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| believe that Integrated Reporting can be a good thing in order to drive companies towards an
integrated approach to business and sustainability. However, | do not think Integrated
Reporting should be presented as an alternative to Sustainability Reporting because:

Integrated Reports will inevitably contain less sustainability information (qualitative as well as
guantitative) which is important to all stakeholders in addition to financial stakeholders.
Non-financial stakeholders will not read Annual (Integrated) reports, and they have no other
source to gain information about sustainability aspects of a company's business.

Integrated Reporting will necessarily be driven by financial interests and will overlook highly
gualitative impacts which cannot be easily monetized.

Not everything needs to be integrated. It is possible to have a discreet environmental strategy
without this affecting the core business offering - it will make it more environmentally
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The World has Changed - Reporting Must Too (page 5 of the Discussion Paper)

Q1. (a) Do you believe that action is needed to help improve how organizations represent their
value-creation processe Why,/why note

| believe companies need to take responsibility and be held accountable for their impacts on
society. Action is needed to improve the number of companies who do this and the way in
which they do it. This includes value companies create for society, but it is also about negative
Impacts on society and accounting for them.

Q1. (b) Do you agree that this action should be international in scope? Why/why note

Of course. Unless companies globally are accountable, optimum change cannot be possible.

Towards Integrated Reporting (page 6 of the Discussion Paper)

Q2. Do you agree with the definition of Integrated Reporting on page 62 Why,/why not?

No. The purpose of sustainability reporting is to define and demonstrate ACCOUNTABILITY
for social and environmental impacts. Creating value is a weak term and does not reflect the
need for accountability. The definition does not mention, for example, how companies
DESTROY social or environmental value, which is a critical aspect of sustainabilily impacts of
corporations.

| agree that financial and social/environmental impacts should be more connected - this is the
significant downfall of sustainability reporting today - so connectivity as a principle is good.

An International Integrated Reporting Framework (page 8 of the Discussion
Paper)

Q3. Do you support the development of an International Integrated Reporting Framework VWhy,/why
note

In principle yes, but on page 8, the report says that the IR framework will provide "high-level”
guidance - it thinkit should provide very detailed guidance. Similarly, the approach states that it
Is focused on the needs of investors in the initial stages. | believe this is absolutely wrong.
Integrated Reporting should AT THE VERY OUTSET focus on the needs of all stakeholders,
otherwise it misses the point. Clearly, financial stakeholders are looking for tools to quantify
the social/environmental risks and impacts in terms of shareholder value, but if this is the
prime direction of Integrated Reporting, we are back to square one where sustainability is
relegated to almost no influence on financial decisions and shareholder considerations. One



Q4. (a) Do you agree that the initial focus of Integrated Reporting should be on reporting by larger
companies and on the needs of their investorsg VWhy,/why not?

Absolutely not. See previous response.

Q4. (b) Do you agree that the concepts underlying Integrated Reporting will be equally applicable to
small and medium enterprises, the public sector and notfor-profit organizations®

No. Public sector and non-for-profit sector have additional considerations which are not directly
concerned with creating financial value. All organizations, whatever sector, must account for
sustainability impacts but not all organizations need to make creation of financial value a prime
consideration.

Business Model and Value Creation (page 11 of the Discussion Paper)

Q5. Are: (a) the organization’s business model; and (b} its ability to create and sustain value in the
short, medium and long term, appropriate as central themes for the future direction of reporting®

Why/why note

yes, but not only. Reporting should include accountability for financial, social and
environmental impacts. | don't believe that the concept of creating value covers this.
Companies will report on how they create value (do good) but they will conveniently omit to
report where they destroy value or act in a way with is not consistent with best sustainability
practice.

Q0. Do you find the concept of multiple capitals helpful in explaining how an organization creates
and sustains value? Why/why not?

No. Not everything is capital. Capital has financial connotations. People are not capital. Human
capital is a term which makes me shudder. Using the capital model dehumanizes the value
creation process. | would prefer to talk about impacts not about value creation. (Net) positive
financial impact, (net) positive social impact etc.... is what we are looking for. | think there are
better ways of defining the scope of how a business operates within the context of society.



Guiding Principles (page 12 of the Discussion Paper)

Q7. Do the Guiding Principles identified in the Discussion Paper provide a sound foundation for
preparing an Integrated Report — are they collectively appropriate; is each individually appropriate;

and are there other Guiding Principles that should be added? Why/why note

The principle of verification should be added. All information in the report should be verified -
including sustainability impacts. | think this is mportant enough to be a core pronciple of the
way information is presented.

