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1 Background 
In July 2004 WWF's Global Forest Programme initiated a programme of work focused on 
improving the level of corporate responsibility reporting by the global forest industry. This 
was based upon an initial analysis in March 20041 which indicated a generally poor level of 
public reporting by the industry in Europe.  Only just over half of the major companies 
provided any information on their websites, and only one company reported on the 12 aspects 
that WWF had identified as  important. 

In December 2005, WWF carried out a more comprehensive analysis of corporate 
responsibility reporting to provide examples of good reporting from the industry. The findings 
can be accessed in the “Ideal corporate sustainability report” 
http://assets.panda.org/downloads/idealcorporateresponsibilityreport.pdf 

In 2006 WWF again commissioned a review of annual reports by the largest paper companies 
operating in Europe. The purpose of this research was to: 

· Assess the current status of reporting by the pulp & paper industry operating in Europe 

· Assess the improvements that have been made by the industry 

· Continue to communicate the current WWF agenda regarding corporate responsibility 
reporting 

The analysis and guidance provided by WWF in Europe has had an effect across the world. It  
has been used by companies in Latin America and Asia. WWF notes a correlation between 
weaknesses in public reporting and actual problems a company is facing. 
 

2 Methodology   
· The 50 companies researched in December 2005 were again used for this report (see 

Appendix 2). Two companies have merged since the last report, Kappa and Smurfit - 
to be renamed Smurfit Kappa Group. This reduces the sample to 49 from 50. One 
company, M-Real, was reported on in conjunction with the corporate responsibility 
report of its parent company, Metsäliitto.  

· Only information found on the web was included. As not all the information required 
for the analysis is included in the CR reports,  the company web sites were scanned for 
relevant information (such as the annual reports, corporate policies, certifications, 
press releases, HR, safety and the companies own web site ‘search’ facilities). Despite 
this effort, it is possible some omissions may have been made.  

· The criteria used in December 2005 were again used to judge the completeness of the 
reporting2. Some minor changes to these criteria had to be made (see appendix 1), 
however this is accounted for in the comparison.   

· One new criterion was added and reported on separately: The degree to which 
companies report their results at an individual production site level as well as at the 
corporate level. 

                                                 
1 The analysis was based on 2002 annual reports 
2  The full set of criteria can be found in the Appendix 
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· This report was written mid May 2007.Thus any companies not issuing 2006 reports 
by May 20, had their most up to date reports used instead and the late issuing of 2006 
reports was noted. 
 

3 Summary Conclusions & Recommendations 
3.1 Over 65% of companies have some form of environmental reporting published, albeit not 
necessarily up to date or comprehensive, compared with 48% in 2004 and 42% in 2002. 
However, only 17 (34%) of the companies had 2006 reports out at the time of writing. 

3.2 The quality and variability in reporting is enormous, ranging from companies doing 
nothing, to those which include a few pages within an annual report, to those writing separate 
reports over 100 pages long. 

3.3 Seven companies deserve special mention for their excellent reporting, successfully 
reporting on 75 % or more of the criteria: Holmen, Mondi, Metsäliitto/M Real, Norske Skog, 
SCA, Stora Enso and UPM–Kymmene. All but one of these companies are Scandinavian. 

3.4 Less then one fifth of companies report successfully on:  

health and safety (a lack of certification across the majority of production units),  

chemicals and toxics 

performance against Best Available Technology 

stakeholder commentary of company environmental performance 

3.5 Just over 40% of companies scored 5 or less out of the 20 criteria. This is a slight 
improvement on 2004 (46%) and a large improvement compared to 2002 where 60% of 
companies scored 5 or less. 

3.6 The biggest improvements in reporting are on the following issues: water and energy 
usage and reporting on recycling/fibre use. Reporting on re-use of landfill materials and re-
use of waste as biofuels and of recycled fibre has greatly improved. Otherwise there is little 
significant change in the reporting of individual criteria. 

3.7 One of the best tests for transparency is whether public reporting of environmental data 
includes reporting by production unit, with data related to output (i.e. tonnes). This would be 
in addition to reporting this data for the company overall. Only 12 companies (named in 
Appendix 3) do this. The following companies deserve a special mention on this issue: SCA 
reports on over 60 sites all over the world; M-Real, UPM and Stora Enso all report on over 20 
sites at unit level. 

3.8 Commitment to the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is variable, though the large 
number of companies that buy some FSC pulp/wood from some countries/regions does 
indicate that the industry implicitly recognises FSC as the most credible standard in high risk 
locations.  

