity rate: number of lost work days/total actual working time x 
1,000); 15for Ajinomoto Co. Inc. (Japan only), also available: number of male/female employees         Source WestLB Research, Ajinomoto 
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WestLB 

Cadbury Schweppes 

Cadbury Schweppes – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard 

Number of 

pages 

Verifier

Sep-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 61 Deloitte & Touche

May-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Reference only 160 none

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

Cadbury Schweppes – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  5/14 0/10 5/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/6 0 3/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators     

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 10/30 0/24 10/54

 Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – Cadbury Schweppes 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Cash value added in £m 

(net sales) 

2000 1,922 n.a. 2,400

    Distribution – employees 

(£m)1 

2000 1,024 n.a. 1,186

    Government ....2 2000 320 n.a. 341

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy consumption 

(KWh/ton finished 

product) 

1997 544 543 549

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Water consumption 

(m3/ton finished product) 

1997 3.48r 3.17 3.17

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

CO2 equivalent emissions 

(kg/ton finished product) 

1997 188r 184 181

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Solid waste (kg/ton 

finished product) 

1997 35.5 32.4 33.4

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Wastewater discharge 

(m3/ton finished product) 

1997 2.11 2.08 2.02

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Total employees (av.) – 

Americas (bev. business)3

2002 6,910 n.a. 6,605

    Europe, Middle East & 

Africa4 

2002 22,334 n.a. 21,660

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Fatal accidents – total 2002 5 5 7

    Contractors 2002 2 0 0

    Lost-time injury frequency 

rate per 200,000 hours 

2004 n.a. 2.67 2.16

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Women (%) 2000 31r 29 32

    … in management (%) 2000 28r 32 32

    Age structure – 30-345,6 2003 17 n.a. 9,300

    Age structure – 55-595,6 2003 6.4 n.a. 2,600

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1includes wages, salaries, retirement costs; 2also available: distribution to providers of capital – dividends 
to shareholders, interest on borrowings to lenders, community investment; 3also available: Americas (confectionery); 4also available: Asia Pacific; 5for 2003 
as %, for 2005: number of; 6other available age groups: 16-19, 20-24, 25-29, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, 60-64, 65+ 
 Source WestLB Research, Cadbury Schweppes 
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WestLB 

CSM 

CSM – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Apr-2006 Sustainability 2002 CI (Web Index) 32 none

Feb-2005 Sustainability 2003 CI 31 none

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

CSM – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  5/14 1/10 6/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 5/6 0 5/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators     

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 0/2 1/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 12/30 1/24 13/54

Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – CSM 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net turnover (€m) 2004 n.a. 2,732r 2,618

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy index (G-joules/ 

ton product) 

2004 n.a. 3.85 3.43

    Energy cons. (equivalent 

G-joules) – Natural gas 

2004 only n.a. 5,890,779 n.a.

    Energy cons. (equivalent 

G-joules) – Fuel Oil 

2004 only n.a. 309,660 n.a.

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

Energy cons. (equivalent 

G-joules) – Electricity 

2004 only n.a. 1,545,636 n.a.

    Energy cons. (equivalent 

G-joules) – Steam 

2004 only n.a. 564,760 n.a.

    Energy cons. (equivalent 

G-joules) – Other1 

2004 only n.a. 2,501 n.a.

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Used water (‘000 m3) 2004 n.a. 37,325 35,918

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

Total GHG emissions  

(‘000 tons CO2 equivalent)

2004 n.a. 428 395

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NOx 2004 n.a. 201 175

    SOx 2004 n.a. 56 23

    Dust 2004 n.a. 35 97

    Other 2004 n.a. 48 110

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Hazardous waste (tons) 2004 n.a. 323 474

    Non-hazard. waste (tons) 2004 n.a. 58,440 51,369

(EN22) Total recycling and  

re-use of water. 

(EN10) Percentage and total volume  

of water recycled and re-used. 

Returned water treated 

(‘000 m3) 

2004 n.a. 5,169 4740

    Returned water/cooling 

water (‘000 m3) 

2004 n.a. 33,184 31,801

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Number of employees 

(end of year, …)2 

2004 n.a. 9,189 8,458

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Average years of 

employment – female 

2004 n.a. 8.5 8.7

    Average years of 

employment – male 

2004 n.a. 11.4 11.4

LA3 % of empl. represented 

by indep. trade unions 

LA4 % of empl. covered by coll. 

bargaining agreements. 

Presence of work councils 

(non-US, % …)3 

2004 n.a. 56 54.2

    Collective bargaining 

agree. (non-US, % …)4 

2005 only n.a. n.a. 75.6

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Work-related absenteeism 

ratio (% of days) 

2004 n.a. 0.34 0.22

    Non-work-related absent. 

ratio (% of days) 

2004 n.a. 2.01 3.07

LA9 Average hours of 

training per … 

LA10 Average hours of training per 

year per employee by … 

Average investment in 

training/education5 

2004 n.a. 357 577

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Employees –  female  

(%) 

2004 n.a. 26.4 27.3

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1not clear whether this belongs to ‘direct’ or ‘indirect’ energy consumption; 2also available: regional split 
(Netherlands, Rest of Europe), North America, Rest of World); 3as % of operating companies; 4as % of workforce covered; 5in € per employee 
                 Source WestLB Research, CSM 

 



21 September 2007    GRI reporting – Aiming to uncover true performance 169

 

WestLB 

Danisco 

Danisco – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Aug-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 14 csr network

Aug-2005 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 52 csr network

Oct-2003 Corporate Responsibility 2002 Ref-only/AA1000AS 49 csr network

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

Danisco – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  0/1 0 0/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  7/14 1/10 8/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 4/6 0 4/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators     

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 1/2 1/2 2/4

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 12/30 2/24 14/54

Without non-usable graphs 10/30 0/24 10/54

Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – Danisco1 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003/20042 2004 2005

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Total materials use 

other than water, by … 

EN1 Materials used by weight or 

volume. 

Raw materials (‘000 tons) 2003/2004 9,024w 9,119w 9,180w

    Raw materials – use per 

production index 

2003/2004 100w 104w 99w

    Packaging (tons)3 1999/2000 16,391w 1,9254r,w 21,499w

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Energy (TJ) 1999/2000 15,649r,w 15,610r,w 16,906w

    Energy – use per 

production index 

1999/2000 100w 101w 104w

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Fresh water (‘000 m3) 1999/2000 16,466rw 16,568rw 24,990w

    Fresh water – use per 

production index 

2002/2003 100w 102w 146w

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

CO2 (‘000 tons) 1999/2000 809.4w 771.9r,w� 787.5w

    CO2 – direct air emission 

per production index 

1999/2000 100w 97w 94w

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

SO2 (tons)3 1999/2000 2,668w 2,567r,w 2,713w

    VOC (tons)3 2003/2004 2,398w 2,443w 2,228w

EN12 Significant discharges 

to water by type. 