The principle of good process should be added. The integrated report should be the outcome
of good integrated process in the business - not just a box-ticking exercise where companies
fill in the headlines. Therefore, the report should include information about the WAY the
company has reached its conclusions and defined its material issues etc.

Content Elements (page 15 of the Discussion Paper)

Q8. Do the Content Elements identified in the Discussion Paper provide a sound foundation for
preparing an Integrated Report— are they collectively appropriate; is each individually appropriate;
and are there other Content Elements that should be added?2 Why/why not?

There is no mention of impacts on society and environment in an explicit way. This needs to
be toughened up in the content guidance. Its not ok just to include what the organization
considers to be risks and opportunities. Companies must account for their impacts and this
has to be explicit.

What Will Integrated Reporting Mean for Me? (Reporting organizations - page
21, Investors - page 22, Policymakers, regulators and standard-setters - page
23, Other perspectives - page 24 of the Discussion Paper)

Q9. (a) From your perspective: Do you agree with the main benefits as presented in the Discussion

Papere Why/why not?

| think the descriptions of the different stakeholder interests are rather rosy and utopian. It will
take a verrrrrrrerrrerrrerreereerrreereerry long time before these benefits will become meaningful and
many are unrealistic. In most cases, Integrated Reporting will not be the driver of meaningful
change in strategy, just in reporting. | think the Integrated Reporting framework should scale
back to focus on two core areas of inadequacy in today's separate reporting approach -
connectivity of financial and sustainability information and future orientation. Companies
should be encouraged to find the linkage between business and sustainability strategies and
combine them into an integrated strategy - a sustainable business strategy with discreet areas



Q9. (b) From your perspective: Do you agree with the main challenges as presented in
the Discussion Paperg Why/why note

An additional challenge is Board and CEO motivation to move in this direction. Most
companies today are nowhere near this level of sophistication. IR needs to be something that
leadership is committed to, unless it becomes a matter of global regulation, which is unlikely in
a uniform way.

Another challenge is that the financial community will not truly know how to make best use of
this information... it will be patchy at first and even if it becomes more widespread, and higher
quality, investors and analysts are going to have to make a 360 deg transformation in order to
change the way they make decisions. This is unlikely to be easy.

Q9. (c) From your perspective: Do you agree that Integrated Reporting will drive the disclosure of
information that is useful for infegrated analysis (from the perspective of investors|2 Why/why not?

Yes. In fact, that's pretty much all it will do. | don't think that's enough.

Future Direction (page 25 of the Discussion Paper)

Q10. (a) Do you agree that the actions listed in the Discussion Paper should be the next steps
undertaken by the lIRC2 Why/why note Are there other significant actions that should be added?

its ok

Q10. (b) What priority should be afforded to each actione Why?

There should be representation of non-financial stakeholders in a much more significant way
at each of the stages so as to ensure balanced perspectives are achieved and that Integrated
reporting will not just serve the interests of people who want to make more money.



Q11. Do you have any other comments that you would like the lIRC to consider?

This is part of what | wrtoe in a blog post | published on this subject:
http://csr-reporting.blogspot.com/2011/10/heretical-thoughts-on-integrated.html

| firmly believe that Sustainability Reports add value in a way that Annual (financial) Reports
can not. | believe Sustainability Reports speak to different kinds of stakeholders - ones who are
interested, not (only) in the financial stability and forward projections of the firm and how much
(more) profit it will make, but in the impact of companies on their lives and on the planet, almost
regardless of a company's profitability.

| believe that most stakeholders want to know about the soul of a company, about its practices,
its stories and its relationship with the planet and its dwellers. For most stakeholders of
companies, the fact that a company makes more profit is almost incidental. We know it's there,
we know, somewhere in our consciousness, that companies exist to make profit. We
understand the free market economy. We are ok with that.

