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•	 Only 27 percent indicate whether programs 
or policies define: how data is collected for 
such programs, including by whom; and how 
to select community members (individuals 
or groups) from whom information will be 
gathered.

•	 Less than 25 percent report the number 
and percentages of operations to which the 
programs apply.

•	 Similarly, only 22 percent report whether 
the organization’s programs for managing 
community impacts have been effective in 
mitigating negative impacts and maximizing 
positive impacts, including the scale of persons 
affected.  
 

•	 20 percent report examples of how feedback 
and analysis of data on community impacts 
have informed steps toward further community 
engagement on the part of the reporting 
organization.

In total, only 11 percent of the 37 reports fully 
report according to the SO1 indicator protocol. 
Therefore, it appears that following the G3 
guidelines and the indicator protocol in detail 
is not a very common approach to community 
impact reporting, even by companies who are using 
the G3 framework. Moreover, most companies 
fail to recognize that the SO1 indicator refers to 
the impact of operations on communities. Very 
often, SO1 is referenced in relation to voluntary 
contributions made by the company to society.
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Which part of the report contains 
community related topics?
Figure 3.1 shows that 69 percent of the companies 
group community topics under a dedicated 
community section in their report. Out of the 50 
reports with a dedicated section, almost half of 
them (24) list these as major headings in the Table 
of Contents. For those dedicated sections which are 
not major headings, they are usually located under 
the ‘social’ section of the reports.

Comparison between topics reported 
under a dedicated section and those in 
other section of the reports

Figure 5.1: Topics reported under a dedicated section 
(in percentages)

Figure 5.1 shows the frequency at which a particular 
topic appears under a dedicated section related to 
community. In community reporting, the following 
topics are mostly reported under the community 
sections:
•	 Social Inclusion and Aid to Disadvantaged or 

Minority Groups
•	 Community Services and Employee 

Volunteering

•	 Culture and Leisure
•	 Education and Training
•	 Total Community Expenditure
•	 Philanthropy and Charitable Giving
•	 Re-settlement
•	 Infrastructure for Local Community

Information on the topic Community Engagement 
and Dialogue, is often reported in another section 
dedicated to stakeholder dialogue. It is noted that 
there are 32 companies reporting on this topic, but 
less than half of them (23 percent) used quantitative 
measures to report their performance and impact in 
relation to this issue.

Many companies 
appear to involve 
various members 
of ‘communities’, 
including 
government 
officials, 
community 
leaders, and 
neighborhood 
associations in 
their community 
engagement 
and stakeholder 
dialogue processes 
through different 
ways. Common 
examples of 

processes noted in reports include community 
relations plans, regular meetings, community 
advisory forums, surveys, multi-stakeholder 
dialogue forums, and workshops.

Some companies report their continuous 
performance and development progress on 
Community Engagement and Dialogue but 
others just simply describe their ‘one-off’ efforts. 
In addition, some companies illustrate their 
performance in a particular site/area but others 
only report their overall policies and strategies.

5. Patterns identified in 
community reporting
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Community Environmental Impact due to Operation 
and Community Environmental Campaign/Problem 
Solving are often located under the Environmental 
section of a report. Similarly, information related to 
Direct Economic Impact and Helping Local Business/
Producers is often located under the Economic 
section of reports rather than being grouped 
under the community section. Thus, in order to 
get the overall picture of a company’s impact on 
communities, it is necessary to consider the breadth 
and depth of involvement across a wider range of 
sections. Furthermore, it appears that the sections 
of the report with a ‘community’ focus often discuss 
topics which are more related to charity and 
philanthropy and not necessarily about sustainable 
community development taking into consideration 
issues related to the local economy, the local 
environment and society. 
 
 
 

Differences in reporting on various topics 
among regions
North American and Asian companies tend to 
report on Education and Training, Philanthropy 
and Charitable Giving and Community Services 
and Employee Volunteering much more often than 
European companies (Table 5.2). The difference 
is especially obvious for Community Services and 
Employee Volunteering. Reporting on Partnerships 
with Local Organizations is particularly popular 
among North American companies in comparison 
to other regions.

The occurrence of reporting on Community 
Engagement and Dialogue and Community 
Environmental Impact due to Operations is especially 
low amongst Asian reporters. This is in contrast with 
their North American counterparts.

The percentage of reports which address Direct 
Economic Impacts on communities is relatively 
higher for European companies.