3.9 There is a disparity between this analysis and the ranking produced by the DOW Jones 
Sustainability Index (DJSI). It is recommended that DJSI revisit its assessment criteria, to 
create a better balance between social and environmental aspects as well as taking into 
account actual performance. Similarly, analysts need to understand the basis for the 
preparation of sustainability indices such as DJSI and FTSE4Good. 
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4 Results: Overall Reporting on the Criteria  

4.1 Variability and ‘timeliness’ of reporting 
Assessing the quality of reporting is to some extent subjective with the variability in style and 
content. However, a simple and objective assessment is in the timeliness of the reporting i.e. 
whether the company produces an annual report: 32 companies (65%) studies had 
environmental reporting which was not up to date. 

Appendix 2 gives the details by company for the table below 

 

Most recent CR Report 
available 

No & (%) of companies 

(Details in Appendix 2) 

 

2006 17 (35)* 

2005 7 (14) 

2004 8 (16) 

None 17 (35) 

 
* Included in this group is International Paper with its 2004-2006 ‘update to its 2004 report’. Most of the data in 
this ‘update’ is the same data as in the 2004 report, data which in itself is very minimal (it is at regional level 
only - and even then does not include Asia for which data is not measured). Likewise the Lecta 2006 report has 
2005 data and Tembec has 2003/4 data in its 2006 report.  

As in 2004, variability in reporting is huge; from companies reporting nothing, either the 
surveyed year - or any year, to those with some reporting as part of the annual report, to 
companies with separate, comprehensive annual reports, over 100 pages long, covering 
environmental, social and economic responsibility. Many companies do not have one concise 
report, but a web site which requires much navigation to get the information required 
(Sveaskog, Rottneros and Arctic Paper for example are among those who do not have a 
consolidated report for the group). Two companies have sites under construction (Cartiere 
Burgo and Gascogne). 
 

4.2 Compliance 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Compliance was previously defined as ‘stating compliance to national and international laws. 
For this report evidence of commitment to environmental compliance was sought for example 
externally accreditation. Just claiming compliance without such evidence was not enough for 
a successful score on this criterion. 

In 2006, 24 (49%) companies reporting scored a ‘yes’ to compliance using the stricter criteria.  

Examples of claiming compliance without evidence can be found for example in the reports 
of Kimberley Clark and Georgia Pacific.  

“Vision 2010 is designed to enhance our reputation and increase competitive advantage, by 
improving performance beyond regulatory compliance”,  
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Yet elsewhere… 

“We do not require our facilities to be formally certified to the ISO 14001 standard for 
environmental management, although some facilities have chosen to do so as a demonstration 
of best practice or because of a business need”. 

“Our 128 manufacturing facilities worldwide continue to implement our environmental 
management systems (EMS) to maintain compliance and continually improve their 
environmental performance. At the end of 2006, we had completed EMS audits at 67 facilities. 
Approximately 67 percent of these facilities had fully implemented environmental 
management systems and the remaining 33 percent are making good progress toward this 
objective.” 

In other words, not one third of its sites had successfully implemented their own EMS! 

“GP (Georgia Pacific) assesses its facilities’ environmental programs and compliance with 
environmental regulations through an extensive internal audit program. We strive for 10,000 
percent compliance, with 100 percent of employees fully complying 100 percent of the time” 

For a company striving for 10,000 percent compliance, it seems unusual not to seek 
compliance to an internationally recognised certification like ISO 14001 for all their sites, as 
seen by other leading paper companies, however it appears only their European units are ISO 
certified. 
 

4.3 Commitment 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

A statement of commitment to economic, social and environmental considerations by the 
CEO or an equivalent value/vision statement.  

57 % (28) of companies reporting make such a statement in 2006, unchanged from 2004. 
However a ‘yes’ score to this statement does NOT mean that WWF believes this commitment 
is fully demonstrated by the company, merely that it has been expressed. In the case of 
Georgia Pacific, International Paper, Kimberly Clark and VPK packaging for example, this 
statement of commitment is not comprehensively backed up by demonstrated compliance to 
environmental and safety certifications. These companies do not require external audited 
certification for their own facilities as proof of their commitment. They often demand such 
commitment and certification however of their suppliers –e.g. on forestry. 
 

4.4 Chemicals and Toxics 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

A clear commitment to use chemicals which are environmentally friendly/ not persistent 
pollutants, and for this to be demonstrated with examples of chemicals which have been 
substituted or rejected on this basis.  

There was no change in the reporting on chemicals with only 7 companies adequately 
reporting on chemicals and 4 reporting on toxics.  
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4.5 Water Consumption 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

A consumption figure with a specified unit of consumption was sought. Only referring to 
percentages or a generic reference to “reductions” etc was not sufficient for a successful 
score.  