EN21 Total water discharge by  

quality and destination. 

Wastewater from all sites 

– volume (‘000 m3)4 

2003/2004 11,481w 12,169w 13,415w

    Wastewater – BOD (tons)5 1999/2000 5,524w 3,887w 3,710w

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Denmark (%)6 2005 n.a. n.a. 22

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Lost-time injury 

frequency7  

1999/2000 11.6 10.3 10.5

    Absence frequency8,9 1999/2000 1.2 1.2 0.9

LA11 Composition of senior 

management … 

LA13 Composition of governance 

bodies and … gender, age, … 

Women as % of 

workforce10 

200311 31 32 32

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w:number taken from web page 1most recent reporting on performance data only available on web page; 2change of 
fiscal year period: fiscal year = calendar year from 2004; 3also available as ‘use per production index’; 4also available: emissions from sites with internal wastewater 

treatment; 5for sites with internal wastewater treatment only, also available: emissions of Nitrogen and Phosphorous; 6countries/regions also available: other Nordic 
countries, rest of Western Europe, Eastern Europe, North America, Latin America, Asia-Pacific; 7Number of lost-time injuries with one or more lost days per 1m work 
hours; 8Number of lost work hours per 1,000 work hours; 9also available: number of lost-time injuries, number of fatalities, number of contractor lost-time injuries, 

number of contractor fatalities;10also available: age structure of employees in cohorts (for 2004, 2005 data are only shown in a diagram without numbers), age groups: 
<15 (%), 15-17 (%), 18-25 (%), 26-40 (%), 41-55 (%), 56-59 (%), >60 (%); 11in this case indicator is reported for calendar year 2003  Source WestLB Research, 
Danisco 
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WestLB 

Heinz (HJ) Co 

Heinz (HJ) Co– GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

May-2006 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 41 none

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

Heinz (HJ) Co – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  3/14 0/10 3/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 2/6 0 2/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators     

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 0/1 0/2 0/3

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 6/30 0/24 6/54

Without non-usable graphs 3/30 0/24 3/54

 Source WestLB Research, GRI 

GRI Performance Indicators – Heinz (HJ) Co 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 20051

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed ……

Net sales (US$bn) 2002 8.2 8.4 8.9

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Breakdown of 

workforce, … 

LA1 Total workforce by employm. 

type, contract, and region. 

Total headcount (full time) 2005 n.a. n.a. 32403

    North America 2005 n.a. n.a. 9915

    Asia 2005 n.a. n.a. 8138

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates .. 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism… 

Total Recordable Incident 

Rate (TRIR) – Total 

2004 n.a. 4.41 3.71

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1workforce data as of 30 April 2006; 2also available for North America, Canada, Europe, Latin America, Asia, Australia 
and for ‘Wattie’s’ and ‘Tegel’    Source WestLB Research, Heinz (HJ) Co 
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WestLB 

Kikkoman 

Kikkoman – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Jan-2007 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 44 independent individual 

expert

 Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

 

Kikkoman – indicators found in the required format 

2002 CI Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  6/14 1/10 7/24

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 2/6 0 2/6

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0 0/1 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0 0/5 0/5

Additional G3 Indicators     

Economic Performance Indicators  0 0 0

Environmental Performance Indicators  0 0/2 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 0/1 0/2 0/3

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/1 0/4

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/0 0/1

Total 9/30 1/24 10/54

Source WestLB Research, GRI 
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WestLB 

GRI Performance Indicators – Kikkoman 

2002 CI –  

Performance Indicators 

G3 - 

Performance Indicators 

Definition in company 

report 

Data available 

since (year)

2003 2004 2005

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Net sales EC1 Direct economic value 

generated and distributed … 

Net sales (¥m) 2001 334,656 344,625 359,906

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN3 Direct energy use 

segmented by … 

EN3 Direct energy consumption by 

primary energy source. 

Fuel (heavy oil, grade A, 

‘000 litres) 

2003 24,285 24,488 25,177

EN4 Indirect energy use. EN4 Indirect energy consumption  

by primary source. 

Electricity (‘000 KWh) 2003 123,173 126,491 129,069

EN5 Total water use.  EN8 Total water withdrawal by … Water (m litres) 2005 n.a. n.a. 8,326

EN8 Greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

EN16 Total direct and indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions … 

CO2 emissions (tons)1 2001 96,880 96,294 99,700

EN10 NOx, SOx, and other 

significant air emiss … 

EN20 NOx, SOx, and other signif.  

air emissions by type … 

NOx (tons) 2005 n.a. n.a. 104

    SOx (tons) 2005 n.a. n.a. 30

EN11 Total amount of waste 

by type and destination. 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type 

and disposal method. 

Waste and by-products 

(tons) 

2003 31,101 31,004 73,460

    Recycling rates of waste 

and by-products (%)1 

2001 99.2 99.4 99.7

(EN35) Total environmental 

expenditures by type. 

(EN30) Total environmental protection 

expenditures and investm. … 

Investment – total  

(¥m) 

2004 n.a. 981 1,390

    Expenditure – total (¥m)2 2004 n.a. 3,841 3,827

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA2 Net employment 

creation & av. turnover 

LA2 Total number & rate of 

employee turnover by age …  

Number of new 

employees1,3 

2001 50 62 70

    Average service years of 

regular employees1 

2001 20.8 20.3 19.7

LA7 Standard injury, lost 

day, & absentee rates ... 

