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i. Introduction

The Children’s Rights and Business Principles (CRBP), a joint initiative of UNICEF, Save the Children and the 

United Nations (UN) Global Compact, were launched in March 2012. Public reporting will be one way in which  

stakeholders can and will hold companies accountable for implementing the Principles.1 In most cases  

companies will be expected to integrate children’s rights into existing sustainability reporting in a much more 

robust way than is done at present. 

This paper has three aims: 

•	 To provide an overview of corporate reporting on children’s rights. It points to key gaps in this reporting, 

underscoring areas UNICEF should consider prioritizing in its dialogue with companies.

•	 To lay the groundwork for UNICEF to create reporting guidance that will support the Children’s Rights and 

Business Principles and be aligned with the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).

•	 To serve as a discussion starter with GRI and other key stakeholders with whom UNICEF should work in 

creating reporting guidance, particularly as GRI rolls out its next generation of guidelines, the G4.

The paper does not aim to provide a compendium of good practice on children’s rights-related reporting; indeed, 

such practice is hard to find. Instead, it points to examples of disclosure on various aspects of corporate impact 

on children’s rights, noting, where relevant, how these could be improved. 

Methodology

This paper is based on a review of more than 100 corporate sustainability reports, a literature review and  

consultations with selected experts. The research was conducted in late 2011 and early 2012. 

1) Review of sustainability reports 

The universe of reporting samples was based on the following: 

•	 Starting with GRI A-level (experienced) reporters, the sample prioritized those that reported on children’s 

rights-related issues and/or who had reporting related to the Children’s Rights Principles. This group was 

chosen on the premise that, as more experienced reporters, they could be expected to have better  

disclosure practices. 

•	 After consultations with various experts, a number of other company reports were added to the sample.

•	 This was further supplemented with several additional reporting examples that, through the research, had 

emerged as worthy of review, due either to their exposure to specific child rights-related issues or their 

handling of these in their reporting.

•	 The study also reviewed the reports of companies that Norges Bank Investment Management (NBIM) 

awarded a score of 10 out of 10 in 2011 for compliance with its children’s rights criteria (see below for more 
on NBIM’s children’s rights initiative). These were added to the universe on the premise that they had been 

reviewed as part of a dedicated program to evaluate corporate performance in relation to children’s rights, 

and might provide examples of disclosure in an area in which reporting is vastly underdeveloped.

The review aimed for geographic and sectoral representation to the extent possible. The research focused on 

dedicated or stand-alone sustainability reports covering discrete periods (usually one or two years). Selected 

other forms of corporate communication were also reviewed as appropriate and where time permitted, including 

corporate websites, company responses to issues of concern raised by stakeholders,2 and company policies and 

guidelines related to children’s rights. In this sense, the research went somewhat beyond reporting per se and 

touched on other types of corporate communication, more broadly defined. Reporting guidance should emphasize 

1 The UN ‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ Framework and its accompanying Guiding Principles, endorsed by the UN Human Rights Council, call for companies  
 to perform human rights due diligence in order to “know and show” that they are respecting human rights. A key element of the due diligence process,  
 according to the framework, is tracking and reporting.
2 Many of these are appear on the website of the Business and Human Rights Resource Centre, which provides information from the press or watchdog  
 groups on controversies, but also solicits and publishes companies’ direct responses to these controversies (<www.business-humanrights.org>).
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the role of these other types of communication and disclosure in meeting stakeholder demand for information. 

Due to time and resource constraints, it was not possible to take a random sample of reports from all universes in 

order to produce a systematic analysis of what is strong and weak in children’s rights-related reporting, although 

the research did lead to preliminary impressions of gaps and trends in this area. Rather, the review of a smaller 

universe of reports sought to turn up examples of reporting that could help to either illustrate corporate activity 

in relation to the Children’s Rights and Business Principles or provide concrete examples of possible indicators to 

measure implementation of the Principles.

2) Literature review

The terms of reference for this study called for a literature review on research on child rights-related reporting and 

disclosure practices. As expected, this turned up only a few sources. To supplement this, the review therefore 

also covered parts of the literature on the impact of corporations on children’s rights. This involved an exploration 

of issues covered in the Business and Human Rights Resource Centre’s (BHRRC) children’s rights portal as well 

as the examination of a number of websites of NGOs, industry and multi-stakeholder initiatives in order to gather 

ideas of how issues are framed and what is expected of companies in relation to children’s rights, as well as to 

collect ideas for potential indicators. 

Issues of fundamental importance in evaluating a company’s performance on gender equality (e.g. parental leave 

policy, provision of or assistance with childcare, protection of pregnant women from hazardous work conditions, 

flexible time and other family-friendly or work/life balance programmes) provide important if indirect information in 

evaluating corporate impact on children. Further, gender-related reporting (which has received increasing attention 

from GRI, investors and academics, among others) faces some of the same challenges as children’s rights-related 

reporting, and the former can therefore provide useful signposts for the latter. For these reasons, the paper takes 

into account some of the literature on gender-related reporting. In fact, a number of the suggested indicators for 

the Children’s Rights Principles (see Sections iv–vii) are based on indicators that have been proposed for gender 

equality reporting. 

The literature review also involved a close reading of the GRI G3.1 sustainability reporting guidelines, which form 

the basis for Appendix I, mapping the Children’s Rights Principles to the G3.1. Finally, GRI sector supplements were 

reviewed to check for sector-specific indicators and new text that could be particularly relevant for children’s rights. 

3) Consultation with experts 

Consultations with approximately 20 experts supplemented the literature review and company reports. The  

experts were primarily from the Responsible Investor (RI) and non-governmental organization (NGO)  

communities, as well as a small number of company representatives. Given time constraints, it was not  

possible to explore each and every issue embedded in the Principles. The conversations with experts (and  

website reviews) covered only some of these issues. Areas such as emergencies, security arrangements and  

environment were much less well covered than child labour and childhood obesity, for example. The paper 

focuses in more depth on a few industries and issues and uses these to illustrate key points that UNICEF should 

consider in producing reporting guidance for the Principles. 

Key impressions

The review of company reports led to several general impressions, which are discussed further in Section viii. 

The key conclusion is that reporting and disclosure on children’s rights-related issues is, with a few exceptions, 
significantly underdeveloped. Specifically, the following trends and gaps in reporting in relation to children’s rights 

are evident: 

•	 An over-emphasis on philanthropy;

•	 Lack of discussion of systemic problems and impacts;

•	 Lack of reporting on policy involvement;

•	 Lack of balance in reporting (that is, a predominance of positive – and absence of negative – reporting); and

•	 When carried out at all, corporate reporting on children’s rights emphasizes policies and processes over 

performance.
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The remaining sections of the paper are structured as follows: 

•	 Section i takes a brief look at developments in relation to non-financial reporting that could be relevant to 

UNICEF’s guidance.

•	 Section iii briefly introduces children’s rights in relation to the GRI guidelines.

