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We	
  the	
  undersigned	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Sustainability	
  Context	
  Group,	
  an	
  international	
  
community	
  of	
  corporate	
  sustainability	
  professionals,	
  managers,	
  academics,	
  analysts	
  and	
  
advisors,	
  are	
  pleased	
  to	
  submit	
  the	
  following	
  comments	
  to	
  GISR	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  its	
  February	
  
25,	
  2013	
  Exposure	
  Draft:	
  
	
  

1. We	
  fully	
  support,	
  in	
  the	
  strongest	
  possible	
  terms,	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  the	
  Context	
  
principle	
  (Principle	
  12)	
  as	
  written	
  in	
  the	
  draft	
  standard	
  issued	
  for	
  public	
  comment	
  
by	
  GISR	
  on	
  February	
  25,	
  2013	
  (with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  two	
  important	
  changes	
  as	
  
proposed	
  below	
  in	
  item	
  #2).	
  	
  Measuring,	
  rating,	
  ranking,	
  and	
  reporting	
  the	
  
sustainability	
  performance	
  of	
  organizations	
  simply	
  cannot	
  be	
  done	
  without	
  reference	
  
to	
  the	
  kinds	
  of	
  norms,	
  standards,	
  or	
  thresholds	
  referred	
  to	
  in	
  the	
  GISR	
  draft.	
  	
  Thus,	
  
the	
  retention	
  of	
  the	
  Context	
  principle	
  in	
  the	
  final	
  version	
  of	
  the	
  standard	
  is	
  vital	
  to	
  
its	
  success.	
  

2. Principle	
  12	
  should	
  be	
  revised	
  so	
  as	
  to	
  eliminate	
  the	
  terms	
  “widely	
  accepted”	
  and	
  
“consensus”	
  as	
  preconditions	
  for	
  application	
  of	
  the	
  principle.	
  	
  These	
  terms	
  appear	
  in	
  
the	
  opening	
  definition	
  of	
  Context	
  on	
  page	
  15,	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  last	
  paragraph	
  of	
  the	
  
principle	
  on	
  page	
  16,	
  respectively.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  the	
  retention	
  of	
  these	
  terms	
  will	
  make	
  
it	
  less	
  likely,	
  not	
  more	
  likely,	
  that	
  raters	
  will	
  choose	
  to	
  include	
  context	
  in	
  their	
  ratings,	
  
since	
  there	
  will	
  always	
  be	
  disagreement	
  to	
  one	
  degree	
  or	
  another	
  on	
  what	
  the	
  norms,	
  
standards	
  or	
  thresholds	
  should	
  be	
  for	
  assessing	
  sustainability	
  performance.	
  	
  Thus,	
  
instead	
  of	
  providing	
  raters	
  with	
  a	
  requirement	
  that	
  context	
  be	
  included,	
  the	
  draft	
  
standard,	
  as	
  written,	
  will	
  provide	
  them	
  with	
  a	
  permanent	
  excuse	
  for	
  choosing	
  not	
  to	
  
do	
  so.	
  This	
  potentially	
  obstructionist	
  language	
  should	
  therefore	
  be	
  removed,	
  and	
  be	
  
replaced	
  with	
  language	
  that	
  fully	
  enables	
  and	
  mandates	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  
sustainability	
  context.	
  	
  Our	
  two	
  more	
  specific	
  suggestions	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  

a. The	
  term	
  “widely	
  accepted”	
  in	
  the	
  opening	
  definition	
  of	
  the	
  Context	
  principle	
  
on	
  page	
  15	
  should	
  be	
  replaced	
  with	
  the	
  word	
  “specific”,	
  so	
  that	
  the	
  revised	
  
definition	
  reads	
  as	
  follows:	
  Context:	
  A	
  ratings	
  framework	
  should	
  assess	
  
performance	
  within	
  the	
  wider	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  company’s	
  sustainability	
  impacts	
  
at	
  various	
  geographical	
  scales,	
  referencing	
  specific	
  thresholds,	
  limits,	
  targets	
  
or	
  norms	
  applicable	
  to	
  such	
  impacts.	
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b. The	
  sentence	
  on	
  page	
  16	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  word	
  “consensus”	
  appears	
  should	
  be	
  