LA7 Rates of injury, occ. diseases, 

lost days, & absenteeism … 

Frequency rate (number 

of casualties …)1,4 

2001 1.764 1.464 1.686

    Severity rate (amount of 

lost work time …)1,5 

2001 0.03 0.01 0.006

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 

Add  Add Inquiries from consumers Total number of inquiries 

received 

2001 15,644 17,022 16,748

    Complaints 2001 1,087 1,094 1,226

r: number revised compared to previous reports; 1on a non-consolidated basis only; 2both, investment and expenditure, are also reported by the following categories: 
production & services, distribution, environmental preservation, R&D, social activities, environmental remediation; 3not clear if number represents net creation of jobs 
or not; 4…due to occupational accidents per m working hours; 5due to occupational accidents requiring absence from work per 1,000 working hours 
         Source WestLB Research, Kikkoman 
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WestLB 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – EN1: Total materials use other than water, by type 

Company Definition in company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Royal Numico Total volume raw materials ingredients (tons) 378,803 433,578 473,882

 Total volume packaging (tons) 79,196 81,601 105,885

Danisco Raw materials (‘000 tons) 9,024w 91,19w 9,180w

 Raw materials – use per production index 100w 104w 99w

 Packaging (tons) 16,254 15,365 16,993 16,391w 19,254r,w 21,499w

  Packaging – use per production index    100w 121w 128w

Ajinomoto Raw materials (‘000 tons)1 2,690 2,830 3,470 4110 3,930

 Main raw materials (‘000 tons) 1,840 2,070 2610 2,710

 Sub raw materials – Acids/Alkalis (‘000 tons) 770 710 820 960

 Sub raw materials – other (‘000 tons) 140 540 540 105

 Container and packaging materials (‘000 tons) 90 146 140 153

Danone Agricultural raw materials (‘000 tons) 4,923 5,100 5,209 5,297

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1available also for 2000, but not on a comparable basis 
                Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – EN1: Raw materials (‘000 tons) 

Company/def. of indicator in company report FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

Royal Numico - Total volume raw materials ingredients  378.8 433.6 473.9

Danisco - Raw materials  9,024 9,119 9,180

Ajinomoto - Raw materials 2,690 2,830 3,470 4,110 3,930

Danone - Agricultural raw materials  4,923 5,100 5,209 5,297

Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – EN1: Raw materials (‘000 tons) 
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WestLB 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – Specific raw materials consumption  
(tons of raw materials input/tons of final product output) 

Company/def. of indicator in company report FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

Royal Numico - Raw material/production volume n.a. n.a. 1.45 1.40 1.26

Ajinomoto - Raw materials/product output 2.42 2.41 2.62 2.60 2.22

Danone - Agricultural raw materials/production n.a. 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.30

Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – Specific raw materials consumption  
(tons of raw materials input/tons of final product output) 
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WestLB 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – LA7: Standard injuries, lost days, absentee rates and numbers of 
work-related fatalities 

Company Definition in company report 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Frequency/severity rates 

Royal Numico Frequency (lost-time injuries per 200,000 hours 

worked) 

1.05 1.22 1.34

Kikkoman Frequency rate (number of casualties due to 

occupational accidents per 1m working hours)1

1.57 1.457 1.764 1.464 1.686

 Severity rate (lost work time due to occup. 

accidents … per 1,000 working hours)1,2 

0.002 0.001 0.03 0.01 0.006

Heinz (HJ). Co. Total recordable incident rate (TRIR)3 4.41 3.71

Danisco Lost-time injury frequency (number of lost-time 

injuries … per 1m work hours)4,5 

11.6 10.3 10.5

 Absence frequency (number of lost work hours 

per 1,000 work hours)5 

1.2 1.2 0.9

CSM Work-related absenteeism ratio (% of days) 0.34 0.22

 Non-work-related absenteeism ratio (% …) 2.01 3.07

Cadbury Lost-time injury frequ. rate per 200,000 hours 2.67 2.16

Ajinomoto 

 

Accidents resulting in leave from service – 

frequency (Japan)6 

0.84 0.93r 1.02r 1.21r 0.91

 Accidents resulting in leave from service – 

severity rate (Japan)6 

0.022 0.042r 0.026r 0.057r 0.05

 Accidents not requiring leave from service – 

frequency (Japan)6 

3.13 4.02r 3.34r 2.84r 2.37

Unilever Accident frequency rate (AFR): workplace 

accidents resulting in time off work ….7 

0.33 0.41 0.27 0.24 0.21 0.17

 Total recordables frequency rate (TRFR): All 

workplace accidents, ….8 

0.53 0.46 0.39

Other indicators 

Cadbury Fatal accidents – total  5 5 5 7

 Employee on site  1 2 1 1

 Employee off site  4 1 4 6

 Contractors  0 2 0 0

Ajinomoto Serious accidents (Japan)    19 24 20

 Accidents resulting in leave from service – 

number (Japan) 

 19 21r 26r 31 25

 Accidents not requiring leave from service – 

number (Japan) 

 71 91r 85r 73r 65

 Serious accidents (outside Japan)    82 92 81

 Accidents resulting in leave from service – 

number (outside Japan) 

 169 189r 150r 139 149

 Accidents not requiring leave from service – 

number (outside Japan) 

 112 138r 153r 189r 194

Danone Number of workplace accidents with stoppages  1273r 1109

 Number of fatal accidents  0 5 1

Unilever Number of fatal accidents, total 11 14 13 9 10 5

 Number of fatal accidents, employee on site 3 1 2 3 1 2

 Number of fatal accidents, employee off site 4 7 7 3 6 2

 Number of fatal accidents, contractors on site 4 6 4 3 3 1

r: number revised compared to previous reports; w: number taken from web page; 1on a non-consolidated basis only; 2 … requiring absence from work; 3not explained 
how this rate has been computed; 4with one or more lost days ; 5data available since FY1999/2000, but not on a comparable basis; 6also available for outside Japan; 
7…or some temporary restriction in the work that the injured person can undertake (per 100,000 hours); 8excluding only those that require simple first aid treatment 
         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 
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WestLB 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – Frequency rate  
(lost-time injuries per 100,000 hours worked) 

Company/def. of indicator in company report FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

Royal Numico – Frequency lost time injuries n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.525 0.610 0.670

Kikkoman – Frequency rate 0.157 0.146 0.176 0.146 0.169

Danisco – Lost time injury frequency1 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.160 1.030 1.050

Cadbury – Lost time injury frequency rate n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.335 1.080 

Ajinomoto – Accidents resulting in leave from service - frequency (Japan) n.a. 0.084 0.093 0.102 0.121 0.091

Ajinomoto – Accidents resulting in leave from service - frequency (outside Japan) n.a. 0.742 0.771 0.460 0.471 0.359

Unilever – Accident Frequency Rate2 0.330 0.410 0.270 0.240 0.210 0.170
1data available since FY1999/2000, but not comparable; 2comparable data available since 1996         Source WestLB Research, companies’ reports 