Region Asia Europe North America Others

Total no. of reports surveyed 13 36 14 9

Topics Addressed Percentage of reports reporting this topic

Education and Training 61.5 55.6 78.6 66.7

Philanthropy and Charitable Giving 61.5 55.6 78.6 44.4

Community Services and Employee Volunteering 76.9 38.9 71.4 11.1

Direct economic impact 30.8 47.2 28.6 66.7

Total Community Expenditure 46.2 38.9 42.9 77.8

Community Engagement and Dialogue 23.1 44.4 57.1 66.7

Community Environmental Impact due to Operation 23.1 27.8 35.7 55.6

Community Environmental Campaign/Problem Solving 46.2 25.0 42.9 44.4

Others 23.1 22.2 21.4 22.2

Helping Local Business/Producers 23.1 22.2 28.6 77.8

Infrastructure for Local Community 23.1 27.8 35.7 55.6

Partnership with Local Organizations 15.4 16.7 28.6 11.1

Culture and Leisure 38.5 27.8 28.6 44.4

Sponsorship & Cause related marketing 30.8 30.6 14.3 22.2

Community Health and Diseases 30.8 22.2 28.6 33.3

Poverty Alleviation 30.8 11.1 0.0 11.1

Social Inclusion and Aid to Disadvantaged or Minority Group 30.8 11.1 14.3 0.0

Re-settlement 15.4 2.8 0.0 22.2

	
Table 5.1: Percentage of reports in different regions reporting on various topics
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Differences in reporting on various topics 
among major sectors
Community Engagement and Dialogue appears to 
be an important topic in the mining sector since 
90 percent of the sector’s companies selected 
for this survey report on these issues whereas for 
the chemical sector, this is only 20 percent. This 
might be linked to the fact that there are more 
explicit requirements and guidelines for companies 
in the mining sector in relation to stakeholder 
dialogue and community engagement. Similarly, 
80 percent of the mining companies report on Total 
Community Expenditure whereas for others this is 
relatively lower. Mining companies do not report 
as frequently on Community Services and Employee 
Volunteering as companies from other sectors, with 
only 10 percent of the companies including these 
issues in their reports.

In the Energy sector, more than half of the 
companies report on Education and Training, 
Philanthropy and Charitable Giving, Total Community 
Expenditure, Community Engagement and Dialogue 
and Direct Economic Impact. However, Table 5.3 

shows that this sector infrequently reports on 
Infrastructure for Local Community and Cause Related 
Marketing with only 11 percent of the companies 
reporting on these issues.

The figures also indicate that all Forest and paper 
product companies as well as all Metals companies 
report on Education and Training. In the chemical, 
retail and automotive sectors, over 80 percent 
of the companies report on Philanthropy and 
Charitable Giving. These three sectors also seem to 
be more interested to report on Community Services 
and Employee Volunteering. It is also interesting 
to note that no companies in the chemical sector 
disclose their Total Community Expenditure, and 
no companies from the forest and paper products 
sector report on Community Services and Employee 
Volunteering.

The Energy utilities sector has a relatively low 
score for every topic. Reports in this sector showed 
little enthusiasm for reporting on community 
performance and impact.
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Major Sector Mining Energy
Auto-

motive
Chemicals

Forest 
and Paper 
Products

Metals 
Products

Energy 
Utilities

Retailers

Total No. of reports surveyed 10 9 6 5 4 4 4 4

Topics Addressed Percentage of reports reporting this topic

Education and Training 60 56 83 80 100 100 0 75

Philanthropy and Charitable Giving 40 56 83 80 50 75 50 100

Community Services and Employee 
Volunteering

10 22 67 80 0 50 0 75

Total Community Expenditure 80 56 33 0 50 50 25 50

Community Engagement and 
Dialogue

90 56 50 20 50 25 50 25

Direct Economic Impact 50 56 17 40 50 75 0 50

Culture and Leisure 30 22 67 20 50 75 25 25

Community Environmental 
Campaign/Problem Solving

10 22 50 60 75 50 25 0

Community Environmental Impact 
due to Operation

50 22 50 20 25 50 25 25

Infrastructure for Local Community 40 11 33 20 0 50 25 25

Helping Local Business/Producers 50 44 0 40 75 25 0 25

Community Health and Diseases 40 33 33 20 0 50 25 25

Others 20 11 33 20 25 50 0 0

Partnership with Local Organizations 10 0 33 20 0 0 0 25

Social Inclusion and Aid to 
Disadvantaged or Minority Group

0 22 0 60 0 0 0 25

Poverty Alleviation 10 22 0 0 0 50 0 50

Cause Related Marketing 0 11 17 20 0 25 25 0

Re-settlement 30 0 0 0 0 25 0 0

Table 5.2: Percentage of reports in major sectors reporting on various topics
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Frequency of using qualitative and 
quantitative measures in reporting for 
each topic
Measuring the impact of companies on 
communities may lend itself more easily to 
qualitative measures as opposed to quantitative 
ones. Qualitative information refers to the 
description of actions that the company has 
actually carried out and reflects how the company 
has implemented certain actions, the targets of 
such actions, and/or its performance with respect 
to past years. In contrast, if a section of descriptive 
text found in the report only presents the values, 
reasons or approaches on certain topics without 
giving material information about their actions, this 
is then defined as purely narrative.

How are performance and impact reported?

