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QUESTIONS 

1.- Academia/research  

AECA is a non-profit association with research among its objectives. 

2.- Researcher/analyst of sustainability reports. Academic. 

3.- Do you agree on the criteria in the draft model? Why (not)? 

On our comments regarding the “Discussion paper: Application of the GRI Guidelines” 

we preferred model two, given that model one (the present draft) has not a clear 

differentiation between the levels.  

In the current draft there are substantial improvements. However, we believe that they 

are still insufficient to distinguish between the different levels. We suggest the 

following: 

- High level: require external verification with a lower level of assurance. 

- Full level: require external verification with a total level of assurance. 

- The Extra-Criteria “Specify external/internal principles or policies used in 

stakeholder engagement” should be compulsory for High and Full levels. 

- The comparability of the criteria in the organization and its evolution should be 

’Required Criteria’ from Medium level to Full level. 

4.- What criteria are missing should be changed or removed? Why? 

See answer 3. 

 

5.- Do you think this model responds to the objectives as described in this paper? 

For what reasons? 

The main objective is to introduce greater differentiation among the different degrees to 

which the Guidelines can be applied. The model allows to recognize the differentiation 

but does not to introduce objective criteria. We may ask the following questions: 



- Why a minimum of 4 indicators in the dimension?: in the economic view they 

are united, in some cases it is not possible to apply more than one or two 

environmental indicators... 

- The need for comparability among the data in earlier periods is a basic element. 

An organization might position itself at the highest level in their first year as a 

GRI reporter. 

The model does not give a long term view of the GRI reporters, and does not show a 

conclusive growth in the information given. These aspects were shown earlier: 

comparability of the data, external verification of the information, number of indicators 

at the Medium level. 

6.- As a report preparer, how would you use the levelled reporting model?  

7.- As a report user, how would you perceive and use reports of the various levels?  

Report developer: it will be used to show the evolution of sustainability information and 

reporting. Nevertheless, a criteria to consider “in accordance” should be establish given 

that a loss of status as an indicator of reporting quality could be contradictory. 

Report user: to know the relation of the organization to sustainability through 

sustainability reporting and, in the Full level, to trust the credibility of the given 

information. In any case, the present model lacks strong criteria to distinguish 

organizations according to their stakeholder stakeholder engagement. 

8.- Do you have further comments you would like to share with us?  

When declaring the reporting level process a control mechanism should be introduced to 

allow ‘self-declared High’ organizations. This seems logical given that external 

verification is not compulsory. In these cases any organization that was not externally 

verified or under a GRI overview should be classified as High or Full. In the case of 

small organizations, the GRI should offer a service to give its point of view.  