Food sector (DJ level 4: Food Products) – Frequency rate  
(lost-time injuries per 100,000 hours worked) 
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WestLB 

G3 Supplement 

Banco Sabadell 

Banco Sabadell – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 
Standard

Number of pages Verifier

Mar-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 77 Bureau Veritas SA

Jun-2005 Annual (with CR section) 2002 IA 96 (CR section) not known

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Banco Sabadell – indicators found in the required format 

G3 Performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  0/1 0/0 0/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  4/15 0/7 4/22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/7 0/2 6/9

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/4 0/5

Sub-total 10/30 0/17 10/47

Additional Sector Supplement Indicators     

Environmental Performance Indicators1 1/6 0/0 1/6

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance2 0/2 0/1 0/3

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society3 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 0/1 0/0 0/1

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 2/3 0/0 2/3

Sub-total 4/19 0/1 4/20

Total 14/49 0/18 14/67
1no explicit distinction between core and non-core; 2not included: INT2, INT6 and INT7 (see LA2, LA14 and LA13 
respectively); 3not included: SOC2 (economic value added), is identical to EC1 
 Source WestLB Research, GRI, Banco Sabadell 
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WestLB 

Banco Sabadell – G3 Performance Indicators 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. Paper consumption per employee  

(kg paper/employee)1 

2005 n.a. 81 63

EN4 Indirect energy consumption by primary source. Electricity consumption (MWh)2 2006 n.a. n.a. 17,254

EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 

by weight. 

Emissions deriving from electricity 

consumption (tons CO2)
 2 

2006 n.a. n.a. 7,861

  Estimated emissions from work-

related car trips (tons CO2) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 1,647

  Estimated emissions from work-

related airline flights (tons CO2) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 1,347

EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. Recycling (kg/employee) – paper and 

cardboard 

2006 n.a. n.a. 82.67

  Recycling (units/employee) – toner 

cartridges 

2006 n.a. n.a. 1.0

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, employment 

contract, and region. 

Equivalent average workforce3 2005 n.a. 9,489 9,843

  Employees in Spain 2005 n.a. 9,173 9,933

  Employees outside Spain 2005 n.a. 270 133

LA2 Total number and rate of employee turnover by age 

group, gender, and region. Average length of service (years) 

2005 n.a. 17 18

  Staff turnover (%) – contract 

expiration 

2006 n.a. n.a. 0.83

  Staff turnover (%) – dismissal 2006 n.a. n.a. 0.24

  Staff turnover (%) – voluntary 

termination4 

2006 n.a. n.a. 2.82

LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and 

absenteeism, and total number of work-related 

fatalities by region. 

Periodic prevalence index 

(employees who took sick leave/total 

employees x 100) 

2005 n.a. 7.5 7.46

  Seriousness index (days lost/total 

days worked x 100) 

2005 n.a. 3.56 3.93

LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee by 

employee category. 

Percentage of employees receiving 

training 

2005 n.a. 88 91

  Investment in training per employee 

(€/person) 

2005 n.a. 337.23 335.26

  Hours of training per employee5 2005 n.a. 31 28

LA13 … breakdown of employees per … gender, age, 

minority, and other indicators of diversity. 

Distribution of employees by gender 

– women (%)6 

2005 n.a. 39 42

  Distribution of employees by gender 

& category – women/clerical (%) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 55

  Distribution of employees by gender 

& category – women/management 

2006 n.a. n.a. 23

  Distribution of employees by gender 

& category – women/senior man. 

2006 n.a. n.a. 8

LA14 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee 

category. 

Senior management – average 

compensation of men (€) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 93,375

  Senior management – average 

compensation of women (€)7 

2006 n.a. n.a. 89,783

1does not include Banco Urquijo or offices outside Spain; 2at the four corporate offices covering approx. 25% of workforce; 3calculated as the sum of the total 
headcount at the end of each month of the year, including Banco Urquijofrom July onwards, divided by 12; 4also available: staff turnover in absolute numbers; 5also 

available: Percentage of training during working hours; 6also available: distribution of employees by gender and age (however, no numbers available in diagram); 7also 
available for categories ‘management’ and ‘clerical’                  Source WestLB Research, Banco Sabadell 
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WestLB 

Banco Sabadell – Sector Supplement Indicators 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Environmental Performance Indicators 

F13 Value of portfolio for each core business line broken 

down by specific region and by sector. 

Total assets (€’000)1 2005 n.a. 52,320,395 72,779,833

  Gross customer loans (€’000) 2005 n.a. 41,642,703 55,632,966

  Customer funds under management 

(€’000) 

2005 n.a. 56,049,715 80,247,702

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society (SOC2  see EC1) 

SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to 

charitable causes, community investments and …  

Community support actions as a 

percentage of net profit2 

2005 n.a. 0.67 0.56

  Contributions by area (%) – research 

and studies/grants 

2006 n.a. n.a. 19.28

  Contributions by area (%) – 

music/performing arts 

2006 n.a. n.a. 18.85

  Contributions by area (%) – visual 

arts/design/exhibitions 

2006 n.a. n.a. 16.92

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 

INS3 Customer Complaints: Report on the number of 

complaints received from customers … 

Customer satisfaction survey – 

overall satisfaction with BS (scale of 

1 to 7) 

2005 n.a. 5.85 5.87

  Customer satisfaction survey – 

overall satisfaction with account 

manager 

2005 n.a. 6.04 5.97

  Complaints handled by customer 

ombudsperson & customer service 

2005 n.a. 1524 1608

  CSD and ombudsperson resolutions –

in BS’s favour 

2006 n.a. n.a. 51

  CSD and ombudsperson resolutions –

in the customer’s favour3 

2006 n.a. n.a. 30

INS4 High Social Benefit: Report on provision of tailored 

and innovative products and services applying 

special ethical/sustainability criteria … 

Ethical and socially responsible 

pension plan – assets (€) 

2005 n.a. 3585811 4312380

  Ethical and socially responsible 

pension plan – number of investors 

2005 n.a. 710 736

1also available: total deposits, mutual funds, pension funds, customer funds; 2on a comparable basis; 3also available: categories ‘partly in customer’s favour’ and 
‘mutual agreement’                   Source WestLB Research, Banco Sabadell 
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WestLB 

National Australia Bank 

National Australia Bank – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of 

pages 

Verifier

Dec-2006 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked/ 

AA1000AS Info

69 URS Australia Pty Ltd

Dec-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA, GRI checked/ 

AA1000AS Info

70 URS Australia Pty Ltd/ Ernst 

& Young (Australia)