•	 Sections iv–vii align with the key categories of the Children’s Rights Principles (child rights integration, 

workplace, marketplace and community, respectively). Each section discusses trends and gaps in  

reporting in the respective area, provides company examples illustrating the Children’s Rights Principles, 

touches on relevant measures already existing in the GRI G3.1 guidelines, and ends with tables  

suggesting further measurements or key performance indicators (KPIs) for each area. Note that Tables 1–7 

provide only selected possible KPIs. Further, the company examples are presented not as models for  

reporting but in some cases simply as illustrations of disclosure on certain Principles, along with  

discussion, where appropriate, of where they fall short. 

•	 Section viii summarizes key general impressions emerging from the review of company reports.

•	 Section ix presents suggested next steps.
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ii. Background

Children’s lives and rights are heavily affected by corporations and, for many reasons they can be more vulnerable 

to the impacts of corporate activities than adults. There is a recognition that the risk of infringing on human rights 

increases in situations that involve or affect children.3 But with few exceptions, corporations generally do not 

disaggregate these risks and impacts or report on them in any depth. Further, companies rarely seem to consult 

children as stakeholders, or do not disclose this if they do.

At the same time, attention to corporate impact on children’s rights is on the rise, as demonstrated by several 

developments: 

•	 The interest shown in the development of the Children’s Rights and Business Principles;

•	 The launch in 2011 of the business and children’s rights portal by the BHRRC;4 

•	 The identification, by the Institute for Human Rights and Business, of children’s rights among the Top 10 

emerging business and human rights issues for 2012;5 

•	 The growing concern of social investors about corporate impact on children’s rights. This goes beyond their 

traditional focus on child labour, encompassing, in particular, concern about sexual exploitation and  

trafficking of children;6 and

•	 The explicit call by ISO 26000, the recently established global standard on social responsibility, for  

companies to respect children’s rights as enshrined in international instruments such as the Convention on 

the Rights of the Child.

An important trend to note is the emergence of legislation mandating reporting on so-called ‘ESG’, or  

environmental, social and governance issues – particularly in connection with human rights issues – including 

those of direct relevance to the Children’s Rights Principles. For example:

•	 Section 1502 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, a US federal law passed 

in July 2010, requires all companies listed in the US to report on their websites whether their products 

contain “conflict minerals” (minerals from the Democratic Republic of the Congo and/or neighbouring 

countries used to finance illegal armed groups) and the “due diligence” measures, if any, they have taken 

to determine this. Although the rules for implementing the law do not mention child rights per se,7 conflict 

minerals have been linked to egregious human rights violations, including child and forced labour in mines 

and recruitment of child soldiers in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. 

•	 The European Union is considering legislation similar to Dodd-Frank. 8

•	 The California Transparency in Supply Chains Act, which came into force on 1 January 2012, requires  

manufacturers and retailers doing business in California to disclose on their websites the measures they 

have taken to eliminate slavery and human trafficking from their direct supply chains.

•	 At the federal level, the US House of Representatives is considering a bill, HR 2759, the Business  

Transparency on Trafficking and Slavery Act, which is similar to the California law in that it requires  

companies with more than US$100 million in global receipts to disclose in their annual reports to the US 

Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) any due diligence measures they have taken to identify and 

address forced and child labour in their supply chains.

The push for mandatory reporting on social and environmental impacts will likely continue and intensify in the 

coming years. Its proponents include environmental and human rights groups, investors9 and organizations such 

as GRI. Mandatory reporting would aid these groups and others (including governments) in holding companies 

3 See, for example, ISO 26000, 2010.
4 <www.business-humanrights.org/ChildrenPortal/Home>.
5 <www.ihrb.org/top10/business_human_rights_issues/2012.html>.
6 In recent years, social investors have put increasing pressure on airline, hotel and travel companies to address human trafficking and sexual exploitation of  
 children. See <www.cbisonline.com/page.asp?id=1035>, particularly in the context of large-scale events.
7 See <www.sec.gov/rules/final/2012/34-67716.pdf>.
8 See, for example, <www.commodityonline.com/news/eu-to-pass-dodd-frank-like-mineral-oil-bill-37010-3-1.html>.
9 In January 2012, 80 institutional investors called on US House leaders to support bill HR 2759. Their open letter specifically mentions the worst forms of  
 child labour, calls the bill “innovative and forward-looking,” underscores the importance of “clear federal transparency requirements” and notes that  
 investors and others “will increasingly call for greater disclosure from companies related to their supply chains” (US SIF and ICCR, 2012).
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accountable for their impact on society. It would also, in principle, ‘level the playing field’ by imposing the same 

requirements on all reporting organizations. This should be an improvement from today’s situation, in which a 

handful of so-called ‘leading companies’ report more robustly and according to voluntary standards, while many 

others fly beneath the radar. 

The call for mandatory reporting extends to specific industries, as well as countries and issues. An example 

that is particularly relevant for children’s rights is a study entitled ‘Why Corporate Social Responsibility is Failing 

Children’, published by Save the Children and the Corporate Responsibility Coalition (CORE). Focusing on the 

International Code on the Marketing of Breastmilk Substitutes and other voluntary standards, the authors point to 

violations of the codes even by “company leaders;” non-enforcement (or lack) of sanctions for violations; and the 

failure of governments to enable proper enforcement of codes (Doane and Holder, 2007, p. 13). 

The study concludes that codes have “worked effectively only in instances where there has been strong  

government involvement through legislation and enforcement” (p. 13). On breast-milk substitutes, the authors call 

for companies to be required by law to report on social and environmental impacts – specifically, for companies in 

infant feeding industries to report on code compliance (p. 5), and for governments to “promote laws that underpin 

codes of conduct at the national level,” such as through transparency laws (p. 15). 

A second trend to note is the movement toward ‘integrated reporting’. Based on the idea that corporate annual 

reports should present financial and ESG data as an integrated whole, the International Integrated Reporting 

Committee has begun exploring what that would look like.10 This paper will not discuss the prospect of integrated 

reporting, other than to encourage UNICEF to consider how its emergence might affect guidance on children’s 

rights-related reporting. Given how poorly reporting on children’s rights is integrated into current sustainability 

reporting, UNICEF and others should consider getting involved in discussions on integrated reporting to ensure 

this major gap is addressed.

Thirdly, it is worth introducing the role of investors in relation to children’s rights and business. This study did not 

examine the responsible investment community11 in a comprehensive manner. However, a general impression, 

based on the author’s conversations with professionals from this community and prior experience in RI, is that 

RI funds and ratings agencies are interested in children’s rights issues – primarily the use of child labour in global 

supply chains, but also issues such as the role of corporations in childhood obesity and the responsibilities of 

travel companies in combating trafficking and sexual exploitation of children. 