rewritten	
  as	
  follows:	
  With	
  sufficient	
  experimentation	
  and	
  –	
  delete:	
  “the	
  
emergence	
  of	
  consensus	
  on”,	
  and	
  replace	
  with:	
  “growing	
  confidence	
  in	
  the	
  
identification	
  of”	
  –	
  thresholds	
  and	
  norms,	
  sustainability	
  context	
  over	
  time	
  
should	
  take	
  its	
  place	
  alongside	
  time	
  series	
  and	
  peer	
  group	
  benchmarks	
  as	
  
integral	
  to	
  future	
  ratings.	
  

3. We	
  also	
  feel	
  that	
  contextually	
  relevant	
  thresholds	
  and/or	
  norms	
  for	
  
determining	
  the	
  sustainability	
  performance	
  of	
  organizations	
  need	
  not	
  be	
  
limited	
  to	
  externally	
  defined	
  ones	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  have	
  merit.	
  	
  In	
  many	
  cases,	
  it	
  will	
  
be	
  internally	
  developed	
  thresholds	
  or	
  norms	
  that	
  must	
  be	
  used,	
  if	
  only	
  because	
  
externally	
  developed	
  standards	
  have	
  not	
  yet	
  been	
  developed.	
  	
  Indeed,	
  this	
  is	
  
quite	
  often	
  the	
  case	
  today.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  comes	
  up	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  full	
  paragraph	
  of	
  the	
  
Context	
  section	
  on	
  p.	
  15,	
  which	
  we	
  suggest	
  be	
  revised	
  as	
  follows:	
  

	
  
“Performance	
  assessment	
  may	
  be	
  expressed	
  from	
  several	
  
different	
  perspectives	
  including:	
  (1)	
  performance	
  across	
  time	
  
periods,	
  or	
  time	
  series;	
  (2)	
  performance	
  relative	
  to	
  a	
  peer	
  group,	
  
e.g.,	
  recognizing	
  ‘best	
  in	
  class’	
  or	
  ‘top	
  10	
  percent’;	
  and	
  (3)	
  
performance	
  relative	
  to	
  –	
  change:	
  “externally”	
  to:	
  “internally	
  
and/or	
  externally”	
  –	
  defined	
  targets	
  based	
  on	
  physical	
  limits	
  or	
  
thresholds	
  or	
  social	
  norms,	
  commonly	
  referred	
  to	
  as	
  ‘sustainability	
  
context.’	
  ”	
  

	
  
*	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  *	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  *	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  *	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  *	
  

Sincerely,	
  	
  
	
  

Signatories	
  to	
  April	
  2,	
  2013	
  Public	
  Comment	
  by	
  SCG	
  to	
  GISR	
  
During	
  Public	
  Comment	
  Period	
  re:	
  GISR	
  Exposure	
  Draft	
  

	
  
[Note:	
  All	
  signatories	
  are	
  signing	
  in	
  their	
  personal	
  capacity;	
  organizational	
  affiliations	
  are	
  
included	
  for	
  identification	
  purposes	
  only.]	
  
	
  

1. Michele	
  Andreaus,	
  University	
  of	
  Trento	
  
2. Tom	
  Barefoot,	
  Gross	
  National	
  Happiness	
  USA	
  
3. Andy	
  Barker,	
  Ben	
  &	
  Jerry's	
  
4. Bill	
  Baue,	
  Corporate	
  Sustainability	
  Architect	
  
5. Eric	
  Becker,	
  Clean	
  Yield	
  Asset	
  Management	
  
6. Mike	
  Bellamente,	
  Director,	
  Climate	
  Counts	
  
7. Libby	
  Bernick,	
  Trucost	
  
8. Stephanie	
  Bertels,	
  Simon	
  Fraser	
  University	
  
9. Heather	
  Burns,	
  Burns	
  &	
  Hammond	
  
10. John	
  Byrd,	
  University	
  of	
  Colorado	
  Denver	
  
11. Kyle	
  Cahill,	
  Blue	
  Cross	
  Blue	
  Shield	
  Massachusetts	
  
12. Charles	
  Cho,	
  ESSEC	
  Business	
  School	
  
13. Yara	
  Cintra,	
  Fundacao	
  Getulio	
  Vargas	
  
14. Bob	
  Costanza,	
  Australian	
  National	
  University	
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15. Jed	
  Davis,	
  Cabot	
  Creamery	
  Cooperative	
  