There has been a big improvement in reporting on this criterion since WWF started looking at 
reporting performance in 2002. Then only 24% (18) companies reported adequately from 50 
studied. This has now risen to 53% (26) companies. 
 

4.6 Energy Consumption 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

A consumption figure with a specified unit was sought.  Only referring to percentages, 
indexes or a generic reference to ”reductions” etc was not sufficient for a successful score.  

This is one of the best reported aspects, showing a significant improvement in comparison to 
2004, with 30 companies reporting successfully (61%) compared to 46 % in 2004. Many 
companies report investments made, the move to biofuels, use of CHP (combined heat and 
power) and give breakdowns on types of energy used, including bought-in electricity. 
 

4.7 Emissions Data 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Emissions to air, water and landfill sites - Numerical data on at least one aspect in all three 
areas. No specific type of emission was sought (CO2, CH4 etc). Commentary on % 
reductions, “commitment to reduce”, being within permit, or being better than the industry 
standard was not sufficient without data. 

Although no particular emission was sought in each of the three areas, in practice nearly 
100% of companies reporting emissions to air, report on carbon dioxide, giving fossil C02 
and usually renewable C02 separately; whilst reporting on SO2 and NOX is also quite 
common. AOX and COD are well reported and waste to landfill, usually split into different 
types of waste (hazardous/non hazardous), is common. Some companies failed to report on all 
three aspects (several companies reporting on two), nevertheless 47% (23) companies report 
on all three aspects compared to 44 % in 2004. 
 

4.8 Transport  
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Transport policy relevant to environmental concerns and evidence of actions taken which 
could include at least two of the following: Use of GPS to have more efficient routing, move 
to rail from road including data, use of trucks with modern engines e.g. Euro 2/3 vehicles/with 
catalytic converters, routing direct to customer to avoid warehousing, more efficient truck 
loading, green ships which release no effluent to sea etc.  

According to the European Environment authority in their 2005 TERM report “The use of 
computerised vehicle routing packages offers a promising path to transport saving. Two types 
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of computerised packages exist: journey planners and vehicle scheduling systems. The use of 
such packages can typically cut transport costs and distance travelled by between 5 and 10 %. 
In the EU-15, transport now accounts for 21 % of total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
(excluding international aviation and maritime transport) 

Despite these facts, this was again poorly reported with only 11 companies meeting the 
criteria. The level of transport CO2 emissions is however significant. Some companies (e.g. 
Sodra) claim that due to reduction measures on the production side, transport CO2 exceeds 
the CO2 from their pulp mills.  
 

4.9 Stakeholders and stakeholder commentary 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Specific statements were expected of who the company communicates with and how they do 
this. Stakeholders could be employees, shareholders, financial institutions, local authorities, 
NGO’s, general public etc. Evidence was sought of actual commentary from NGOs or other, 
on the environmental/sustainable performance/ activities of the company. 

Commentary from individual employee/employee customer surveys was not admissible. 
Commentary or mention of FTSE4GOOD, or the DFSI was not admissible 

There was no change in reporting on this issue. 21 companies in 2004 and 2006 reported on 
stakeholder communication. Only four companies, SCA, Norske Skog, Sveaskog and 
Metsäliitto/ M Real include any relevant stakeholder feedback and commentary. 
 

4.10  Positive interaction with local/indigenous co mmunities 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Any such interaction has to be of charitable/altruistic nature. It should benefit the environment 
or the economic/social well being of the local/indigenous community. Ideally a (significant) 
budget should be given. Activities such as schools programmes/visits, local sports 
sponsorship are considered as PR and not sufficient for a score. 

No significant change in reporting compared to 2004. 15 companies compared to 17 in 2004 
achieved a successful score.  
 

4.11  Health, safety and employment practices 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

OHSAS 18001 certification for the majority of production OR an independently audited 
safety system (VPP in US - "working towards certification/in accordance” not enough) plus 3 
or more positive employment policies (e.g. training, diversity development etc)  

Many companies state the importance of health and safety but do not invest in an external, 
international/national, accredited safety certification which for WWF would signify real 
commitment. Only 10 companies have stated that they have achieved OHSAS 18001 across a 
majority of sites, although some other companies have several sites certified (e.g. Metsäliitto, 
Ahlstrom, Stora Enso). The two new companies reporting OHSAS since 2004 are Procter & 
Gamble and Portucel Soporcel. 
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4.12  ISO 14001 certification  
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

ISO 14001 certification or EMAS for the majority  of the production units 

32 companies have ISO 14001 across the majority of production – (30 in 2004). Two new 
companies scored positively since 2004: Arkhangalsk and Cartiere Fedrigoni. This may be 
because they are now certified or because they simply omitted to state it last time. 
International Paper is ISO certified for its forestry, whereas it is not mentioned regarding the 
production sites, so was not scored a yes this time. 
 