Few institutional investors have dedicated programmes focusing on children’s rights (in contrast, for example, 

to gender equality – see below). Exceptions were found: NBIM has chosen children’s rights as one of its key 

focuses, and each year publishes a compliance report on whether companies have fulfilled NBIM’s criteria in this 

area (see box below). ASN Bank looks to whether a company has a policy and processes on not using child labour 

before it will invest in the company (ASN Bank, 2011, pp. 15–16). An analyst from ASN Bank states that this ap-

proach differs from that of other institutional investors, who might exclude only companies using the worst forms 

of child labour or who had already been exposed to controversies involving child labour. 12 Aviva Investors has 

prioritized children’s rights through its Street to School programme, which has both charitable and public policy 

aspects.13 

The way in which investors have approached gender equality is instructive. Many RI funds have incorporated 

gender criteria into their ESG screening. One mutual fund in the US has a dedicated fund, the Pax World Global 

Women’s Equality Fund, which invests in companies that are “global leaders in promoting gender equality 

and women’s empowerment in the workplace.”14 In 2004, US social investment firm Calvert established the 

Women’s Principles, a set of goals to assess corporate performance on gender equality.15 One study notes that, 

“since their launch, the [Calvert Women’s] principles have been a catalyst for dialogue and heightened awareness 

of workplace issues affecting women and the role of companies in ensuring rights and promoting equality for 

women” (GRI and IFC, 2009, p. 64). 

10 <www.theiirc.org/>.
11 RI practitioners incorporate social and environmental factors into their investment decision-making in order to influence corporate behaviour.
12 Telephone conversation with Mariëtta Smid, ASN Bank, 13 January 2012.
13 See <www.aviva.com/corporate-responsibility/street-to-school/>.
14 <www.paxworld.com/news-resources/pax-world-news/Pax-World-News/56>.
15 <www.calvert.com/womensPrinciples.html>.
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In fact, through the subsequent Gender Equality Principles Initiative, the Women’s Principles have been translated 

into policies, guidelines and indicators to evaluate corporate performance.16 The Principles were also used as input 

to a global consultation by the UN Global Compact and UN Women that resulted in the creation of the Women’s 

Empowerment Principles to engage companies on empowering women. 

While investor initiatives regarding gender equality are better developed than those around children’s rights, the 

launch of the Children’s Rights Principles and related tools could serve to raise awareness of this gap and to  

generate investor pressure on companies to respect these rights.

NBIM findings: Children’s rights compliance

The literature on corporate reporting in relation to children’s rights is very thin. One of the few sources found is 
NBIM’s annual sector compliance report on children’s rights, ‘NBIM Investor Expectations on Children’s Rights’. 
Among institutional investors, NBIM seems to have the most developed initiative on children’s rights, and its 
compliance report was the only example found of a dedicated analysis of corporate disclosure on children’s rights 
issues (in this case, child labour). It is worth citing as a snapshot of key trends and gaps both in corporate impact 
on children’s rights and company reporting in this area.

The purpose of NBIM’s Investor Expectations is to set a standard for companies and to “serve as a basis for a 
constructive dialogue with portfolio companies.” The expectations are applied not to NBIM’s entire portfolio, but 
only to corporations in sectors and countries with a high exposure to the risks of child labour. Criteria include  
governance structures, minimum age for labour, and promotion of children’s welfare. NBIM carries out annual  
assessments against these criteria, using publicly available information (Kettis, 2009). 

In its 2011 report (published in 2012), NBIM found major variation across sectors on children’s rights, with the 
cocoa and hybrid seed sectors showing the highest level of disclosure across all indicators, and toys and steel the 
lowest overall disclosure (NBIM, 2012, p. 3). 17 It found an “increasing level of overall compliance” from 2007 to 
2010, but continued limited disclosure by most companies on child labour and children’s rights. For 2011 NBIM 
concluded that it still found a “poor overall level of performance reporting on child labor and the level of child labor 
risk reporting was disappointingly low” (NBIM, 2012, p. 6). 

Sector highlights for 2010 and 2011 included the following: 

•	 Food and beverages: the “very low level of performance reporting” found for 2010 may be explained by the 
fact that “development of systems and programmes for assessing risk exposure and monitoring hazardous 
and exploitative child labor in agricultural supply chains is currently at an early stage” (NBIM, 2011, p. 7). For 
2011, despite more companies reporting on risk and supply chain management than before, “only about a 
third of companies reported on supply chain management systems” (NBIM, 2012, p. 7). An increasing focus 
on traceability – and transparency around this – could improve monitoring on supplier farms (p. 7). 

•	 Cocoa: Despite scoring better than other sectors overall, NBIM found little information on how policies and 
systems are actually carried out and what impact they have: “performance reporting on child labor dropped to 
zero in 2010” (NBIM, 2011, p. 8). The same was found for 2011, though NBIM saw “gradual improvement in 
overall disclosure” over four years (NBIM, 2012, p. 8).

•	 Hybrid seed: Although the sector had the highest compliance with expectations for the third year in a row, for 
2010 NBIM found (as in previous years) “limited reporting…on how the companies managed children’s rights 
beyond the worst forms of child labor,” as well as a continued absence of disclosure on “previous adverse 
effects of company actions on children’s welfare” (NBIM, 2011, p. 9). For 2011, some companies had better 
disclosure on managing child labour risks, but disclosure of information on stakeholder relations decreased 
(NBIM, 2012, p. 9).

16 <www.genderprinciples.org>.
17 The 2010 report had similar findings, with the cocoa, hybrid seed and technology hardware and equipment sectors demonstrating the highest level of  
 compliance, and toys and steel the lowest (NBIM, 2011, p. 3).
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•	 Technology hardware and equipment: The risk of child labour in factories and with raw materials (such as 
“conflict minerals”) and recent reports by NGOs “raise concerns about hazardous labor conditions for young 
workers.” New legislation (Dodd-Frank, see above) will affect many companies in the sector and multi-
stakeholder initiatives to trace minerals and take due diligence measures are unfolding now (NBIM, 2011, p. 
11). For 2011, NBIM saw a “significant increase” in disclosure on risk analysis and supply chain management 
systems, which it sees as due in part to greater recent focus on conflict minerals (NBIM, 2012, p. 11).

•	 Mining: Despite this sector’s risk of adverse impact on children’s basic rights, it showed a low level of  
compliance in 2010 (NBIM, 2011, p. 12 and 2012, p. 12).

•	 Apparel retail: NBIM found a positive trend over four years across all indicators, but concluded that this was in 
part because large companies, which tend to disclose more on social issues, comprised a larger proportion of 
companies assessed than in previous years. For 2010, the sector scored very low on compliance on systems 
to prevent adverse impacts of company actions on children’s welfare (NBIM, 2011, p. 13). NBIM found some 
improvement on child labour risk reporting in 2011 (NBIM, 2012, p. 13).

•	 Toys: NBIM found very low disclosure rates compared with other sectors, though in 2011, more companies 
reported on “preventive and corrective action plans for child labor.” Weak enforcement of child labour and 
other laws in China (where 80 per cent of toys are made) presents further risks for violations of children’s 
rights (NBIM, 2011, p. 14 and 2012, p. 14). 

These findings underscore the fact that, even for companies or sectors that score high on NBIM expectations, 
weaknesses in transparency and reporting make it very difficult to determine the impact of corporations on  
children.