16. John	
  Elkington,	
  Volans	
  
17. Gil	
  Friend,	
  Natural	
  Logic	
  
18. Rob	
  Gray,	
  CSEAR	
  at	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  St.	
  Andrews	
  
19. Sue	
  Gray,	
  CSEAR	
  at	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  St.	
  Andrews	
  
20. Alexandra	
  Groezinger,	
  Cabot	
  Creamery	
  Cooperative	
  
21. Marc	
  Gunther,	
  Author/Journalist	
  
22. Henk	
  Hadders,	
  University	
  of	
  Groningen	
  
23. Barbara	
  Heinzen,	
  www.barbaraheinzen.com	
  
24. Bart	
  Houlahan,	
  B	
  Lab	
  
25. Patrick	
  Hoy,	
  Biogen	
  Idec	
  
26. Cary	
  Krosinsky,	
  Network	
  for	
  Sustainable	
  Financial	
  Markets	
  
27. Laurie	
  Lane-­‐Zucker,	
  Hotfrog	
  
28. Chris	
  Laszlo,	
  Case	
  Western	
  Reserve	
  University	
  
29. Rick	
  Love,	
  United	
  Technologies	
  Corporation	
  
30. Eric	
  Lowitt,	
  www.ericlowitt.com	
  
31. Poonam	
  Madan,	
  Group	
  Head	
  –	
  Sustainability	
  &	
  Inclusion,	
  Financial	
  Technologies	
  

India	
  
32. Jacob	
  Mayne,	
  New	
  Angles	
  
33. Mark	
  McElroy,	
  Center	
  for	
  Sustainable	
  Organizations	
  
34. Markus	
  Milne,	
  University	
  of	
  Canterbury	
  
35. Marcy	
  Murninghan,	
  The	
  Murninghan	
  Post	
  
36. Dan	
  Olson,	
  Ecova	
  
37. Den	
  Patten,	
  Illinois	
  State	
  University	
  
38. Karl	
  Pfalzgraf,	
  VP	
  Sustainability	
  Assurance,	
  BPA	
  Worldwide	
  
39. Tames	
  Rietdijk,	
  Bright	
  Exchange	
  
40. Maryam	
  Sadeghi,	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield	
  
41. Richard	
  Mattison,	
  Trucost	
  
42. Mohamed	
  Saeudy,	
  Keele	
  University	
  
43. Roger	
  Saillant,	
  Case	
  Western	
  University	
  
44. James	
  Salo,	
  Trucost	
  
45. Maria	
  Sillanpaa,	
  Sustainability	
  Advisory	
  Group	
  
46. Chris	
  Soderquist,	
  Pontifex	
  Consulting	
  
47. Gus	
  Speth,	
  Vermont	
  Law	
  School	
  
48. Lorna	
  Stevenson,	
  University	
  of	
  St.	
  Andrews	
  
49. Martin	
  Thomas,	
  call4change	
  
50. Ralph	
  Thurm,	
  Deloitte	
  Director	
  Sustainability	
  &	
  Innovation	
  and	
  Founder	
  of	
  A	
  |	
  

HEAD	
  |	
  ahead	
  
51. Elizabeth	
  Umlas,	
  Independent	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Researcher	
  
52. Jo	
  van	
  Engelen,	
  TU	
  Delft	
  
53. Dimitar	
  Vlahov,	
  Sustainable	
  Life	
  Media	
  
54. David	
  Waldron,	
  Synapse	
  Strategies	
  
55. Andy	
  Whitman,	
  Manomet	
  Center	
  for	
  Conservation	
  Sciences	
  
56. Andrew	
  Winston,	
  www.andrewwinston.com	
  
57. Jennifer	
  Woofter,	
  Strategic	
  Sustainability	
  Consulting	
  