4.13  Global Reporting Index (GRI) 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

A cross reference between company data and several GRI indicators is necessary (ideally 
tabulated). “Follows GRI principles” or similar wording without such a cross reference is not 
enough for a successful score. 

Holmen, Ahlstrom, Portucel Soporcel all now include GRI references, taking the number of 
companies to 11 (one fifth). International Paper made a reference in their previous report but 
not in their update. (NB Metsa Botnia made no reference but their parent company reports to 
GRI). (See appendix 4 for GRI website) 
 

4.14  Time series data  
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

At least 2 environmental or HR issues must be reported on over 3 years or more. Time series 
data is useful to show trends in issues such as energy and water consumption, emissions, as 
well as for statistics on accidents etc. 

This is quite well reported with a slight improvement since 2004. Just over half of the 
companies (27) scored on this criterion.  
 

4.15  Comparison of performance to BAT  
(Best Available Techniques as defined by EC Directive 96/61) 

Only 2 companies show numerically how their performance compares to BAT. A few others 
make claims about being the best, beating BAT etc but do not give the specific data to back 
up this claim. VPK Packaging claim in their report for example “Thanks to the 
implementation of the Best Available Techniques, our water consumption per tonne of 
produced paper is the lowest in the world”. By contrast, Sunila shows graphs of the BAT 
standard and its own performance relative to it.  
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4.16  Future performance targets 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

For at least 3 areas, either environmental or social, targets need to be specific and measurable. 
A statement that in the future the company aims to ‘improve’, ‘reduce’ etc without 
quantifying this target, was not sufficient for successful score.  

There was a slight reduction in the number of companies giving specific performance targets, 
from 19 to 15 (30%). Stora Enso reports particularly well here. 
 

4.17  Use of recycled fibre/ more efficient use of fibre 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Policy and targets or evidence of success or evidence of significant usage e.g. the use of 
alternative fibres e.g. biomass waste from other plants, significant use of  recycled fibre, 
increased  % use of recycled, re-designing product to use less fibre, reducing fibre loss in 
production, eliminating waste disposal sites/examples of new ways to recycle waste. 
Companies who are already large recycled fibre users score successfully on this criterion.  

There has been an improvement in the reporting of this issue, 61% (30 companies) vs. 40% in 
2004. Many companies scored positively due to the use of waste fibre in energy generation, or 
in a better use of waste that would otherwise be landfilled and is now used in a variety of 
ways such as fertiliser, making bricks, as filler for roads etc. Only a few companies talk about 
reducing grammage or redesigning product to require less fibre. 
 

4.18  Reporting environmental impacts by production  unit 
WWF has researched how many companies report not just at a global/company level but in 
addition at an individual production unit level. This is arguably one of the best tests of a 
company’s transparency.  

Only 12 companies out of 47 companies report by production unit (companies with only one 
production unit were excluded - Sunila and Sveaskog). Particular mention should go to SCA 
with over 60 sites all over the world, and M Real, UPM and Stora Enso who all have over 20 
sites which report at unit level. Companies reporting at unit level are in Appendix 3.  

Proctor & Gamble’s reasons for not reporting at unit level are given in appendix 6. 
 

4.19  Responsible forest products purchasing 
Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Explicit reference to systematic tracking, or that wood comes from non protected forests, or 
that the company encourages suppliers to become certified or that the company is measuring 
its certified wood, quotes “% certified” or shows it uses legally felled wood.  

As in 2004 28 companies (57%) reached a successful score on this issue. WWF for this report 
did however not verify the claims of the companies on responsible sourcing.  
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4.20  Commitment to FSC certification in forest pro ducts purchasing 
Research to establish whether, for owned and managed forests, companies give preference to 
FSC, as well as research on whether similar preferences are made to the purchasing of pulp –
E.g. FSC chain of custody: 

a) For pulp purchases:  

Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Evidence that the company has a stated aim to increase FSC purchases/...AND /OR 
demonstrates a preference in selling FSC branded products, AND/ OR has FSC chain of 
custody (COC) 

Some companies use the FSC logo on their products. These are: Arctic Paper, SCA, Tembec, 
Sappi and Mondi.   

For the majority of companies there is little explanation on why they choose FSC or some 
other scheme. For some companies that support both FSC and PEFC their support for FSC is 
restricted to "presumed" high risk locations such as plantation sources or Russia. Some 
examples: Norske Skog buys mostly PEFC COC pulp in Europe but FSC in South America. 
This suggests that implicitly companies recognise FSC as the most credible standard.  