But sustainability stakeholders, and that includes everyone outside of the financial services and
investment professions, want the money thing to take care of itself. They don't want to be
bothered with financial balance sheets. They want to know about the company and their life.
The company and their children. The company and their local park. The company and the air
pollution that is affecting their asthma. The company and the Amazon Rainforest that may be
so far away but rainforest destruction is just heartbreaking. The company and how it treats its
employees, some of whom are relatives. The company and its gender equality policy and why
a colleague was not promoted despite clearly being the best for the job. The company and our
smartphones and whether someone committed suicide on the production line due to stress at
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Additional questions: These are NOT compulsory but will help with analysis if complefed

| have provided feedback that reflects:
Personal interest
[E]  Inferest of an organization, please provide the name of the organization:

Beyond Business Ltd

Which best describes your involvement with sustainability reporting?
Please tick all that apply.
[C] Reporter (prepare a report for my own organization)
[E]  Consuliant (report preparer on behalf of a third party)
[E]  Assurance provider
[E] Report reader (read reports for the purpose of evaluating or analyzing organizations)
[0]  Other, please specify:
Report reviewer (write for many sustainability sites), GRI OS, repor

Please indicate how many years of experience you have with sustainability reporting:
O  No experience
O lessthan 1 year

1-5 years

More than 5 years

Submit to the IIRC
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	Q9c: Yes. In fact, that's pretty much all it will do. I don't think that's enough. 
	Q10a: its ok
	Q10b: There should be representation of non-financial stakeholders in a much more significant way at each of the stages so as to ensure balanced perspectives are achieved and that Integrated reporting will not just serve the interests of people who want to make more money. 
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	Key_points: I believe that Integrated Reporting can be a good thing in order to drive companies towards an integrated approach to business and sustainability. However, I do not think Integrated Reporting should be presented as an alternative to Sustainability Reporting because:

Integrated Reports will inevitably contain less sustainability information (qualitative as well as quantitative) which is important to all stakeholders in addition to financial stakeholders. Non-financial stakeholders will not read Annual (Integrated) reports, and they have no other source to gain information about sustainability aspects of a company's business.
 
Integrated Reporting will necessarily be driven by financial interests and will overlook highly qualitative impacts which cannot be easily monetized.

Not everything needs to be integrated. It is possible to have a discreet environmental strategy without this affecting the core business offering - it will make it more environmentally responsible but may not of necessity require overriding changes in strategic business direction. Therefore, the drive to Integrated Reporting must be flexible enough to allow companies to present sustainability impacts in a way which is separate from core financials. 

Today, Sustainability Reporting is far from mainstream and quality and integrity of Sustainability Reporting is patchy. It is hard to see how companies will make the leap to Integrated Reporting without first understanding their sustainability impacts in detail and knowing how to measure them. There is a danger that Integrated Reporting will be seen as an "easy option" to minimize evaluation and accountability for sustainability impacts because in a materiality analysis, financial considerations will always come first. 

Integrated Reporting should not be positioned as an alternative to Sustainability Reporting but as a progression of sustainability reporting. 
	Q11:  This is part of what I wrtoe in a blog post I published on this subject:
http://csr-reporting.blogspot.com/2011/10/heretical-thoughts-on-integrated.html

I firmly believe that Sustainability Reports  add value in a way that Annual (financial) Reports can not. I believe Sustainability Reports speak to different kinds of stakeholders - ones who are interested, not (only) in the financial stability and forward projections of the firm and how much (more) profit it will make, but in the impact of companies on their lives and on the planet, almost regardless of a company's profitability. 

I believe that most stakeholders want to know about the soul of a company, about its practices, its stories and its relationship with the planet and its dwellers. For most stakeholders of companies, the fact that a company makes more profit is almost incidental. We know it's there, we know, somewhere in our consciousness, that companies exist to make profit. We understand the free market economy. We are ok with that. 

But sustainability stakeholders, and that includes everyone outside of the financial services and investment professions, want the money thing to take care of itself. They don't want to be bothered with financial balance sheets. They want to know about the company and their life. The company and their children. The company and their local park. The company and the air pollution that is affecting their asthma. The company and the Amazon Rainforest that may be so far away but rainforest destruction is just heartbreaking. The company and how it treats its employees, some of whom are relatives. The company and its gender equality policy and why a colleague was not promoted despite clearly being the best for the job. The company and our smartphones and whether someone committed suicide on the production line due to stress at work. The company and how it raises the price of cottage cheese out of all proportion to the cost of its manufacture. 

Sustainability is about people, not about balance sheets. It's about aspirations, not about cumulations. Companies need to make enough money, that's clear. But if sustainability becomes subordinate to the restlessness and greed of the financial markets and sustainability reporting is taken over by the brilliant minds which created the Great Financial Crisis, the shameful economic inequalities around the globe, the bonuses of senior executives, each of which is enough to keep a village in rural India in food and clothing for a year or two and even, the Integrated Reporting Framework, then we are likely to transform sustainability into a cool and calculated numbers game, where $ count instead of impacts, and reports count instead of values.