Qualitatively
Quantitative 
Information 

Only

Purely 
Narrative

With the support of quantitative 
information?

Topics Yes No

Philanthropy and Charitable Giving 85% 10% - 5%

Education and Training 88% 13% - -

Community Services and Employee Volunteering 81% 17% 2% -

Community Engagement and Dialogue 23% 77% - -

Community Environmental Impact due to Operation 60% 35% 5% -

Direct Economic Impact 74% 16% 10% -

Total Community Expenditure 77% 0% 23% -

Community Environmental Campaign/Problem Solving 58% 36% - 6%

Partnership with Local Organizations 54% 36% - 11%

Sponsorship & Cause Related Marketing 42% 50% - 8%

Helping Local Business/Producers 69% 31% - -

Others 27% 69% 4% -

Culture and Leisure 36% 56% - 8%

Community Health and Diseases 72% 28% - -

Infrastructure for Local Community 71% 29% - -

Poverty Alleviation 100% 0% - -

Social Inclusion and Aid to Disadvantaged or Minority Group 63% 38% - -

Re-settlement 17% 83% - -

In the top 3 topics which are reported on, the 
majority also provide quantitative information in 
addition to qualitative information. Given the focus 
on measuring Philanthropy and Charitable Giving, 
Community Services and Employee Volunteering 
at the input level, companies count charitable 
giving and employee volunteering hours as part 
of their measurement process. For topics such 
as Community Engagement and Dialogue and Re-
settlement, it may be difficult for companies to 
report on this quantitatively as this topic is often 
reported only qualitatively. Very often, companies 
prefer to communicate their Direct Economic Impact 
and Total Community Expenditure through tables 
or charts, and use mostly monetary terms for 
conveying information.

Table 5.3: Reporting on performance and impacts (N=72)



    

  
     

© 2008 GRI

20

While some might expect Cause Related Marketing 
to be essentially very similar to Philanthropy 
and Charitable Giving, reporting performance 
quantitatively is not as common as expected. This 
may be due to the fact that Cause Related Marketing 
usually comes out of business line budgets as 
opposed to community giving or philanthropic 
budgets and there may be situations where 
companies do not want to disclose any business 
sensitive figures.

Only a very low 
percentage of the 
topics reported are 
classified as purely 
narrative according 
to the criteria set. 
The highest one 
is Partnership with 
Local Organizations. 
However, the actual 
number is still small 
(only 3). For these 
cases, it is apparent 
that companies tend 
simply to mention the 
name of the partners in 
reporting but do not communicate targets as well 
as who benefits and how from such partnerships. 
Essentially, they fail to indicate what they want to 
achieve through the partnership.

Site specific vs. overall performance or 
impact reporting
Due to the nature of the topics, reporting of 
performance and impact on most of the topics is 
regional or geographically specific. Exceptions are 
Total Community Expenditure and Direct Economic 
Impact, where companies show some differences 
when presenting their performance and impact.

As for Total Community Expenditure, only 26 percent 
of the 33 reports are able to break down their 
spending on communities either by region or 
by operation. The rest only give the total sum of 
expenditure on various social initiatives. Companies 
do better when it comes to Philanthropy and 
Charitable Giving. 46 percent of the 45 companies 
reporting on this topic are able to indicate either 

the geographic region or the specific charity to 
which their donations are directed. Others usually 
indicate that they are supporting a variety of types 
of social initiatives, sometimes distributed in various 
countries. The total amount is indicated, without 
being broken down to specific regions or specific 
organizations.

General approaches/policies and goals

Figure 5.2: Percentage of topics being reported 
without indicating either their general approaches/
polices or goals for such actions.

Figure 5.2 demonstrates that 50 percent of 
companies reporting on topics such as Philanthropy 
and Charitable Giving, Community Services and 
Employee Volunteering and Cause Related Marketing 
do not indicate general approaches, policies or 
goals behind activities. Reporting on topics such as 
Education and Training (23.2 percent), Community 
Engagement and Dialogue (20.5 percent) and 
Helping Local Business/Producers (19.2 percent) are 
better at explaining why companies are doing what 
they are doing. While the explanation for this is not 
so apparent, it could be argued that this is because 
helping local businesses and producers has a clear 
objective whereby Philanthropy and Charitable 
Giving is about giving money to another person’s 
or organization’s mission. Overall we see that while 
most companies are good at reporting on their 
activities in terms of what they have done, not all of 
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them are explaining why they are doing it and the 
choices made.