Nevertheless, for some companies no mention was found regarding certified pulp supplies. 
These are named in appendix 5.  
 

b) For Forest owners / managers (17 companies, see Appendix 5 for names) 

Preconditions for a successful score on this criterion:  

Company states its aim to increase FSC forest certification showing targets and or progress. It 
has to quantify e.g. state no of hectares owned, % acres /managed to FSC   

 

Companies which quantify the degree to which their forests are FSC certified include Mondi, 
SCA, Tembec, Portucel, Soporcel and Sappi. 

Only 2 out of the 16 forest owner/managers do not have any forest certified to FSC. These are 
Sodra Cell and Norske Skog which owns forest in Australasia (providing only 4% of its 
supply) and it does not state the certification. 

In terms of interpreting this, the comments in section a) above apply. 
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5 Results by company  

5.1 Graph to show top 25 performers 
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5.2 Graph to show lower 24 performers 
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5.3 Analysis of the overall extent to which criteri a were reported  
 

Number of criteria scored 
successfully 

No of companies (%) 

2004 

No of companies (%) 

2006 

0-5 23   (46) 20    (41) 

6-10 9    (18) 11    (22) 

11-15 14    (28) 16    (33) 

16-20 4    (8) 2    (4) 

Total 50    (100) 49    (100) 

 
 

5.4 Graph to show the most successfully to the leas t successfully 
reported criteria 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 Minor changes to the criteria 
 
Certified purchasing: 

WWF has previously researched whether companies have traceability/chain of custody for 
their pulp purchases. In this report the research also focused on whether the traceability was to 
FSC standards. 

Where a company uses 100% recycled (or close to it), the ‘certified purchasing’ criteria is not 
in fact relevant. A ‘Yes’ score is awarded for the sake of scoring performance. So that direct 
comparisons could be made with 2004, the 2004 data was amended to reflect this. The three 
companies affected are W Hamburger group, VPK packaging and Otor. 

 
Water consumption Data 

This criteria was more strictly applied in this report, the last report accepted any water volume 
data .In this report data had to be consumption of water, thus UPM did not score a YES this 
time (The UPM figure was adjusted to make a true comparison with 2004) 

 
Compliance in the 2004 report Compliance with national laws, international conventions re 
sustainability and environment was defined as “Clear statement or policy or evidence of (e.g. 
by certifications of ISO 14001/ EMAS, OHSAS 18001, FSC certification inclusively) Non 
compliance to be reported”. This has been refined to be “Stated compliance to national and 
international laws and conventions re sustainability and environment AND evidence of 
compliance (e.g. ISO 14001, OHSAS, EMAS, signatories to the global Compact) ideally with 
examples of non compliance”.  Most companies stating compliance do in fact show 
commitment and evidence and there wasn’t a problem with this definition. However some 
companies state compliance without committing to external independently audited 
environmental systems, these companies should then fail this criterion. This affected the score 
negatively for International paper and Kimberley Clark 

 
ISO 14001 certification 

This was sought for production sites in particular. International Paper has ISO for its forestry 
but no mention made for production, so the Yes in 2004 is no longer Yes for 2006. Likewise 
W Hamburger group has ISO for one of its subsidiary companies but not for the majority of 
production so it was marked down to a ‘no’ also. ISO 14000 not accepted (Koehler). 
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Appendix 2 Companies with no reports, or out of date reports 
 
Companies with no reports in 2004 or since (17) 

Arjo Wiggins, Mayr Melnhof, OAO Volga, W Hamburger Group, Reno de Medici (formerly 
Sarrio), Solombala PPM(a web page is available but gives no significant information) ,Papier 
Fabrik Palm ,Papier Fabrik Koehler, Execompta Clairefontaine, Otor, Felix Schoeller, 
Segezha, Cartiere Fedrigoni, Kappa/Smurfit, Group Gascogne, Arkhangelsk and Peterson. 

 
Companies with 2004 reports on the web in May 2006  

Six companies appear to only have 2004 CR/environmental reports available on the web, 
these are Billerud (quotes mostly 2004 data), Ilim, Sodra Cell, Sappi, Mondi and Korsnas. 
UPM’s website suggested only 2004 was available but following an enquiry WWF was able 
to get the 2006 printed copy. 