As scrutiny of corporate impact on children’s rights increases, so will demand for better disclosure. Ultimately the 

aim should be to define robust indicators that will allow companies and others to accurately measure and  

evaluate corporate impact. In this context, it is important to note that sustainability reporting is often talked of 

as much more than a passive recording of what a company does (or does not do). It can also push the reporting 

organization to start addressing its impacts on a previously ignored issue or stakeholder group. In the case of 

children, this would be an important step forward.
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iii. GRI and the Children’s Rights and 
Business Principles

The GRI/International Finance Corporation (IFC) document, ‘Embedding Gender in Sustainability Reporting: A 

practitioner’s guide’, serves as a useful guide not only on gender equality issues but also on children’s rights 

issues, and on reporting on these. In fact, its structure was used as a guideline in the Relevant GRI Measures 

sections and the tables of suggested measures of child rights performance in sections iv–viii, which themselves 

reflect the key categories of the Children’s Rights Principles (child rights integration, workplace, marketplace and 

community). 

It should be noted, of course, that children differ from other stakeholders in fundamental ways. A key difference is 

that, “due to their rapid physical and psychological development, direct or indirect corporate impacts on children 

that may lead to deprivations…can have irreversible effects” (Wachenfeld, 2012). Children have certain protection 

needs that adults do not, and children’s rights constitute a specific set of human rights that differ in important 

ways from those of other groups.

It is also the case, as UNICEF has pointed out, that children’s rights are “intimately tied to those of women,” 

including in relation to non-discrimination as well as health and socio-economic status.18 Similarly, gender-equality 

reporting and children’s rights reporting overlap in important areas (e.g., corporate treatment of parental leave, 

work-life balance and safety of pregnant workers). Half of all children are girls, who face different risks and  

impacts than boys. This underscores the need to incorporate a gender perspective into child rights reporting  

guidance. Further, it makes sense to refer here to existing guidance on gender reporting, which is emerging as a 

rare example of how to report in relation to stakeholders who deserve specific attention. 

‘Embedding Gender’ makes a key point: three core GRI indicators are gender-related, and because they are core, 

companies reporting against the framework must report on them or explain their omission. But on top of those, 

“gender is intended as an integral consideration” in reporting on GRI human rights performance indicators, “given 

that gender considerations are an integral part of human rights.” Thus, “providing gender disaggregated break-

down of information for each of these indicators could be an effective way for reporters to integrate a gender 

perspective into their reports” (GRI and IFC, 2009, p. 13). As the GRI guidelines note, “disaggregation may vary 

by indicator, but will generally provide more insight than a single, aggregated figure” (GRI G3.1 Reporting  

Guidelines, p. 40). 

Similarly, for children’s rights, only one GRI performance indicator makes specific reference to children (HR6, on 

child labour). One other indicator, LA 15 (return to work and retention rates after parental leave, by gender), can be 

considered a direct reference to children’s welfare. In addition, PR6 (programmes for adherence to laws, standards 

and voluntary codes related to marketing communications) could be seen as concerned primarily with children’s 

welfare, as it should be used to capture (among other things) the issue of breast-milk substitutes marketing. 

Changes to certain GRI indicators as part of the most recent revision (G3.1) include the addition of ‘significant  

suppliers” (and not just company operations) to several indicators that could capture company impact on  

children’s rights. This underscores the need for companies to extend the scope of their reporting to supply chains, 

which is particularly relevant to the disclosure of potential or actual use of child labour, for example, associated 

with a company’s operations. A few of the GRI sector supplements provide isolated examples of new indicators 

or additional text that is particularly relevant to children’s rights. But overall, the sector supplements do not deal 

with children’s rights in an integrated way either.

As with gender issues, however, children’s rights are integral to human rights in general. Providing disaggregation 

for certain indicators, therefore, is one way to integrate children’s rights into reporting. Appendix I puts forward 

specific suggestions in this area as part of its mapping of GRI indicators to the Children’s Rights Principles.

18 <www.unicef.org/why/why_rights.html>.
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Beyond disaggregating existing indicators, this paper offers for discussion other possible indicators that may  

capture children’s rights effectively. Examples of these appear in Tables 1–7 below. Some of the suggested  

indicators that go beyond the GRI core might also fit well into the sector supplements.

‘Embedding Gender’ calls for a thorough review of GRI G3 “from a gender perspective”; to do the same for a 

“children’s rights perspective” goes well beyond the scope of this paper. On the other hand, the preliminary  

research for creating reporting guidance for the Children’s Rights Principles has illustrated where existing GRI  

indicators and disclosure guidance can be helpful to children’s rights-related reporting; where a child rights  

perspective could be better integrated into the existing framework; and where additional indicators can be  

suggested. 

The purpose of reporting guidance from UNICEF is not to add whole new sections to reporting requirements. 

Rather, the goal is to encourage the integration of disclosure on children’s rights impacts into existing reporting,  

in keeping with the GRI framework. The creation of reporting guidance should foster discussion with GRI and  

others about current gaps that prevent reporting from providing readers with information on the impact of  

corporate activities on children. It is meant to encourage thought on how to use accepted reporting principles 

and indicators (GRI) while also suggesting the disaggregation of some indicators and potential new indicators to 

improve reporting against the Children’s Rights and Business Principles.
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iv. Child rights integration

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 1: All business should meet 
their responsibility to respect children’s rights and commit to supporting 
the human rights of children 

Trends and gaps

Principle 1 outlines the main steps that companies should take to realize their responsibility to respect and  

commitment to support children’s rights, as based on the UN Framework on Business and Human Rights.19 These 

include a policy commitment, due diligence measures (impact assessment, integration and tracking and reporting) 

and child-sensitive remediation processes. In theory, as companies take up the UN Framework and its Guiding  

Principles, they should report more consistently on these elements in their sustainability communications.  

Companies that report at all on human rights issues tend to disclose more on policies and processes than on 

performance or impact. 

Human rights policies, when they refer to children, often cover only the prevention of child labour. When  

companies report on human rights-related due diligence processes, they generally do not disaggregate these to 

provide information on children as affected stakeholders (nor were any examples found of consultation of children 

as stakeholders). No examples were found of companies having child-sensitive processes to enable  

remediation (including grievance mechanisms), though perhaps these exist and are simply not reported on. 

Policies covering child rights issues

The Walt Disney Company is somewhat unusual in that its human rights policy makes explicit mention of its  
opposition to human trafficking and the exploitation of children. 20 Such a policy (and disclosure of it) should, in 
fact, be routine for a children’s entertainment company. Disney’s human rights policy, reprinted in its 2010  
citizenship report, explicitly mentions the following about children: 

We are committed to combating the exploitation of children and therefore prohibit any use of child labor 
in the manufacture of Disney-branded products. Children’s safety is also of paramount importance to  
Disney. The extensive safety and security management systems, programmes and practices in our 
theme parks and resorts, for example, include a range of elements designed to meet the specific needs 
of protecting children. Our nutritional guidelines for food and beverages that we serve, and products that 
bear Disney brands or images, are also designed to promote healthier choices…In addition, we have 

comprehensive policies regarding data privacy and online safety aimed at protecting children.

BICBANCO reports on its policy “not to grant credit to companies or enter into relationships with suppliers where 
it can be proven that they are involved in…the use of forced or compulsory or child labor.” Its report outlines how 
this policy is implemented (through contracts, control tools and surveys to monitor investors and the supplier 
portfolio). Good practice would involve disclosure of the number of companies denied credit due to the policy 
(BICBANCO, Sustainability Report 2010, pp. 66 and 68).