There are exceptions however and some companies 
are able to clearly define their approaches to 

community actions and how their actions are 
aligned. An example will be given in the next 
section.
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Approaches to community management 
information
It was noted in chapter 3 that it is not common to 
see a separate section addressing the approach 
adopted by the companies’ management of 
community issues. The only exception is BHP 
Billiton. Instead of a brief description of general 
approaches, BHP Billiton provides relatively 
substantial information on their approaches 
towards every community issue in a separate 
section. BHP Billiton addresses their approaches/
policies towards certain community issues, such 
as community development, social economic 
impacts, indigenous peoples’ culture, heritage 
and traditional rights, global community network, 
community investment strategies, community 
foundations, involving employees, etc. They also 
indicate how they have incorporated this into 
their management standards. The reporting of 
performance in relation to these issues is laid out 
in a later section of the BHP Billiton report, with 
support of individual case studies at the end.

Use of GRI DMA (Disclosure of Management 
Approach)

Referring back to Figure 3.2, less than half of 
the reports surveyed have organization-wide 
goals regarding performance in relation to the 
community. Based on the information in the 
reports, only a very few companies, such as 
Votorantim Celulose e Papel and De Beers, would 
be able to clearly define corporate goals regarding  

 
 

community performance. Their goals can be 
easily identified in the report and the progress in 
achieving the said objectives/goals is measured. 

For the other reporters, a general observation is 
that the goals are usually very vague and cannot be 
measured easily, e.g. “We aim to be good neighbours 
in the communities where we operate. This means 
more than running our operations cleanly and safely. 
It also means working with local people to address 
their concerns and help them benefit from our 
activities.” and “By relating our CSR activities to the 
communities where we do business, we aim to make 
them better places to live and work in. Our aim is to 
foster good relationships with those communities and 
manage responsibly the impact our operations have 
on the environment.”

Similarly, less than half of the companies report on 
the availability of an organizational-wide policy 
defining overall commitment to community. 
Around 40 percent of the companies that state their 
policies communicate their principles in relation to 
community commitment, such as the one from De 
Beers: “The Community Policy underscores our respect 
for the rights and interests of the people among whom 
we live and work. It articulates our commitment to 
communicate and consult with communities affected 
by our operations, our determination to respect 
their interests and our desire to work with them to 
ensure they derive meaningful benefits from our 
operations. The policy meets or exceeds all relevant 
industry protocols and is rooted in international law 

including the Universal 
Declaration of Human 
Rights.”

As for the remaining 
60 percent, community 
policy provides the 
focus and guides 
the direction of 
community actions on 

which the company is committed to, such as in the 
example from Otto GmbH & Co KG:  

6. Approaches to  
community reporting

Extracted from De Beers Report to Stakeholders 05/06
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“One special focus of our corporate responsibility 
efforts is on the next generation: OTTO is committed to 
numerous projects in aid of children and teens all over 
the world. It’s our way of helping to build a sustainable 
future” and “The main focuses of this commitment are 
on supporting music, and sport, nature conservation 
and providing general assistance to those in need. 
In the future, we intend to give our commitment a 
more pronounced strategic orientation, improve 
internal net-working in this respect and integrate this 
approach in our management structures.” Essentially, 
the policy states how the company should 
contribute to society.

In relation to the DMA, there are not many 
reports that indicate whether training and raising 
awareness on community issues takes place (only 
12 percent). Similarly, only 16 percent of the reports 
define the most senior position with operational 
responsibility for community related issues, while 
17 percent of the reports indicate whether or not 
there are procedures in place for monitoring and 
follow-up of community issues. (See Figure 3.2).

Use of Case Studies
Case studies are very often used for presenting the 
actions by companies in the community. However, 
case studies are defined differently by different 
companies and by their nature make it difficult 
to draw comparisons 
across companies in 
relation to impact. 
While some global 
guidelines exist in terms 
of the approaches to 
writing up sustainability 
related case studies, 
in reading the reports 
there does not appear 
to be a common 
practice in terms of 
what is included. They 
vary in length and 
details of the content. 
Some case studies can 
be up to 2 pages long 
while some can be very 
brief and short as the 
one quoted below:

Mining companies tend to use case studies more 
often than other sectors. BHP Billiton, as a mining 
company, has the highest number of case studies 
among all the reporters. Case studies are the 
main content for their community reporting and 
highlight their actions in every community where 
they operate. Every case study is reported in detail, 
with the following sections in general:
•	 The general background of the issues, initiatives, 

programs or projects
•	 “The Challenge” – the objectives and the 

difficulties in achieving them
•	 “How we did it” or “How we are doing it” – what 

the company has done in addressing the issue 
or carrying out the project/program

•	 “Going Forward” – what is expected to come  
out

Since the content is so comprehensive, each case 
study can fill up to 2 pages. This contributes to an 
unusually long sustainability report (522 pages).

In general, case studies are reported together with 
performance on community issues in the same 
section. However, some companies choose to 
highlight the case studies in a separate section or 
even in another publication. For example, in the 
Smithfield Corporate Social Responsibility Report, 
community actions are reported in the section “CSR 

in-depth reporting”, which lists briefly all 
the community programs. The report has 
another section, which is called “CSR-
Close up”, listing all the case studies. 