Now, don't get me wrong. There is a linkage between financial performance and sustainability. The so-called non-financials are actually very financial, for the most part. They cost money, they save money, they build business or they present risk. In most cases, sustainability performance can be calculated and as such, it makes sense to present them in a company's annual financial accounts. Sustainability is about risk, and safeguarding risk carries cost. Sustainability is about opportunity, and investing in the future often comes with a price-tag. And as consumers and purchasers of goods and services, we are all complicit in making the economy what it is today. Many of us have chosen to enjoy the benefits of today's economic wonderland without considering the true cost. 

But, wasn't sustainability reporting borne out of a desire to reflect those imbalances in a way when everyone could understand, not just Finance PhD's? Didn't sustainability reporting serve to fill a gap that financial markets ignored? The Integrated Report should reflect, so the discussion paper says, integrated thinking. But at the same time, the current focus of the Integrated Report is the needs of Investors. In other words, the Integrated Report will become just another financial tool, serving the needs of those who want to get richer, by providing them with a modern methodology to evaluate whether sustainability performance makes more money or less. And if it makes less?

Yes, I agree that financial accounting needs to reflect elements of sustainability practices. Carbon accounting for example seems to be a no-brainer. Yes, I agree that we should move to quantify and integrate some aspects of ESG risk in financial reporting. Yes, I agree that integrated thinking could well lead to new integrated business models, rather than traditional models which equal "make money + do sustainability projects". Those are good things. 

But no, I am not yet sure that the Integrated Reporting model will lead to a fair and balanced representation of a company's sustainable practices as they affect ALL stakeholders,  especially when those practices deliver impacts which cannot be readily squeezed into a mathematical number-crunching exercise. I am not yet sure that the lay stakeholder will find interest in the predominance of CFO-dictated jargon-ridden legalese that will be prevalent when The Integrated Report becomes the norm. I wonder if the non-financial stakeholder will be marginalized and will eventually become irrelevant in the heydey of integrated reporting, bringing things back full circle to when sustainability reports were not even on the horizon, with only a slightly modified epicenter.

So where I am, I guess, is in a sort of hybrid model. Let's call it Venn Reporting. It's kind of like Financial Reporting with a Sustainability Boost, and Sustainability Reporting with a Financial Boost. To follow an integrated strategy, a company must do the sustainability work. To deliver a good sustainable business strategy, a company must do the financial work. But like a Venn diagram, where both circles overlap is only part of the story and not the whole story. We need to make business strategy more sustainable, which means changing the models and the thinking, and we need to make sustainability strategy more business-like with more quantified targets, impacts and yes, financials. My concern is that force-fitting them both into one model delivers only one model. The financial model. Slightly padded, maybe, but still a financial model. 

........................

However, it's all in the fine print. What's value? Financial value? What's risk? Financial risk? What are material issues? Financially material issues? Will  "reduce our carbon emissions" ever be as material as "launch a new product"? Against the massive weight of financially driven development, marketing, sales, employment imperatives, how will the true interests of non-financial shareholders emerge strongly enough to create a balance? How can we ensure processes are in place to ensure sustainable business decision-making and sustainable practices which are at the base of integrated thinking?   

There are some businesses which are inherently sustainable - cleantech, water and waste management technologies, for example. The indirect impacts of these businesses far outweigh the direct impacts of how much carbon they emit in their process or how much waste they send to landfill. By advancing their core business proposition, these companies advance sustainability. Integrated Reporting is easy for these companies. They don't have to establish a sustainability program - their business is the program. But 95% of all other businesses need to integrate ESG considerations in to every business decision and weigh up the financials. For these businesses, integrated reporting is well beyond current capabilities. For these businesses, the Venn model may work best. Report on sustainability performance and reflect the truly financially material elements in the Annual Report. As linkage capability (connectivity, the IIRC calls it) improves, so we will see more complete Integrated Reports. But there will always be a need for a document which reflects the spirit and soul of the company to a broader span of stakeholders, and that will be the detailed Sustainability Report. 

That's not to say sustainability reporting is perfect. It is not, in so many ways. Despite the valiant efforts of the GRI, it is still not mainstream and the quality of reports published varies so widely that true comparability is almost impossible. The leap from inadequate sustainability reporting to adequate integrated reporting (really integrated) is like reinventing the cotton gin. 

I have no doubt that Integrated Reporting will move forward and there will be uptake, of sorts. It's the sexy thing in reporting today. It has the weight of all the most dominant financial powers in leading markets behind it and many influential individuals. Of course it has. It serves their interests. I just hope that, as integration integrates, sustainability doesn't disintegrate.
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