Governance and youth

One company provides an unusual example of governance reporting. In its 2010 sustainability report, The  
Co-operative Bank discusses its efforts to increase membership of under-16s in the company and to strengthen 
their voice internally. The Co-op Bank is, admittedly, not a typical corporation, so this kind of disclosure is,  
perhaps, unique. On the other hand, it is instructive as an example of how young people are considered as an 

integral stakeholder of a corporation. 

19 The UN Framework on Business and Human Rights, also known as the ‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ Framework, was proposed in 2008 by John Ruggie,  
 UN Special Representative on Business and Human Rights, to the UN Human Rights Council. The framework outlines states’ duties to protect people from  
 human rights abuses (including by non-state actors such as corporations); corporations’ responsibility to respect human rights; and access to remedy for  
 the victims of human rights abuses associated with corporate activities. In 2011, Professor Ruggie presented a set of Guiding Principles to ‘operationalize’  
 this framework. In June 2011, the Human Rights Council endorsed the Principles unanimously.
20 <http://corporate.disney.go.com/citizenship2010/humanrights/>.
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Relevant measures in G3.1 guidelines (see also Appendix i)21  

GRI’s human rights Disclosure on Management Approach (DMA) calls on organizations to report on their policies 

defining commitment to human rights and to describe due diligence (risk assessment, monitoring, etc.) and  

remediation procedures that include human rights. If a company’s policy and procedures specifically address  

impacts on children, this should be included in reports. Several GRI human rights indicators (HR1, HR2, HR3, 

HR10 and HR11) relate to due diligence or remediation measures particularly relevant to children, though they do 

not mention children specifically.

The GRI Financial Services Sector Supplement (FS) could benefit from an indicator or commentary detailing  

policies or procedures of financial services companies to detect, prevent and report to law enforcement  

transactions involving child pornography. This could be incorporated as a specific example to indicator FS2  

(procedures for assessing and screening environmental and social risks in business lines). Other possible  

indicators for FS could include: a policy refusing loans to companies involved in child labour; implementation 

measures of the policy; and the number of companies denied loans due to the policy (see BICBANCO example 

above). 

The GRI Oil and Gas Sector Supplement (OG) contains supplementary DMA text on engaging local communities, 

with specific mention of youth as an affected stakeholder on which to report engagement strategies and  

processes. The supplement, however, offers no new indicators or expanded discussion of reporting on impacts 

on children or youth. 

Further measurement examples or KPIs

The following table includes ideas for other performance measurements.

Table 1: Suggested measures of performance in child rights integration

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Policy commitment Human rights policy with explicit 
mention of child rights

Dedicated policy or code of conduct 
on child rights

Due diligence: child-specific impact 
assessment

Impact assessment explicitly covers 
child rights

Impact assessment draws on  
meaningful consultation with children

Disaggregated between boys 
and girls

Due diligence: organizational  
responsibility 

Highest ranking official with  
oversight of child rights issues

Due diligence: training and  
integration

Human rights training explicitly  
covers children’s rights

Disaggregate HR3

Child-sensitive remediation process Grievance mechanisms accessible 
– and explicitly extended – to children

Disaggregate HR11

21 The Relevant Measures in G3.1 Guidelines sections in this paper draw on ‘Embedding Gender…’ (GRI and IFC, 2009).
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v. Workplace (including supply chain)

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 2: All business should  
contribute to the elimination of child labour, including in all business  
activities and business relationships 

Trends and gaps

Industry’s initial response to supply-chain labour rights violations – namely, voluntary labour codes of conduct and the 

monitoring that goes with it – has been seen as increasingly ineffective on its own, and even counterproductive to 

catching, resolving or preventing these violations. Human rights groups have pointed for many years to the problems of 

supply chain monitoring, such as the keeping of double books; the coaching of workers before audits; and the inability 

of auditing to catch less visible violations such as discrimination or lack of freedom of association. Academic studies 

(see, for example, Locke et al., 2006) have underscored the limits of codes of conduct and auditing, and more recently, 

industry-led initiatives such as the Global Social Compliance Program (GSCP) and Business for Social Responsibility’s 

(BSR) Beyond Monitoring have acknowledged these realities.

One result has been a move towards “strengthening suppliers’ human resources and management systems as an 

alternative to compliance auditing.” This move can include a focus on training factory management on improved 

processes and training workers themselves on their rights. 22 It can also involve addressing the root causes of 

persistent labour violations in the supply chain, including a company’s own purchasing practices, which can put 

undue pressure on suppliers to meet orders, thus leading to practices such as forced overtime or the use of 

child labour. In connection with this trend, companies are increasingly expected to report on what they are doing 

outside of compliance auditing: e.g., capability-building initiatives with suppliers; worker empowerment initiatives; 

and whether and how companies are addressing their own purchasing practices. 

While reporting on child labour often remains focused on ‘incident reporting’ (instances of child labour found in 

audits), the GRI indicator on child labour (HR6) also calls for disclosure of “measures taken to contribute to the 

effective abolition of child labor.” This could encompass aspects such as root cause analysis of child labour in an 

area of a company’s operations, and remediation programmes for children removed from labour situations. In fact, 

however, reporting on these aspects is hard to find. As one company representative with extensive supply chain 

experience notes, it is not clear whether more quantitative indicators would be helpful; what is needed is better 

narrative to explain the context behind the existence of child labour in the area of a company’s operations.

The same representative points out that reporting on an indicator such as the number of instances of child labour 

found in a region in a particular period does not necessarily tell the reader much. He suggests, therefore, that 

companies be encouraged to provide the following: the age of workers, a snapshot of what was found in audits 

and a standardized, abbreviated root cause analysis, citing regional factors such as endemic poverty or the  

prevalence of child labour instances in certain seasons. In this way, reporting could start to identify patterns, 

which might be more useful than a single indicator. 

22 Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI) website, ‘Member Performance’, <www.ethicaltrade.org/in-action/member-performance>, accessed 16 January 2012.
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Child labour in the supply chain

In its 2010 sustainability report, Kraft Foods mentions only in passing how it is addressing child labour in its  

cocoa supply chain. It discloses information on its increased purchase of certified cocoa beans and cocoa sold 

under Fairtrade terms, 23 though it is not clear what impact this has had on child labour. 

The report does describe the company’s support to initiatives to improve cocoa farmers’ livelihoods. It also  

provides links to its website, which goes into more detail about cocoa. In relation to children, most of the  

discussion on the website is about its partnerships with organizations addressing child labour, and the website 

provides links to the initiatives. Some of these, in turn, disclose specific indicators that could be used to evaluate 

progress in eliminating child labour. For example, Kraft Foods works with the World Cocoa Foundation, which  

provides indicators such as the number of youths receiving vocational agricultural training, and the number of 

parents receiving small business training over a certain period.24 

Reporting on human trafficking, and how companies are addressing this, remains a major gap, as do labour  

violations at the far end of the supply chain. Although the trafficking of workers (including child labourers) has 

been documented for various raw materials used by multinationals (for example, cocoa),25 few companies report 

on the risks of human trafficking in their supply chains. NBIM finds little reporting on “child labor risk and  

children’s rights in raw material sourcing” in particular (NBIM, 2011, p. 3). Companies that do discuss the issue in 

their reports seem more likely to provide a general description of the problem.26 Concern with child labour in raw 

materials extraction (e.g., cotton picking, cocoa farming, sugar cane harvesting) goes back many years, with rights 

groups and others urging multinational corporations (MNCs) to trace the commodities in their supply chains.  