Special approaches in 
community reporting

A. Community reporting 
according to sites of operation/
subsidiaries
Among reports without a dedicated 
section for community topics, three 
companies structure their sustainability 
reports according to either their sites 
of operations or subsidiaries, instead 
of according to different sustainability 
dimensions. As a result, community 
topics are spread across the whole 
report. Despite that, community topics 

Extracted from Sonae Sierra Corporate 
Responsibility Report 06



    

  
     

© 2008 GRI

24

are usually grouped together within the section for 
a particular subsidiary/site of operation.

One of the examples is Agbar Group, which has 
structured its reports according to its 3 main 
business areas: water and wastewater; health; and 
inspection and certification. Sections for individual 
business areas report on the relevant community 
topics under the headings “Society: environment” 
and “Society: local community”.

Extracted from Agbar Group 2006 Sustainability 
Report

B. The use of testimonials
Companies sometimes use testimonials to 
communicate to the readers the positive 
achievements of their community programs. 
Testimonials are given by a person who has worked 
with the company on community issues or a person 
who has benefited from the company’s actions. 
Some testimonials include the details of the 
company’s actions, while others only tell a person’s 
positive feeling towards the company. The former, 
to a certain extent, can communicate to the readers 
the impact of a company’s community action. The 
latter does no more than promote the good image 
of the company. The following is one such example:

Extracted from China Mobile Limited Corporate Social 
Responsibility Report 

C. The use of dialogues and interviews
A small number of reports use dialogues and 
interviews in presenting certain community 
issues. Questions are usually raised by external 
stakeholders while answers are given by the 
management. It is uncertain from the report 
whether these interactions (e.g. interviews, Q&A) 
have actually taken place or whether this is just a 
way of presenting facts in a more interesting way. 
An example is from Royal Dutch Shell addressing 
environmental and social concerns in Nigeria. 
Royal Dutch Shell report their approaches towards 
these issues through a dialogue in an interview 
conducted between a manager from the company 
and a Director of an NGO. This interview is not 
put under the section dedicated for community 
reporting. Instead, it belongs to a special section 
called “Working in challenging locations”.

Another example of using dialogue in reporting 
can be found in the report of CLP Holdings. On 
almost every issue (not limited to community 
issues), a question is raised by key stakeholders and 
replied by the management. The answer from the 
management may contain information about the 
approaches towards a certain issue adopted by the 
company and also its performance.

D. Other indicators
Apart from using GRI indicators, some companies 
develop their own indicators or use indicators 
developed by other institutions.

1. 	 Ethos Indicators - Ethos indicators have scores for 
performance on seven aspects, one of which is 
community. The Ethos Indicators are developed 
by Ethos Institute for Business and Social 
Responsibility. Sonae Sierra used this indicator to 
indicate their level of corporate citizenship.

2. 	 Hours Utilization Rate (HUR) and Benefit 
Utilization Rate (BUR) – are indicators 
developed by Timberland Inc to evaluate 
employee participation in volunteer work. They 
are defined as below:

HUR = 	Percent of total hours offered to 
employees that are utilized.

BUR = 	Percent of employees that use at least 
one hour of service.

Timberland compares its own figures with those 
from the Points of Light Foundation’s 36 Best 
Employee Volunteer Programs.
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This study aimed to identify current practices 
in reporting on community indicators and to 
understand: how companies approach reporting on 
community performance; what type of information 
is made available; what patterns exist and how this 
relates to the GRI G3 Guidelines. For this purpose 72 
sustainability and CSR related reports from different 
industries across the world were reviewed. Based 
on this review it would appear that the majority 
of the companies do not apply the same sort of 
measurement rigor to the management of work 
related to their relationships with community as 
they would to other aspects of their business. While 
there are exceptions to the rule, community impacts 
appear to be something not many companies are 
able to clearly define or report on.

It is clear that companies approach their community 
reporting in different ways. The GRI provides a 
framework for company sustainability reporting. 
The SO1 indicator requires companies to report on 
the “Nature, scope and effectiveness of any programs 
and practices that assess and manage the impacts 
of operations on communities, including entering, 
operating, and exiting” and provides more details in 
terms of how to compile this. Only a limited number 
of the company reports examined report content 
that actually reflects the SO1 indicator and its 
protocol in terms of: whether there are procedures 
in place for assessing the impacts of operations 
at different stages; whether programs or policies 
define how data is collected and how community 
members are selected; the number and percentage 
of operations to which the programs apply; the 
effectiveness of programs and how feedback and 
analysis have informed future action. There appears 
to be a lack of understanding by companies 
regarding SO1 and what is expected when 
companies choose to use this indicator. This would 
lead to the question whether it is that companies 
do not see the relevance of reporting in relation to 
the SO1 indicator and its protocol or whether it is a 
matter of organizational capacity within companies 
to understand and report on these issues. 