Dec-2004 Corporate Responsibility 2002 CI 38 Reassurance Network Ltd/ 

KPMG (Australia)

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

National Australia Bank – indicators found in the required format 

G3 performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0/0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  5/15 0/7 5/22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/7 0/2 6/9

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 1/3 0/2 1/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/4 0/5

Sub-total 13/30 0/17 13/47

Additional Sector Supplement Indicators     

Environmental Performance Indicators1 0/6 0/0 0/6

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 1/2 0/0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance2 1/2 0/1 1/3

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society3 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 1/3 0/0 1/3

Sub-total 5/19 0/1 5/20

Total 18/49 0/18 18/67
1no explicit distinction between core and non-core; 2not included: INT2, INT6 and INT7 (see LA2, LA14 and LA13 
respectively); 3not included: SOC2 (Economic Value Added), is identical to EC1 

                 Source WestLB Research, GRI, National Australia Bank 
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WestLB 

National Australia Bank – G3 Performance Indicators* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed … Gross value add in the comm. (A$m) 2005 n.a. 10,720 10,919

  Distribution of community value – 

Government (A$m) – AUS 

2005 n.a. 1,498 1,503

   …Employees (A$m) – AUS1 2005 n.a. 2,587 2,599

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. A4 copy paper … (tons) – AUS2 2004 1,309 1,254 1,282

  A4 paper use per FTE (kg) – AUS2 2004 53.4 52.7 52

EN3/E

N4 

Direct/indirect energy consumption by primary 

energy source. 

Total stationary energy consumption 

(GJ) – AUS2 

2004 736,085 699,558 650,088

  (GJ/sq m property occupied) – AUS2 2004 1.05 0.91 0.91

  Ren. energy purchased (MWh) – NZ 2004 15,495 17,075 18,454

  Ren. energy purchased (MWh) – UK 2004 1,334 36,483 25,622

  Total travel – job required vehicles 

(km) – AUS2 

2004 24,231,338 20,017,650 19,570,300

  Total air travel (km) – AUS2 2005 n.a. 76,013,904 93,270,378

EN8 Total water withdrawal by source. Water usage (‘000 litres) (AUS) 2004 702,359 718,498 600,841

EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 

by weight. 

Stationary energy-related GHG 

emissions (tons CO2 equiv) – AUS2 

2004 242,341 239,733 214,479

  Fuel-related GHG emissions (land 

travel) (tons CO2 equiv) – AUS2 

2004 5,545 5,732 5,644

  GHG emissions due to air travel, 

estimate (tone CO2 equiv.) – AUS2 

2005 n.a. 6,953 9,500

  Stationary GHG emissions (tons CO2 

equivalent)/sq m – AUS2,3 

2004 0.35 0.31 0.3

EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. Paper collected and recycled (tons), 

estimated – AUS2 

2004 1,189 5,938 5,517

  Waste to landfill est (tons) – AUS4 2004 5,899 4,861 6,322

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, employment 

contract, and region. 

Workforce by employment type (%) 

– permanent full-time 

2006 n.a. n.a. 81

  … permanent part-time5 2006 n.a. n.a. 12

LA2 Total number and rate of employee turnover by age 

group, gender, and region. 

Average employee turnover (%) – 

AUS2 

2005 n.a 18 23

LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days,  

and absent., and… work-related fatalities by region. 

Lost-time injury frequency rate – 

AUS2 

2004 5.7 4.1 2.9

LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee by 

employee category. 

Average training and develop. spend 

per FTE (group average) – A$/FTE6 

2005 n.a. 1004 954

LA13 … breakdown of employees per … gender, age, 

minority, and other indicators of diversity. 

By gender and management level 

(%) – senior management (women)7

2006 n.a. n.a. 20

  % of total workforce by age & 

gender (female): 35-448 

2006 n.a. n.a. 20

LA14 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee 

category. 

Average salary in A$’000) – senior 

management (AUS): female/male9 

2006 n.a. n.a. 141/159

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 

HR2 % of significant suppliers and contractors that have 

undergone screening on human rights … 

% of top 50 major suppl./contr. that 

have undergone screening on (NZ)10

2006 n.a. n.a. 16

  Number of new supply contracts with 

… clauses related to CSR – AUS2 

2006 n.a. n.a. 38

* Reporting year for non-financial information ends at 30 June, unless otherwise stated; 1salso available: distribution to shareholders, depreciation & goodwill; all 
components also available for New Zealand and Europe; 2also available for New Zealand and UK; 3also available: GHG emissions per tool of trade vehicle; 4also 
available for UK, not available for New Zealand; 5also available: casuals/temps, contractors; 6also available on a country by country level (Australia, New Zealand, UK); 
7also available: board, management, non-management; 8also available: <25, 25-34, 45-54, >55; 9also available: management, pre-management; 10also available for 

Australia, UK       Source WestLB Research, National Australia Bank 
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WestLB 

National Australia Bank – Sector Supplement Indicators* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 

CSR3 CSR Audits: Report on the number of audits and 

auditor hours.  

CSR-related audits – internal audits 

(number) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 382

  CSR-related audits – internal audits 

(time taken, days) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 20,822

  CSR-related audits – external health 

& safety audits (number) 

2006 n.a. n.a. 115

  CSR-related audits – external CSR 

reporting audits (time taken, days)1 

2006 n.a. n.a. 67.5

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance (INT2  see LA2) 

INT3 Employee Satisfaction: Report on employee 

satisfaction, based on survey results, covering …  

EOS2 – % agree with ‘People in our 

organisation share a common vision 

of our future’ 

2006 n.a. n.a. 74

  … (% change from 2005) 2006 n.a. n.a. 15

  ‘I’m encouraged to take the initiative 

and suggest improvements to better 

serve our customers’ 

2006 n.a. n.a. 84

  … (% change from 2005) 2006 n.a. n.a. -6

  ‘The work processes we have in 

place allow me to be as productive as 

possible’ 

2006 n.a. n.a. 51

  …(% change from 2005) 2006 n.a. n.a. -8

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society (SOC2  see EC1) 

SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to 

charitable causes, community investments and … 

Community investment expenditure 

(A$’000) – community investments 

2004 2,879 2,253 2,942

  … total 2004 12,757 17,739 20,508

  … total (% of pre-tax profit)3,4 2004 0.23 0.37 0.31

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 

AM2 Assets under Management with High Social Benefit.. Total SRI funds in A$m (UK & AUS) 2006 n.a. n.a. 92.57