 
Companies with 2005 reports on the web in May 2006 (7) 

Arctic Paper, Ence, M-Real (replaced however with Metsaliitto’s 2006 report), Portucel 
Soporcel, Myllokoski, Sunila (publishes an update to its 2004 report-“a full environmental 
report will be published no later than 2008”), Cartiere Fedrigoni, Sveaskog 

 
Companies with 2006 reports published by May 2006 (17) 

SCA, Stora Enso, UPM, Metsäliitto, Ahlstrom, Kimberley Clark, Lecta, Norske Skog, 
Rottneros, Holmen, Tembec, Cham Paper, Proctor & Gamble, Leipa, DS Smith, Metsa Botnia 

 
Companies with web sites under construction 

Cartiere Burgo and Gascogne have some web site information, but also a notice to say that the 
site is being re done. Data from the existing web site was used in addition to information from 
the 2004 report 
 

 

Appendix 3 Companies reporting environmental data at individual 
production sites as well as corporately 
 
Arctic Paper, Billerud, Holmen, Lecta, Leipa, M Real, Mondi, Norske Skog, Stora Enso, 
SCA, Tembec, UPM 
 

 

Appendix 4 References 
 
TERM reports http://reports.eea.europa.eu/ENVISSUENo12/en 

GRI index home website: http://www.globalreporting.org 
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Appendix 5 Forest certification and certified pulp purchasing 
 
Companies owning or managing forests with FSC certification (12) 

Ence, Holmen, Korsnas, Mondi, Sappi, Stora Enso, Sveaskog, SCA, Tembec, UPM 
Kymmene, Portucel Soporcel, Ilim pulp 

 
Companies owning or managing forests without any FSC certification (5) 

Sodra Cell, Mayr Melnhof, Segezha, Solombal’skiy TSBK, Georgia Pacific 

 
Companies making no mention of certified pulp purchases 

Ahlstrom, P & G 

 
Companies to which this issue is known to be irrelevant as they purchase mostly 
recycled 

DS Smith, VPK, Otor, W. Hamberger 
 

 

Appendix 6 P&G reasons for not reporting transparently, from Q & A 
on website 
 
Question: Why does P&G not provide verified, site-specific data, as in the Environmental 
Management Assurance System (EMAS)? 

Answer: P&G publishes emission data aggregated by region in its annual Sustainability 
Report. Site reports are provided to interested parties, or, as in the case of Europe, where it is 
necessary to meet the intent of EMAS. The sites report emission and energy data into a global 
company database as part of the company EMS. Internal reviews ensure the robustness of data 
reported by the sites. P&G's Environmental Management System (EMS) has been subject to 
an independent external review. The reviewer (ERM) has verified that P&G's system meets 
the intent of both ISO 14001 and EMAS standards. At this time, however, P&G believes that 
going beyond this to formal certification of the management system, including verification of 
site statements, does not add value to the existing system.
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Appendix 7 Comparison of GRI and WWF corporate reporting 
guidelines 

 
“The GRI Reporting Framework is intended to serve as a generally accepted framework for 
reporting on an organization’s economic, environmental, and social performance”. WWF has 
developed a set of guidelines along similar lines against which it has measured the forestry, pulp and 
paper industries’ sustainability reporting3. The purpose of this document is to demonstrate the synergy 
and compatibility between the 2 guidelines.  In the table below both the principles of GRI are quoted, 
as well as the performance indicators which are either economic (EC 1-9) or environmental (EN 1-30) 
or social. The latter is split into: Employment / labour practices (LA 1-14), Human rights (HR 1-9) 
and society (SO 1-8). 

GRI guidelines necessarily cover more issues than WWF guidelines, which have a more specific focus 
on the key issues within the forest products industries. Areas omitted by WWF include  

Social issues: the detail on labour legislation, breakdown on nature of the workforce etc 

Economic issues: revenue, creditors, P&L type information 

Environment: GRI requires more detail on issues to do with the water table, habitat, types of energy 
consumption / renewable energy sources, environmental expenditure etc. 

 

 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

(Supporting notes accompany these indicators, see 
website) 

1 Commitment to sustainability  

As per GRI ,i.e. 

Statement/policy for sustainability, economic, social 
and environmental responsibility. This was sought 
for in the company’s vision / strategy/ CEO 
statement. I.e. sought to be an integral part of the 
company objectives  

1.1 Statement from the most senior decisionmaker 
of the organization (e.g., CEO, chair, or equivalent 
senior position) about the relevance of sustainability 
to the organization and its strategy. The statement 
should present the overall vision and strategy for the 
short-term, medium-term (e.g., 3-5 years), and long-
term, particularly with regard to managing the key 
challenges associated with economic, 
environmental, and social performance. 

2 Compliance with national laws, international 
conventions re sustainability and environment  

Clear statement or policy or evidence of support for 
EG: Global Compact, UN Declaration of human 
rights.  certifications of ISO 14001/ EMAS, 
OHSAS 18001, FSC certification inclusively) 

Non compliance to be reported. 