Information contained within the reports focused 
much more on what companies were doing 
(performance) rather than what changes, damages 

or benefits impacted communities. There was 
a mixture of both qualitative and quantitative 
indicators but where quantitative indicators were 
used they were usually measuring performance 
rather than measuring impact. The only reference 
to companies’ potential negative impact was in 
relation to environmental issues. Within the topics 
most frequently found in community related 
sections of reports, there is only a limited attempt 
to look at impact with the majority of information 
addressing the companies own performance and 
inputs. 50 percent of companies reporting on 
the top five topics do not indicate approaches, 
policies, aims or reasons behind activities. Is it that 
companies do not see reporting on changes at 
the community level as an important part of their 
sustainability report or is it a matter of building 
the capacity in order to do this effectively? Is the 
relationship between business and the community 
simply just about the ‘feel good factor’? This 
research appears to suggest this.

While it could be argued that the difficulty of 
defining community impact could relate to the 
fact that community impact cuts across all of a 
company’s operations, this research also found 
that 69 percent of companies chose to group 
community related topics under a separate and 
distinct section in the report. However, these 
sections tended to focus on philanthropy, charitable 
giving and employee volunteering initiatives which, 
it could be argued, are outside the core business 
of the company. Where information on community 
environmental issues or community economic 
impact was found, it tended to be in other areas of 
the report and in relation to other GRI indicators, 
making it difficult to paint a real picture of a 
company’s impact. 

This research found differences both among 
geographical regions and among sectors. It was 
beyond the scope of this research to look in-depth 
at what the drivers of these differences might be. 
It leads to the question as to whether this is not 
just linked to different community priorities across 
different regions but also to different legal and 
reporting requirements geographically and across 
sectors.

7. Conclusions
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What is clear is that measuring a company’s impact 
on communities is not an easy task. Companies 
tend to report on what might be ‘easier’ to report on 
but not necessarily what matters. While readers of a 
report have different vested interests and therefore 
are looking for different things within reports, there 
is a growing consensus around the need for defined 
achievements, measurable targets, robust data as 
well as transparency, truth and honesty3.  
 

3	  CSR Asia Weekly, Vol. 3, Week 48 (www.csr-asia.com).

Companies find it very difficult to measure their 
impacts. It is relatively easy to report on inputs and 
performance but much more difficult to assess 
the difference that community investments make. 
Companies would benefit from a more systematic 
approach to assessing the impacts of their 
community investments through tools aimed at 
measuring the differences that occur (positive and 
negative) over time.
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Appendix A: Overview of companies which reports were analyzed

G3 Reporters Sector

BMW AG Automotive

DaimlerChrysler Automotive

Ford Motor Automotive

Kia Motors Corporation Automotive

Volkswagen Automotive

Kongsberg Gruppen Aviation

Hanwha Chemical Corporation Chemicals

Johnson Matthey Chemicals

Jubilant Organosys Ltd Chemicals

LG Chemical Chemicals

Sunoco Inc Chemicals

Indra Sistemas SA Computers

General Electric Conglomerates

Cemex SA DE CV Construction

Abertis Infraestructuras Construction 

CRH plc Construction 

Petrobras SA Energy

BP Energy

Cepsa SA Energy

Norsk Hydro ASA Energy

Reliance Industries Limited Energy

Repsol YPF Energy

Royal Dutch Shell Energy

Dong Energy Energy Utilities

OMV AG Energy Utilities

Nikko Cordial Corporation Financial Services

Smithfield Food & Beverage Products

Catalyst Paper Corporation Forest and Paper Products

Norske Skogindustrier ASA Forest and Paper Products

Votorantim Celulose e Papel Forest and Paper Products

Suzano Papel E Celulose SA Forest and Paper Products

Bristol Myers Squibb Health Care Products

Pfizer Health Care Products

Straumann Holding Health Care Services

The SAS Group Logistics

Corus Group UK plc Metals Products

Mittal Steel South Africa Ltd Metals Products

OJSC MMC Norilsk Nickel Metals Products

POSCO Metals Products

BHP Billiton Mining

De Beers SA Mining

Fairmount Minerals Ltd Mining

Illawara Coal Mining

Implats Mining
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G3 Reporters Sector

Oxiana Limited Mining

Rio Tinto Plc Mining

Teck Cominco Ltd Mining

Xstrata plc Mining

CLP Holdings Limited Railroad

Korea National Housing Corporation Real Estate

ProLogis Real Estate

Carrefour Retailers

Marks & Spencer Retailers

Office Depot Retailers

Otto GmbH & Co KG Retailers

The Timberland Company Textiles & Apparel

Sonae Sierra Tourism/Leisure

Agbar Group Water Utilities

Non-GRI and Undeclared G3 Reporters Sector

Peugeot Automotive

Barloworld Ltd Conglomerates

Samsung Electronics Consumer Durables

China National Petroleum Corporation Energy

Unipetrol Group Energy

Suez Energy Utilities

Eesti Energia AS Energy Utilities

Lloyd TSB Group plc Financial Services

Vedanta Mining

Architectural Services Department Public Agency

China Mobile Ltd Telecommunications

France Telecom SA Telecommunications

Nokia Telecommunications

Nike Inc Textiles & Apparel
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Appendix B: Performance and Impact Indicators and  
their relation to GRI