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 

INS3 Customer Complaints: Report on the number of 

complaints received from customers … 

Top five banking complaints themes 

(% of compl.), AUS – fees & charges5

2005 n.a. 60 71

  Top five … UK – service admin.  2005 n.a. 257 41

  Top five … NZ – communication 2005 n.a. 14 13

  Top five wealth management 

complaints themes … AUS – service 

2005 n.a. 34 35

  Top five … UK – advice 2005 n.a. 83 33

  Banking – customer complaints 

referred to the Ombudsmen – AUS6 

2004 736 642 592

  Banking – customer complaints 

referred to the Ombudsmen – UK 

2004 265 183 266

  Banking – customer complaints 

referred to the Ombudsmen – NZ 

2004 108 116 36

* Reporting year for non-financial information ends at 30 June, unless otherwise stated; 1also available: internal credit risk audits, internal CSR reporting audits, 
internal health & safety audits (for all: number and time taken is reported); 2EOS: Employee Opinion Survey, More questions asked – Leadership:  ‘Senior leaders are 
taking the right actions now to position us for long-term success’, ‘The behaviour of my manager/people leader is consistent with our organisation’s Corporate 

Principles’, Safety and compliance: ‘I understand how to raise concerns over compliance standards’, etc.; 3categories also available: charitable gifts, volunteering, 
foregone revenues/fees, commercial activities in the community, management costs and in-kind support; 4also available: split of corporate community investment (CCI) 
by business area and distribution of cash-related CCI by key areas of focus; 5only the number one on the list is shown here; 6also available for wealth management unit; 
7data inconsistency      Source WestLB Research, National Australia Bank
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WestLB 

Westpac Banking Corporation 

Westpac Banking Corporation – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance

Standard

Number of 

pages

Verifier

Dec-2006 Sustainability G3 - A+, self declared/

AA1000AS Info

97 Banarra Sustainability Assurance

 & Advice

Dec-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA/AA1000AS Info 78 PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

Dec-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI/AA1000AS Info 78 PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

Jul-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI/AA1000AS Info 82 PWC (Australia), GHD Pty Ltd, 

Banarra

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

Westpac Banking Corporation – indicators found in the required format 

G3 Performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0/0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  6/15 0/7 6/22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 6/7 0/2 6/9

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 1/3 0/2 1/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/4 0/5

Sub-total 14/30 0/17 14/47

Additional Sector Supplement Indicators     

Environmental Performance Indicators1 1/6 0/0 1/6

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance2 1/2 0/1 1/3

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society3 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 2/2 0/0 2/2

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 2/2 0/0 2/2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 2/3 0/0 2/3

Sub-total 10/19 0/1 10/20

Total 24/49 0/18 24/67
1no explicit distinction between core and non-core; 2not included: INT2, INT6 and INT7 (see LA2, LA14 and LA13 
respectively); 3not included: SOC2 (Economic Value Added), is identical to EC1 

    Source WestLB Research, GRI, Westpac 
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WestLB 

Westpac Banking Corporation – G3 Performance Indicators* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed …. Value gen. – gross value add (A$m)1 2002 5,958 6,671 7,104

  Value dist. – retained profit (A$m) 2002 470 965 303

  Value distribution – taxes (A$m) 2002 913 1,222 1,422

  Value dist. – salaries/bonuses (A$m)2 2002 1,588 1,648 1,847

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. Paper consumption (tons) 2002 4,700 5,200 5,500

  Paper consumption (tons/person)3 2002 0.21 0.25 0.26

EN2 % of material used that are recycled input materials. Paper usage – paper recycled (tons) 2002 2,570 3,000 2,600

EN3/ Direct/indirect energy consumption by … source. Energy – electricity (MWh) 2002 117,700 111,800 99,300

EN4  Green power (MWh) 2005 n.a. 5,000 5,000

  Energy – gas (MWh) 2002 22,800 25,100 19,200

  Business travel by car – fuel 

consumption/LPG (‘000 litres)4 

2002 2,031 1,579 1,143

  Fuel consumption/petrol (‘000 litres)4 2002 356 436 671

  Total km travelled (m km) 2002 16 12 11

  Travel by air – domestic (m km) 2002 38 40 42

  International (m km) 2002 17 16 17

EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 

by weight. 

GHG Emissions by source – energy 

(tons CO2 equ.) 

2002 126,000 115,100 98,100

  Car fleet (tons CO2 equ.) 2002 4,140 3,600 3,900

  Paper (tons CO2 equ.) 2002 5,920 5,800 7,200

  Total (tons CO2 equ.) 2002 136,000 124,500 109,300

  Eco perf. ratios (CO2/person)5 2002 6.2 5.9 5.2

  Eco performance ratios (CO2/sq m) 2002 0.2 0.2 0.2

EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method. Plastics recycling project (tons)6 2002 50 61 57

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, … Workforce – total headcount 2002 21,895 21,829 22,083

  Workforce – full time (%) 2002 70 70 71

  Workforce – part time (%) 2002 29 29 28

  Workforce – temporary (%) 2002 1 1 1

LA2 Total number and rate of employee turnover by … Employee turnover (%) 2002 17 16 17

LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days,  

and absent., and… work-related fatalities by region. 

Lost-time injury frequency rate 

(injuries per 1m hours worked) 

2002 7.07 5.77 5.2

LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee by 

employee category. 

No. of employees accessing external 

tertiary training 

2002 538 765 646

  External tertiary training (A$m value) 2002 1.4 1.1 1

LA13 … breakdown of employees per … gender, age, 

minority, and other indicators of diversity. 

Age profile of workforce (%):  

26-357 

2006 n.a. n.a. 34

  Gender & age (%): 36-45 (male) 2002 30 30 30

  Gender & age (%): 36-45 (female)7 2002 28 29 29

  Women  (%) –  senior management8 2006 n.a. n.a. 32

LA14 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee 

category. 