Technology has emerged that makes it easier to do so. And yet companies rarely report on initiatives they might 

have to address this. 

The new Transparency in Supply Chains Act in the state of California will generate disclosure on measures to 

prevent trafficking within supply chains, though not necessarily in sustainability reports, as  

companies are required to do the reporting on their websites. The state has not yet issued guidance on how to 

report on trafficking and company efforts to address it. Seeking to fill this void, a recent publication by three major 

US institutional investors calls on companies to provide robust annual reporting on the following key elements in 

order to demonstrate compliance with the law: 

•	 Human rights policy;27 

•	 Due diligence process;

•	 Human rights risk assessment;

•	 Verification and traceability;

•	 Training and capacity-building for staff, suppliers, contractors, auditors; and

•	 Collaboration (ICCR, CBIS and Calvert, 2011). 

23 Kraft Sustainability Report 2010, p. 5 and <www.kraftfoodsbetterworld.com/betterworldHome.html#progress>.
24 See, for example, <www.worldcocoafoundation.org/what-we-do/current-programmes/ECHOES_summary.asp>.
25 See <www.verite.org/Commodities/Cocoa>.
26 See, for example, Manpower, Corporate Social Responsibility Update 2011, <http://files.shareholder.com/downloadsMAN/1632235024x0x530225/87BCD9 
 7B-F49D-411A-87A6-7B2CBF921F8C/2011CSR_lo.pdf>.
27 The authors call for corporate policies that specifically mention child labour and forms of child sexual exploitation (ICCR, CBIS and Calvert, 2011, pp. 4–5).
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Addressing child labour in supply chains

In its 2009–2010 corporate responsibility report, Gap, Inc. provides an example of sustainability context reporting 

in relation to child labour in areas where it sources. While the quantitative indicators it provides (tables of core vio-

lations by region) are meant to fulfil GRI HR6, these do not necessarily tell the reader much about the child labour 

situation in certain regions and how the company has attempted to address this. On the other hand, its extended 

narrative reporting on handwork and child labour in India provides context and qualitative information about the 

company’s approach to child protection. 

From its description of key steps (e.g. working with NGOs to establish monitored handwork centres; and “limiting 

the number of times subcontracting is permitted”), one can discern process-oriented indicators that underlie this 

approach.28 The report illustrates some of the company’s initiatives aimed at finding “holistic solutions” to child 

labour, such as providing grants to a child labour NGO to educate parents, and “directly linking exporters” with a 

handwork community centre to remove tiers of subcontracting (unauthorized subcontracting was blamed for child 

labour found in the company’s supply chain in India in 2007). Future reporting would benefit from specific  

indicators on remediation measures.

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 3: All business should  
provide decent work for young workers, parents and caregivers

Little was found in the report samples of disclosure on the treatment or protection of young workers. This is an 

example where a gap in reporting could indicate a gap in practice, not simply in communication. Some factories 

do not even keep track of young workers, making it difficult to know how they are treated.29  

The issue clearly needs more research, but a representative of a retail clothing brand remarks that it seems most 

companies do not report publicly on audit data on young workers because it is a sensitive issue, and there is likely 

a concern that the use of young workers could connote the use of child labour. This is a hypothesis worth testing 

if UNICEF wants to encourage better disclosure on treatment of young workers. A question to explore is: Do  

companies generally collect data on young workers and take specific protection measures for their health and 

safety, but simply not report on these separately? Or do companies generally fail to take young workers’ rights 

into account in their supply-chain labour standard programmes? 

Young workers in the supply chain

H&M provides (for South Asia) the percentage of young workers involved in home working who are attending 

school.30 This is one of the few data points or KPIs found on young workers in any of the sample reports  

reviewed. 

Freedom of association (FOA) for adult workers (and young workers of legal working age) is an important  

element in protecting against child labour (Jethwa, 2004). Information about collective bargaining agreements 

and a company’s relationship with unions is therefore relevant to reporting on children’s rights.31  Beyond fighting 

child labour, it is useful to consider the role of FOA more generally in children’s rights; for example, in representing 

children’s and youths’ interests in the workplace. This includes decent pay for parents, work/life balance issues, 

provision of childcare facilities, access of young workers to grievance procedures and the election of young  

workers to trade unions. The Children’s Rights Principles underscore this issue, but the sample reporting turned 

up no examples of company discussion of freedom of association in relation to children and young workers.

28 I am grateful to Reverend David Schilling, Director of Human Rights, Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility, for highlighting the notion of  
 “process-oriented indicators” (Telephone conversation, 5 December 2011).
29 Telephone conversation with Schilling, 5 December 2011.
30 H&M, “‘Conscious Actions Sustainability Report 2010’”, p. 123.
31 One source points to anecdotal evidence of unions negotiating pay raises, and unionization allowing adult workers to negotiate better pay that  
 “compensates for the reduction in income caused by their children stopping work” (FNV Mondiaal, 2010, p. 13). The same source states that “the presence  
 of a union at a workplace is often the best guarantee against the use of child labor” (Ibid., p. 40).



SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING ON CHILDREN’S RIGHTS — UNICEF working paper20

Reporting on working conditions for parents and caregivers also remains underdeveloped. While, anecdotally, a 

growing number of companies seem to be disclosing information on their approach to work/life balance issues, 

including with regard to how they treat workers who have family responsibilities, reporting is quite uneven. The 

benefits of paid leave and support to employees with families – and the negative impacts of failing to provide 

these – are well documented (see, for example, Human Rights Watch, February 2011). Further, prospective  

employees may compare companies on how ‘family friendly’ they are. For these reasons, it is somewhat  

surprising to find relatively little robust reporting on the issue. This is also an area, however, for which companies 

may decide to provide most of the information on their websites instead of in sustainability reports. 

Day care for supply-chain workers

Only one example (H&M) was found of data on whether supply chain factories fulfilled the legal requirement 

concerning day care, with percentages at regional level for factories supplying the company.32  It is unusual to find 

disclosure on ‘family friendly’ aspects for supply chain workers. 

 

Working conditions for parents

Banco do Brasil provides a detailed description of benefits offered employees, including those particularly  

relevant to those with family responsibilities. For example: 

•	 Baby day-care centres/babysitter assistance: “Funding for the expense of maintaining each child,  

including adopted children, at day care centres and kindergartens of free choice, and including, under the 

same financial conditions, the expense of paying a nanny or domestic help. The amount is defined in the  

Collective Labor Agreement – CLA.”

•	 Assistance for those with special needs children: “Reimbursement for expenses similar to crèche assistance 

for employees who have children that have proven disabilities, which results in their need for permanent care, 

without a limit on age.”

It is not clear from the report how many employees use these benefits, or whether they are available only to  

full-time employees (Banco do Brasil, Annual Report 2010, p. 116). 