Human Rights Performance Indicators require 
organizations to report on the extent to which 
human rights are considered in investment and 
supplier/contractor selection practices. Additionally, 
the Indicators cover employee and security forces 
training on human rights as well as non-
discrimination, freedom of association, child labour, 
indigenous rights, and forced and compulsory 
labour. HR1-9 

EN28 Monetary value of significant fines and total 
number of non-monetary sanctions for non 
compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations.  

                                                 
3  WWF is currently updating these guidelines on CR reporting, strengthening the social responsibility aspect of 
the 'triple bottom line' 
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 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

3  Chemicals used are environmentally and 
sustainably compatible 

Statement/policy AND evidence of actions taken to 
use ‘friendly’ chemicals, e.g. mention of 
substitution / reduction in use of/rejection of named 
chemicals/ OR Use of commercial databases which 
give safety / toxicology data AND quote evidence 
of substituting / non selection of chemicals as result. 
Statements such as “we refer to, track, take into 
account of, working towards” use of  data bases/ 
safety / environmental compatibility…alone not 
enough without examples 

No direct equivalent in GRI. Mention of chemicals 
in one of its indicators is: 

EN23 Total number and volume of significant 
spills. 

EN1 Materials used by weight and volume 

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. 

 

 

4  

 

Responsible forest Management  

Evidence for the preference for FSC certification 
for forests .This criterion only applies for owners 
and managers of forests.  

The percentage of forest managed to FSC not 
sought  

No direct reference to forests but several 
measurement indicators referring to habitat impact: 

EN12 Description of significant impacts of 
activities, products, and services on biodiversity in 
protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value 
outside protected areas. 

EN13 Habitats protected or restored. 

EN14 Strategies, current actions, and future plans 
for managing impacts on biodiversity. 

EN15 Number of IUCN Red List species and 
national conservation list species with habitats in 
areas affected by operations, by level of extinction 
risk. 

 

5 Responsible forest purchasing policy 

Mention of systematic tracking, or states wood 
comes from non protected forests, or mentions it 
encourages suppliers to become certified or says it 
is measuring its certified wood, quotes “% certified” 
or shows it uses legally felled wood. (These criteria 
might mean use of non FSC certified wood) 

Not covered 

6 Company reports on toxic chemicals used 

Statement/ Policy on toxics policy,  giving  
examples of toxics, and/or how they are dealt with 
and /or evidence of management effort to use 
appropriate chemicals 

“Subscribing to databases ,tracking raw materials  
used” alone not sufficient without examples 

 

 

 

Not directly covered: 

EN23 Total number and volume of significant 
spills. 

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. 
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 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

7 Water usage 

Actual usage for (majority) of production 
Commentary on % reductions, “commitment to 
reduce“, being within permit, being better than the 
industry standard not sufficient without data. No 
particular unit of consumption sought 

EN8. Total water withdrawal by source. 

EN 9 Water sources significantly affected by 
withdrawal of water 

EN10 Percentage and total volume of water 
recycled and reused  

8 Energy Use 

Actual usage data, for majority of production, 
Commentary on % reductions, “commitment to 
reduce”, being within permit, being better than the 
industry standard not sufficient without data. No 
particular unit of consumption sought 

EN3, the direct energy consumption of the reporting 
organization is reported, including energy produced 
on-site (e.g., through the burning of gas) 

EN4 Indirect energy consumption by primary 
source 

EN5 Energy saved due to conservation and 
efficiency improvements  

EN6 Initiatives to provide energy-efficient or 
renewable energy-based products and services, and 
reductions in energy requirements as a result of 
these initiatives 

EN7 Initiatives to reduce indirect energy 
consumption and reductions achieved. 

 

9 Emissions to air, water and landfill sites 

Numerical data on at least one aspect in all three 
areas. No specific type of emission was sought 
(CO2, CH4 etc.) 

Commentary on % reductions, “commitment to 
reduce”, being within permit, being better than the 
industry standard not sufficient without data.  

No particular unit of emission sought 

EN16  Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas 
emissions by weight 

EN 17  Other relevant indirect greenhouse gas 
emissions by weight 

EN 20 NOx, SOx, and other significant air 
emissions by type and weight. 

EN21 Total water discharge by quality and 
destination 

EN21 Total water discharge by quality and 
destination 

EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal 
method 

EN23 Total number and volume of significant 
spills. 