Male/female salary ratio (total cash): 

senior management9 

2006 n.a. n.a. 55/45

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 

HR2 % of significant suppliers and contractors that have 

undergone screening on human rights … 

Assessm. of suppliers against SSCM 

benchm. (% of top 100 suppliers)10 

2004 81 69 75

  Remedial action plans – completed11 2005 n.a. 0 10

* Fiscal year ended at 30.9.2006; 1sub-components also available: net interest income, commissions & services net income, trading operations net income, Life 
insurance & fund management net income, other income, net operating income, suppliers & non-salary input costs; 2also available: dividends, social charge, 

depreciation & write-offs; 3also available: copying paper (sheets/person); 4also available in ‘000 litres/vehicle; 5also available: CO2 paper/employee, CO2 car 
fleet/vehicle; 6also available: recycle. fluorescent light tubes & PCs; 7age groups also available: ≤25, 36-45, 46-55, ≥56; 8also available: executive level, ordinary 
manager level; 9also available: non-, junior-, middle-, and top management; 10SSCM: Sustainable Supply Chain Management, also available as % of top 100 spend; 
11also available: number agreed to and in progress, number pending        Source WestLB Research, Westpac
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WestLB 

Westpac Banking Corporation – Sector Supplement Indicators* 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Environmental Performance Indicators 

F9 Percentage of assets subjected to positive, negative 

and best-in-class environmental screening. 

Business lending with … environm. 

screening (as % of total) 

2002

0.6 0.7 0.6

  … – Screened (A$bn) 2002 0.23 0.25 0.28

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance (INT2  see LA2) 

INT3 Employee Satisfaction: Report on employee 

satisfaction, based on survey results, covering …  

Employee satisfaction (%) – 

Community/social 

2002

87 87 86

  Employee commitment1 2002 68 69 68

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society (SOC2  see EC1) 

SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to 

charitable causes, community investments and … 

Comm. contributions as % of pre-tax 

profits – total involvement2 

2002

1.3 1.4 1.4

  Charitable gifts (A$m) 2002 2.1 2.1 2.6

  Community investment (A$m) 2002 30.4 31.7 35.5

  Comm. contributions (A$m) – total3 2002 41.6 43.9 46.6

  Breakdown of community investment 

(%) – financial inclusion 

2002

73.9 83 85.7

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 

RB2 Report on repartition of lending business, including 

industrial sectors and company sizes, … 

Business lending profile (% of 

business lending) – real estate4 

2002

23 25 26

  … – retail 2002 16 16.2 15.2

  … – forestry & agriculture 2002 10.5 9.9 9.4

RB3 Lending with High Social Benefit: Report on 

provision of tailored and innovative products …  

Business lending with a high social 

benefit – SME lending as % of total 

2002

14 16 15

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 

IB2 Customer Profile: … Identify transaction structure 

according to World Bank classification … 

Instit. banking activities (%) – WB 

country income classification ‘low’ 

2002

0.2 0.1 0.12

  … ‘low-middle’ 2002 0.1 0.7 0

  … ‘middle-upper’ 2002 0.1 0.1 0.19

  … ‘high’5 2002 99.7 99.1 99.69

IB3 Transactions with High Social Benefit: Report on 

provision of tailored and innovative products … 

Institutional lending with a high 

social benefit (A$bn)6 

2002

3.5 5 5.8
  … with a high environmental benefit6 2002 2.3 4 5.2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 

AM2 Assets under Management with High Social Benefit.. … high social benefit (% of total)7 2002 27 29 31

  SRI (A$bn)8 2002 217 246 348

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 

INS2 Customer Profile: Report on the customer base …  Customers (ms) – Total9 2002 8.2 7 7

  Low income access10 2002 16 16.3 15

INS3 Customer Complaints: Report on the number of 

complaints received from customers … 

Customer complaints by type (%) – 

Product, commercial & business 

2002

9 9 9

  … – Information & advice 2002 14 12 12

  … – Fees, charges & interest rates 2002 27 35 40

  … – Process & procedure 2002 33 30 28

  … – Staff service quality 2002 17 14 12

  BFSO – resolved w/customer (%)11 2002 91 93 96

  Insurance complaints – General ins. 2003 168 238 230

  … – Life & risk insurance 2003 1708 1470 1659

* Fiscal year ended at 30.9.2006; 1also available: Work/life balance, Communication culture, Training & development, Job security, Remuneration; 2also available: total 
excluding commercial sponsorships; 2also available: Communication culture, Training & development, Job security, Remuneration; 3also available: eco projects, in-

kind, management costs, commercial sponsorships; 412 categories altogether – we report top 3; 5also available as % of customers; 6also available as % of total;  
7includes ‘superannuation funds’; 8also available: % split in positive/negative screening, best-in-class, environm. screening; 9not only insurance, also available: 
regional split (Australia, NZ, Pacific & other), branch representation, online banking customers, ATM distribution; 10% of customers receiving pension or welfare pay, 

also available: affordability of transactional services (average fees paid as % of pension); credit over commitment (proportion of accounts overdue ≥ 90 days); 
11Banking Financial Services Ombudsman   Source WestLB Research, Westpac
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WestLB 

ABN Amro Holding 

ABN Amro – GRI report history 

Report date Report type Guidelines/Assurance 

Standard

Number of 

pages

Verifier

Mar-2007 Sustainability G3 - A+, GRI checked 81 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Mar-2006 Sustainability 2002 IA 105 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Mar-2005 Sustainability 2002 IA 90 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Sep-2004 Sustainability 2002 CI 69 Ernst & Young (Netherlands)

Source WestLB Research, CorporateRegister.com 

ABN Amro – indicators found in the required format 

G3 Performance Indicators Core Non-core Sum

Economic Performance Indicators  1/1 0/0 1/1

Environmental Performance Indicators  3/15 0/7 3/22

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 3/7 0/2 3/9

Social Performance Indicators: Human Rights 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Society 0/3 0/2 0/5

Social Performance Indicators: Product Responsibility 0/1 0/4 0/5

Sub-total 7/30 0/17 7/47

Additional Sector Supplement Indicators     

Environmental Performance Indicators1 0/6 0/0 0/6

Social Performance Indicators: CSR Management 0/2 0/0 0/2

Social Performance Indicators: Internal Social Performance2 0/2 0/1 0/3

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society3 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 1/2 0/0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 1/2 0/0 1/2

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 1/1 0/0 1/1

Social Performance Indicators: Insurance 0/3 0/0 0/3

Sub-total 4/19 0/1 4/20

Total 11/49 0/18 11/67
1no explicit distinction between core and non-core; 2not included: INT2, INT6 and INT7 (see LA2, LA14 and LA13 
respectively); 3not included: SOC2 (Economic Value Added), is identical to EC1 

 Source WestLB Research, GRI, ABN Amro 
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WestLB 

ABN Amro – G3 Performance Indicators 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Economic Performance Indicators 

EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed ... Total operating income (€m) 2004 16,286 18,946 22,658

  Total taxes (€m) 2004 709 1,120 858

Environmental Performance Indicators 

EN1 Materials used by weight or volume. Paper consumption (tons per FTE) 2004 0.12 0.13 0.11

  Total paper consumption (tons) 2004 12,254 12,401 11,571

EN3/ Direct/indirect energy consumption by … source. Energy (KWh per sq m) 2004 378.8 360.7 360.3

EN4  Energy (KWh per workstation) 2004 7,585 7,293 7,157

  Energy (KWh per FTE)1 2004 8,691 9,388 9,684

  Business air-travel (km per FTE)2 2004 5,398 6,184 6,432

  Electricity consumption (kWh) 2004 705,241,555 699,302,119 837,695,572

  Energy cons – other sources (kWh) 2004 215,315,873 216,248,035 183,343,574

  Energy consumption – total (kWh) 2004 920,557,428 915,550,154 1,021,039,146

EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions... CO2 emission (tons per FTE) 2004 3.84 3.55 3.93

  CO2 emission (tons) – total 2004 406,834 346,459 414,720

  CO2 (tons) – total energy cons 2004 340,640 276,857 336,514

  CO2 (tons) – electricity consumption 2004 292,894 223,917 292,780

  CO2 (tons) – en cons other sources 2004 47,746 52,940 43,734

  Business air travel – CO2 emission 

(tons) 

2004 66,194 69,602 78,206

  BAT – CO2 (tons per FTE) – short 

haul 

2004 0.0803 0.086 0.0881

  BAT – CO2 (tons per FTE) – long haul 2004 0.5447 0.6276 0.6537

  BAT – CO2 (tons per FTE) – total3 2004 0.625 0.7137 0.7418

Social Performance Indicators: Labour Practices and Decent Work 

LA1 Total workforce by employment type, … Av. number of employees (FTEs)4,6 2004 93,776 93,014 105,433

  …employees (FTEs) – Netherlands 2005 n.a. 26,110 26,260

  …employees (FTEs) – US 2005 n.a. 16,148 15,790

  …employees (FTEs) – Brazil 2005 n.a. 25,917 26,611

  …employees (FTEs) – Italy5 2005 n.a. 130 9,813

  Full-time (%) 2005 n.a. 82 83

  Av. contract of part-timers (FTE) 2005 n.a. 0.71 0.72

LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee by 

employee category. 

Staff training on environmental, 

social and ethical issues – total7 

2005 n.a.

9420 15325

LA13 … breakdown of employees per … gender, age, 

minority, and other indicators of diversity. Workforce – women (%) 

2004

49 52 52

  Women at managerial levels (%)8 2004 19 17 18

  Non-Dutch nationality in top-

executive group (%) 

2004

59 52 54

  Gender mix in management: 

Supervisory/managing board – male 

2005 n.a.

19 18

  Gender mix in management 

Supervisory/managing board- female

2005 n.a.

2 2

  Senior management – male 2005 n.a. 260 273

  Senior management – female9 2005 n.a. 23 29

  Full-time (%) – male 2005 n.a. 91 91

  Full-time (%) – female 2005 n.a. 74 75

  Av. contract of part-t. (FTE) – male 2005 n.a. 0.74 0.75

  Av. contract of part-t. (FTE)-female 2005 n.a. 0.71 0.72
1also available: relative kWh usage per FTE – regional distribution; 2also available: split between short haul and long haul; 3also available: relative CO2 emission per 
FTE – regional distribution; 4also available: average number of employees at Private Equity Investments; 5also available: India, UK, others,  as % for: Netherlands, 
Europe, North America, Latin America, Asia; 6also available: functional split (global clients, private clients, asset management, private equity, group functions/ 
services); 7related to HR3, SO3; also available: regional split, business unit split; 8also available: gender & age, but only as diagram without numbers; 9also available: 

gender mix at lower management level and in management overall Source WestLB Research, ABN Amro
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WestLB 

 

ABN Amro – Sector Supplement Indicators 

Performance Indicators Definition in company report Available since 2004 2005 2006

Social Performance Indicators: Performance to Society (SOC2  see EC1) 

SOC1 Charitable Contributions: Report on contributions to 

charitable causes, community investments and … 

Community investment (€m) 2004 14.5 24.2 27.1

  Sponsorship (€m) 2004 88.2 96.3 99.5

  Number of volunteers1 2004 14,450 10,515 9,930

Social Performance Indicators: Retail Banking 

RB3 Lending with High Social Benefit: Report on 

provision of tailored and innovative products …  

Microfinance clients 2004 74,300 186,300 351,300

Social Performance Indicators: Investment Banking 

IB3 Transactions with High Social Benefit: Report on 

provision of tailored and innovative products … 

ECA-backed facilities (numbers) – 

Asia Pacific2 

2006 n.a. n.a. 131

  ECA-backed facilities (numbers) – 

OECD 

2006 n.a. n.a. 204

  ECA-backed exposure (%) – Asia 

Pacific 

2006 n.a. n.a. 22

  ECA-backed exposure (%) – OECD 2006 n.a. n.a. 47

Social Performance Indicators: Asset Management 

AM2 Assets under Management with High Social Benefit.. Sustainable assets under 

management (€m) – total 

2004

1,443 1,777 1,982

  SRI funds (€m) 2005 n.a. 1,095 1,307

  SRI mandates (€m) 2005 n.a. 190 210

  ABN Amro Groenfonds (€m) 2005 n.a. 492 465

  Sustainable assets under 

management – % of total assets 

2005

n.a. 1.01 1.06
1employees involved in community work initiated by ABN Amro, also available: regional/BU split of volunteers; 2all projects financed by development banks are 
assessed against strict environmental, social and ethical criteria. Other official agencies such as export credit agencies (ECAs) increasingly align their activities with 
the standards imposed by the development banks; also available for: Central & Eastern Europe, Latin America & Caribbean, Middle East & Africa  

 Source WestLB Research, ABN Amro
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WestLB Equity Research: Distribution of ratings as of  20 September 2007

Coverage universe Count Percent Inv. Banking Relationships* Count Percent

Buy/Add 181 67 Buy/Add 30 79

Hold 68 25 Hold 8 21

Sell/Reduce 23 8 Sell/Reduce 0 0  
*Companies from which WestLB AG or an affiliate or subsidiary has received compensation for investment banking services within the past 12 months. 
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