Banco Sabadell provides details on family friendly benefits that are not often covered in reporting, such as  

paternity leave and breastfeeding hours, as well as how many employees use these benefits (Banco Sabadell, 

CSR Report 2010, p. 120).

Another aspect of root cause analysis or contextual reporting (see section viii for more) that is key to both  

Principles 2 and 3 is the issue of wages paid to adult workers. The question of whether companies pay a living 

wage to adults (or require it of their suppliers) has gained momentum within the debate on corporate  

responsibility for supply chain labour standards. UNICEF should underscore this issue within its guidance on 

reporting in relation to both child labour and company provision of decent work to parents and caregivers.

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 4: All business should  
ensure the protection and safety of children in all business activities and 
facilities  

Exploitation of children: Abuse and exploitation of children in association with business activities and facilities can, 

unfortunately, be found in a number of industries (travel and tourism, the financial sector, ICT, entertainment and 

media, education). Principle 4 calls attention to this kind of exploitation and outlines how companies might  

address this at various levels (policies, training, remedial actions). 

32 H&M, ‘Conscious Actions Sustainability Report 2010’, p. 119.
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Note that sexual exploitation of children in particular might also be categorized as a ‘marketplace’ issue, as it 

can involve the sale of children’s images or the trafficking of children through commercial channels. To give just 

two examples: Principle 5 covers the corporate responsibility to prevent and eliminate the risk that products 

and services could be used to abuse, exploit or otherwise harm children in any way and can apply to hotels and 

travel companies (with “products and services” being hotels, flights and tourism packages), or to banks (in cases 

where credit cards are used to purchase child pornography).

Legislation: Council of Europe Convention on the Protection of Children 
against Sexual Exploitation and Sexual Abuse (Lanzarote Convention)

This convention, which entered into force in 2010 and has been signed by 25 States and ratified by 18, is the 

“first international treaty to address all forms of sexual violence against children including child prostitution,  

pedopornography, grooming and corruption of children through exposure to sexual content and activities.”33 One 

clause calls for encouraging the private sector, “in particular the information and communication technology  

sector, the tourism and travel industry and the banking and finance sectors, as well as civil society, to participate 

in the elaboration and implementation of policies to prevent sexual exploitation and sexual abuse of children and 

to implement internal norms through self-regulation or co-regulation” (p. 5). As this is a convention, it is ad-

dressed to – and binding on – states, and other than the above, does not target private-sector entities, nor does it 

deal with corporate disclosure per se. The Convention does, however, include provisions on corporate liability.

In fact, the travel and hospitality industries have gone farther than others in making efforts to address the sexual 

exploitation of children in association with business activities and facilities. They have done so through a  

self-regulatory regime, the Code of Conduct for the Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in Travel and 

Tourism (the Code). The Code began as a project of ECPAT (End Child Prostitution, Child Pornography and  

Trafficking of Children for Sexual Purposes), but is now an independent organization.34 The criteria of the Code 

serve, roughly speaking, as indicators of implementation. 

Suppliers of tourism services adopting the code commit to implementing the following criteria:

1. “To establish an ethical policy regarding commercial sexual exploitation of children

2. To train the personnel in the country of origin and travel destinations

3. To introduce a clause in contracts with suppliers, stating a common repudiation of commercial sexual 

exploitation of children

4. To provide information to travellers by means of catalogues, brochures, in-flight films, ticket-slips, home 

pages, etc.

5. To provide information to local ‘key persons’ at the destinations

6. To report annually”35 

For now, the main reporting framework for the tourism industry is the one tied to The Code.36 Although reporting 

on implementation of The Code is one of the criteria signatories are expected to fulfil, it is not well developed in 

terms of both the number of signatories who do so and the quality of reports. 

33 Council of Europe, <www.coe.int/t/dghl/standardsetting/children/Introduction_en.asp>.
34 <http://ecpat.net/EI/Programmes_CST.asp>, ECPAT’s structure is such that local ECPAT organizations monitor local signatories to the Code (so, for  
 example, ECPAT-Switzerland monitors code implementation by Swiss tourism companies), but not all countries have local ECPAT organizations.
35 <www.thecode.org/>.
36 A GRI pilot sector supplement for tour operators was first developed in 2002, and included indicators referring to the prevention of child sex tourism, but it 
 has not been revised recently. The GRI sector supplement for airport operators was issued in 2010. It does not include indicators on child sex tourism or  
 trafficking, mentioning trafficking only in the commentary. This is despite the availability of good practices by airports and airlines on these issues (for  
 example, public service announcements of Air France, Air Austria and Air Canada, information in on-board catalogs, etc.). The GRI sector supplement for  
 event organizers, released in January 2012, does not address child protection issues amongst the recommended indicators (telephone interview,  
 14 December 2011, and email communication, 27 March 2012, Camelia Tepelus, Regional Manager – Americas and Europe, TheCode.org).
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Findings from a recent study by the Innocenti Research Centre (IRC) indicate that reporting on The Code remains 

very weak for several reasons: 

•	 There are no consequences to not reporting, and in fact, many signatories do not report at all; 

•	 There are “no formal checks and balances” on reporting, so the Code Secretariat relies “almost entirely on 

self-reporting” by companies; 37 

•	 Information in reports apparently is not collated or analysed, and reporting organizations receive no  

feedback. In fact, it is unclear “how reporting information is used at all.”38  

Further, the study found The Code reporting format, while an improvement over an earlier format, to be  

cumbersome and not sufficiently user-friendly. 39 The Code’s international industry-led Board is in the process of 

addressing most of these challenges, using e-learning and information technology, as well as implementing an 

online Customer Relationship Management system over the next few years. These changes are intended to allow 

for a more efficient sharing of information both among Code private-sector members as well as with the national 

NGO partners responsible for monitoring national implementation of The Code.40  

 

As one expert has noted, a major challenge for the hospitality industry is that the topic of sexual exploitation of 

children in tourism poses particular sensitivities in terms of image and public relations. This can make it especially 

difficult for rights groups and others to work with both the private sector and governments, including local  

authorities, on the issue.41  

A further challenge for the hotel and tourism industries – common to most human rights reporting, as noted 

earlier – is the weakness or absence of impact or performance reporting. While companies are expected to report 

on each criterion of The Code (such as training of personnel), this does not lead to impact reporting per se. In 

this vein, the IRC study points out that The Code’s lack of “clear objectives and indicators” up to this point has 

hindered the development of baseline data and performance measurement that would allow an assessment of 

progress against sexual exploitation of children.42  

The study recommends strengthening The Code criteria themselves. In relation to the reporting criterion, IRC 

calls for it to be expanded from companies reporting annually on their implementation of The Code to reporting on 

incidents of sexual exploitation of children as well.43 It also recommends that The Code establish clear indicators; 

develop a data collection system for identified indicators; simplify the reporting system; establish linkages with 

(and integrate Code reporting into) other initiatives such as the GRI; and establish a reward system for companies 

that comply on reporting.44  IRC might also have suggested the establishment of sanctions for non-compliance on 

reporting.