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  

EN25 Identity, size, protected status, and 
biodiversity value of water bodies and related 
habitats significantly affected by the reporting 
organization’s discharges of water and runoff. 
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 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

10 Impact of transport  

Transport policy relevant to environmental 
concerns and evidence of actions taken which could 
include at least two of the following: Use of GPS to 
have more efficient routing, move to rail from road 
including data, use of trucks with modern engines 
e.g. Euro 2/3 vehicles/with catalytic converters, 
routing direct to customer to avoid warehousing, 
more efficient truck loading, green ships which 
release no effluent to sea etc  

 

EN29 Significant environmental impacts of 
transporting products and other goods and materials 
used for the organization’s operations, and 
transporting members of the workforce 

11 Stakeholders 

Statement of whom and how they are 
communicated to. Stakeholders could be 
employees, shareholders, financial institutions, local 
authorities, NGO’s, general public etc, 

GRI suggests this is included under the companies’ 
report on governance structure 

4.14 List of stakeholder groups engaged by the 
organization. 

4.15 Basis for identification and selection of 
stakeholders with whom to engage. 

4.16 Approaches to stakeholder engagement, 
including frequency of engagement by type and by 
stakeholder group. 

4.17 Key topics and concerns that have been raised 
through stakeholder engagement, and how the 
organization has responded to those key topics… 

 

12 Stakeholder commentary 

Actual commentary from NGO or other , on the 
environmental/sustainable performance/ 
activities of the company 

 

Commentary from individual employee/employee 
customer surveys not admissible. Commentary or 
mention of FTSE4GOOD,Dow Jones indices not 
admissible 
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 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

13 Reference to GRI 

Cross-reference between company data and several 
GRI indicators necessary. “Follows GRI principles” 
or similar wording  without cross reference not 
enough 

Organizations that have used the Guidelines and/or 
other elements of the GRI Reporting Framework as 
the basis for their report are requested to notify the 
Global Reporting Initiative upon its release. 

14 Time series performance data 

For at least 2 environmental or HR areas 

Under its general notes on reporting, GRI states: 

Reported information should be presented in a 
manner that enables stakeholders to analyze 
changes in the organization’s performance over 
time, and could support analysis relative to other 
organizations. 

Reporting on Trends: Information should be 
presented for the current reporting period (e.g., one 
year) and at least two previous periods, as well as 
future targets, where they have been established, for 
the short- and medium-term. 

 

15 Reference to Best available techniques  

BAT levels stated and performance compared 
numerically. Statements that company 
“complies/exceeds” without data quoted not 
acceptable 

No direct reference to BAT, BUT: 

Under its  section on  « 1.2 Reporting Principles for 
Defining Quality » GRI states : 

The organization’s performance can be compared 
with appropriate benchmarks. 
Disclosures about performance that are not 
substantiated by evidence should not appear in a 
sustainability report unless they represent material 
information, and the report provides unambiguous 
explanations of any uncertainties associated with 
the information. 

 

16 Recycled fibre sourcing OR efficiency of fibre use   
Policy and targets / or evidence of success or of 
significant usage E.g. use of alternative fibres e.g. 
biomass waste from other plants, significant use of 
recycled fibre, increased % use of recycled, re-
designing product to use less fibre, reducing fibre 
loss in production, eliminating waste disposal sites / 
examples of new ways to recycle waste. Companies 
with already large recycled usage score YES. The 
actual stated % of recycling not sought 

EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled 
input materials. 
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 WWF reporting requirements and criteria  

 

GRI reporting requirements  and performance 
indicators 

17 Company wide management system 

ISO 14001 certification or EMAS for majority of 
production. 

This correlates to section 

4.12: Externally developed economic, 
environmental and social charters, principles, or 
other initiatives to which the organization 
subscribes or endorses. 

18 Employment codes and standards  

OHSAS 18001 certification for majority of 
production OR independently audited safety system 
(VPP in US) plus 3 or more employment policies  

"working towards certification/in accordance”  not 
enough 

These are very wide ranging in GRI with 
performance indicators LA 1-14, and HR 1 -9, 
covering human rights and employment issues. The 
guidelines go on to say “three areas that will require 
further attention in the future, are employee 
remuneration, working time, and broadening the 
coverage of community. It is currently felt that 
these issues are best addressed on a sector-specific 
basis in GRI’s future sector supplements” 

19 Future performance targets 

For at least 3 areas, either environmental or social 

See 14 above 

20 Positive interaction with local communities 

Has to be of charitable/altruistic  nature. Should 
benefit the environment or the economic/social 
well being of the local/international community. 
Ideally a budget should be given to show the 
significance of this work. Activities such as schools 
programmes/visits, local sports sponsorship are 
considered as PR 

No obvious cross reference could be found 

21 Environment report  

Publish an environment report or a report covering 
several of the above criteria in some detail i.e. data 
requirements, policies and commitments to the 
environment.  

 

3.13 Policy and current practice with regard to 
seeking external assurance for the report. If not 
included in the assurance report accompanying the 
sustainability report, explain the scope and basis of 
any external assurance provided. Also explain the 
relationship between the reporting organization and 
the assurance provider(s). 

. 

 