The following indicators are listed in descending order of their frequency of occurrence:

Performance indicators
Relation to 

GRI
Impact indicators

Relation to 
GRI

Education & Training

Number of people benefited or reached by the -	
educational activities
Sum of money invested or raised for the education -	
initiative
Number of educational activities (e.g. seminars, classes, -	
conferences, etc.) held
Number of scholarships granted -	
Number of items (e.g. backpacks, computers, books -	
etc.) donated
Number of educational facilities (e.g. schools) built-	
Number of branches or employees who participated in -	
educational activities
Percentage of the population (e.g. students, teachers) -	
benefited
Number of jobs provided for students -	

EC1

Improvement of -	
mathematics performance 
of learners
Percentage rise of general -	
school graduates get 
apprenticeship
Percentage decrease of -	
number of accidents
Percentage of youth -	
members continue to 
involve in volunteer 
projects

Philanthropy and Charitable Giving

Sum of money donated, raised, contributed to -	
community initiatives
Percentage or number of people/organisation -	
benefited by the services supported by donation from 
the company
Number of scholarships/weight of material/number of -	
services donated (value of the donated scholarships, 
material, services not indicated)
Value (i.e. in terms of money) of material donated-	
Percentage of pre-tax profits donated-	

EC1

EC1

EC1

Number of homes re-built / -	
number of families formed
The income by the -	
community member 
received from the sales of 
products
Percentage drop in infant -	
mortality
Percentage rise in -	
community members 
receiving access to 
education
Number of children that are -	
free from malnutrition
Percentage of villages re--	
built

Direct economic impact

-	 Amount of money invested/distributed to local 
communities or suppliers

- 	 Number of jobs created/offered to affected employees
-	 Amount of tax paid to government/percentage of 

tax received by the government which is paid by the 
company

-	 Payroll to employees
- 	 Capital cost spent, revenue generated, retained 

earnings
- 	 Percentage of purchases from local suppliers/

percentage of workforce from local people
- 	 Contributions (sum of money) collected from visitors
- 	 Number of local businesses supported

EC1

EC1

EC1
EC1

EC6

Number of employees -	
affected by the company 
re-structuring
GDP growth in the -	
operation area
Number of local villagers -	
enrolled to school

EC1
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Performance indicators
Relation to 

GRI
Impact indicators

Relation to 
GRI

Community Services and Employee Volunteering

Number of people/organizations benefited or served, -	
or number of volunteering projects implemented
Number of volunteers from the company-	
Number of volunteering hours offered by employees-	
Number of employees sent for community service, -	
amount of equipment/resources provided for the 
community service
Number/amount of items distributed or built by the -	
community service
Amount of fund raised or donated-	
Community service participation rate by employees/-	
company operations
Number of service councils/committees formed-	
Proportion of volunteering day entitlements taken up -	
by employees 

EC1

None

Total Community Expenditure

Sum of money spent on community investment-	
Percentage of profit/revenue/income spent on -	
community investment
Percentage increase of money spent on social -	
investment, when compared to last year
Number of people benefited in community investment -	
activities
Number of social investment projects developed and -	
completed

EC1

EC1

EC1

None

Community Engagement and Dialogue

Number of visitors, audience or participants reached in -	
the engagement
Percentage/number of operation sites that have -	
community engagement activities 
Frequency of engagement meeting-	
Number of people interviewed/surveyed-	
Number of engagement workshops or exhibitions -	
conducted
Amount of project profit shared with community -	
partner
Number of people who received financial assistance -	

Number of complaints -	
received

Community Environmental Campaign/Problem Solving

Size of habitats protected/maintained-	
Number of students who participated in seminars-	
Number of sales outlets and maintenance centers -	
participated in recycling campaign
Number of handsets and components recycled-	
Number of environmental centers operated-	
Sum of money invested in environmental initiative-	
Number of trees planted-	

EN13 – 	 Size of land under 
cultivation

Partnership with Local Organisations

Sum of money donated to partners or spent on -	
partnerships
Number of partnering organization-	
Number of people benefited-	
Number of projects worked in partnership-	
Value of goods donated-	

EC1

EC1

None
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Performance indicators
Relation to 

GRI
Impact indicators

Relation to 
GRI

Community Environmental Impact due to Operation

Amount/percentage of consumed energy, consumed -	
resources, vehicle trips reduced or saved 
Number/area/percentage of work sites restored-	
Sum of money spent on environmental protection-	
Percentage of resources/waste recycled -	
Resources utilization efficiency-	
Amount of emissions reduced-	
Number of trees planted-	
Number of families/people benefited-	
Number of jobs created-	
Amount of revenue for municipality generated-	

EN5

EN13

EN30

EN2

Volume of spilt oil-	
Number of species and -	
visitors attracted

EN23

Culture and Leisure

Number of people/groups benefited or participated in -	
activities
Sum of money spent on culture and leisure initiatives-	
Number of exhibitions/performances/activities staged-	

EC1

None

Community Health and Diseases

Number of people/organizations/communities -	
benefited by the provided services
Sum of money donated/spent for the initiative-	
Number of items/facilities donated, constructed or in -	
operation
Number of people/families educated / trained in -	
medical aspects
Number of medical treatments provided-	
Value of medical associated items donated-	
Number of employees who participated in the health -	
initiative

EC8

EC1

EC1

Rate of decrease in malaria -	
incidence
Number of deaths reduced-	

Helping Local Business/Producers

Value or percentage of expenditure/purchases offered -	
for trading with local business/producers
Number of people/families/enterprises benefited-	
Sum of money spent to help local business/producers-	
Percentage of contracts granted to local businesses-	
Size of land sold/allocated to help local business-	

EC6

EC6

EC6

Number of local small and -	
medium-sized enterprises 
established
Number of productive units -	
built and the percentage of 
productivity increase

Sponsorship & Cause related marketing

Number of people/organizations benefited-	
Sum of money donated for sponsorships-	
Number of events supported-	 EC1

None

Infrastructure for Local Community

Number of people/families/organization/communities -	
benefited
Number/area/length of facilities built-	
Sum of money invested or value of construction -	
material donated
Number of infrastructure projects involved-	
Percentage of sewage effluent recycled-	
Volume of potable water produced-	

EC1

None

Poverty Alleviation

Sum of money invested/donated-	
Number of people/families benefited-	
Number/value of items donated-	

EC1 Size of land brought under -	
cultivation 
Percentage increase in -	
average annual personal 
income



    

  
     

© 2008 GRI

32

Performance indicators
Relation to 

GRI
Impact indicators

Relation to 
GRI

Re-settlement

Performance indicators:
Sum of money spent on the initiative (EC1)-	
Percentage of re-settled residents helped-	

None

Social inclusion and aid to disadvantaged community group

Number of people benefited-	
Number of locations that have initiative-related -	
activities conducted
Percentage of minorities included in workforce or -	
education program
Sum of money donated for the initiative-	
Value of subcontracted products and services provided -	
by special employment centers
Number of self-help groups formed-	

EC1

Percentage of program -	
participants reported 
positive impacts on their 
lives

Others

Sum of money invested in the initiative-	
Number of people benefited -	
Amount of resources invested in the initiatives-	

EC1 None
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Appendix C: Classification for Topics

Topics Relevant content

Education and Training Initiatives aiming at providing support (in kind, cash, human resources) to 
education system and/or transferring knowledge to the community

Community Health and Diseases Initiatives aiming at improving hygiene of the community and/or dealing with a 
certain disease that has impacts on the community

Infrastructure for Local Community The construction or provision of infrastructure for the benefits of the community, 
such as housing, roads, recreational facilities, etc.

Helping Local Business/Producers Initiatives to enhance the competitiveness and/or give preferences to local 
business/producers

Partnership with Local Organizations Reporting that focuses on the partnership with and/or participation in certain 
organizations in the community

Community Services and Employee 
Volunteering

Reporting that focuses on the involvement of both the company and employees 
in community actions

Community Engagement and Dialogue Processes of communicating with stakeholders in the community

Direct Economic Impact Reporting on the direct economic benefits brought to the community due to the 
company’s operation, such as number of jobs created, payroll to employee, taxes 
to government, etc.

Re-settlement Reporting on the process of re-settlement of the community due to the 
company’s operation, such as. mining

Poverty Alleviation Initiatives aiming at improving the living conditions and well-being of under-
developed community

Philanthropy and Charitable Giving Reporting focusing on in-kind and cash donation to charitable organizations

Cause Related Marketing In-kind or cash sponsorship on community initiatives resulting in the display of 
company name and logo in the initiatives

Community Environmental Impact due to 
Operation

Environmental impacts arising from the company’s operations on a specific 
community

Community Environmental Campaign/
Problem Solving

Voluntary environmental initiatives by the company for the benefit of the 
community and these initiatives are not related to the company’s operation

Culture and Leisure Initiatives aiming at promoting culture (such as music, opera), sports and other 
leisure activities in the community

Total Community Expenditure Reporting that focuses on the overall expenditure of company’s spending on 
various community initiatives

Social Inclusion and Aid to Disadvantaged or 
Minority Group

Initiatives aiming at supporting socially disadvantaged groups (such as 
handicapped, racially and sexually discriminated) to become included in the 
society

Others Not covered by the categories above
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