The Code is being integrated into a growing number of responsible tourism initiatives, for example, as a criterion 

for certification.45  What happens with implementation of The Code, therefore, will influence an increasing  

number of hotel and tourism companies. 

37 UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre, ‘Assessing ‘The Code of Conduct’ for the Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in Travel and Tourism:  
 Discussion Paper,’ Florence, 22 February 2012, p. 32.
38 Ibid., p. 33.
39 Ibid., p. 32.
40 Written correspondence from Tepelus, 28 March 2012.
41 Telephone interview of Tepelus, 14 December 2011.
42 IRC, p. 13.
43 IRC, p. 31. Note that, separate from reporting to The Code, is the question of companies reporting incidents of child sex tourism to the authorities.  
 According to the IRC, national legislation varies on mandatory reporting on incidents of abuse and exploitation of children (and no international standards  
 exist on this type of reporting for industry.) The reporting of incidents is a complex issue, and the IRC study finds that even when industry reports incidents,  
 obstacles remain to effective handling of this information: for example, lack of cooperation by authorities, lack of anonymous reporting mechanisms and  
 lack of effective mechanisms to carry out further investigations in response to the reports (correspondence from IRC, 17 January 2012.)
44 IRC, pp. 37–38.
45 Telephone conversation with Matthias Leisinger, Head of Corporate Responsibility, Kuoni, 22 December 2011.
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Addressing sexual exploitation of children

Kuoni explicitly mentions sexual exploitation of children in its code of conduct, and states that it applies the policy 

to its suppliers. The company provides some performance reporting on its website, such as summaries of  

selected child sex tourism (CST) training workshops it has carried out in various countries. Its 2010 corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) report gives a précis of this information, which could be improved by including a link to 

the website for more information on the workshops. 

In the same report, Kuoni discloses a negative incident: a television exposé of how a reporter was able to gain 

easy access to under-age prostitutes through hotel employees in Thailand (some of the hotels involved had  

contractual agreements with Kuoni.) The company removed five hotels from its product range, but returned 

three of them to the programme after they had implemented “defined measures,” which the company does not 

disclose. Kuoni reports the total number of cases of non-compliance with its supplier code of conduct due to 

violations of child protection standards (Kuoni CR report 2010, pp. 36 and 34). The reporting of non-compliance on 

this issue remains rare.

Relevant measures in G3.1 guidelines (see also Appendix i) 

The GRI Labour Practices and Decent Work DMA asks organizations to report on policies and due diligence  

measures on labour aspects. Young workers are not mentioned explicitly, but reporters could disclose here any 

relevant policies or procedures in place for protecting young workers. Several GRI labour practices indicators (LA) 

are relevant to the principle of providing decent work to young workers (for example, LA 6–9 on occupational 

health and safety and LA10–11 on training and education). LA15 (return to work and retention rates after parental 

leave) is especially relevant to the principle of providing decent work for parents and caregivers. As noted, HR6 

specifically addresses risks of child labour in operations. 

The airport operators sector supplement mentions human trafficking, especially of women and children, and  

(under human rights DMA) calls on airport operators to report any policies, programmes, training and  

engagement of authorities on the issue. The construction and real estate sector supplement specifies adding 

commentary to HR6 to explain the risks of child labour in the manufacturing of building materials and in building 

services. It also calls for disclosure in DMA of policies and practices for screening and monitoring of child labour 

risks by contractors and subcontractors in all stages of risks identified to children on construction sites, and for 

disclosure on practices in relation to workers’ children, including child-minding facilities, education and health and 

safety monitoring.

The pilot apparel and footwear (AF) sector supplement has two indicators relevant to Principle 3: AF27 (policy and 

actions to protect the pregnancy and maternity rights of women workers) and AF11 (incidents of  

non-compliance with standards on pregnancy and maternity rights).46 

46 Note that pilot sector supplement indicators are not required for GRI reports.
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Further measurement examples or KPIs

The following tables include ideas for other performance measurements:

Table 2: Suggested measures of child rights performance in the workplace: Child labour47

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Company contributing to elimination 
of child labour

Code of conduct refers to national 
minimum age laws and/or  
international standards

Management system includes robust 
age verification mechanisms

Number of children removed from 
workplace

Participation in regional, national or 
industry-level programmes to  
address root causes of child labour

# of suppliers trained on combating 
child labour

Contractual clauses prohibiting child 
labour at suppliers

Living wage paid to adult workers

Enforcement of children’s rights in a 
country is used as a factor for  
sourcing decisions

Remediation is part of company  
approach to child labour

Remediation policy

Initiatives to increase access to  
quality education

# of hours in school/week of children 
removed from work48

Holistic/systemic approach to child 
labour

Support community-based  
engagement on child labour49 

Partnerships (with governments, 
NGOs, etc.) or support for national 
action plans to eliminate child labour

48

49

47 This table draws, among other sources, on the ILO Helpdesk for Business on International Labor Standards, ‘Q&As on Business and Child Labor’,  
 <www.ilo.org/empent/areas/business-helpdesk/WCMS_DOC_ENT_HLP_CHL_FAQ_EN/lang--en/index.htm>.
48 Telephone conversation with Patricia Jurewicz, Director, Responsible Sourcing Network (a project of As You Sow), 20 December 2011.
49 Indicator suggested by Ben Smith, ILO-IPEC, 20 December 2011.
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Table 3: Suggested measures of child rights performance in the workplace: Young workers, 
parents and caregivers50

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

No hazardous work for 
under 18s

Health and safety statistics (injuries, days lost)  
disaggregated for under 18s

Disaggregate GRI LA 7

Decent working conditions 
for under 18s

Policies on harassment cover young workers

Access of young workers to  
grievance mechanisms

Quality education and vocational training for young 
workers

Goes beyond LA10–11 on  
training and education

# hours/week in school for young workers51

Wage level of adult  
employees adequate to 
support family

Living wage paid to adult workers As monitored by  
independent third party?

Protection of or  
non-discrimination against 
pregnant workers

Incidents of discrimination against pregnant women 
(including forced pregnancy testing)

Labour code of conduct explicitly prohibits  
discrimination against  
pregnant workers

Examples of this can be 
found in some reports

Procedures in place to protect pregnant women from 
hazardous conditions

Decent parental leave Leave benefits offered beyond  
minimum legal requirement

Maternity leave of at least 14 weeks offered Per ILO Convention 183

Paternity leave offered

# or % of male employees taking paternity leave

Incidents of non-compliance with leave regulations

Decent working conditions 
for workers with young 
children

Flexible schedules offered

Usage rate of flexible schedules, by gender

Space provided at work for lactating mothers

New mothers provided one or more breastfeeding 
breaks per day

Per ILO Convention 183

Provision of childcare facilities or subsidies/ 
reimbursements for childcare

# or % of employees who use these facilities

Incidents of discrimination against new parents  
(lawsuits, etc.)

Provision of health care, education for dependants

51 

50 This table draws, among other sources, on the ILO Helpdesk for Business on International Labor Standards, ‘Q&As on Business and Child Labor’.
51 Telephone conversation with Jurewicz, 20 December 2011.
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Note that some of the issues in the above table – and the potential indicators and type of disclosure on them – are 

more complicated than they might appear. For example, a BBC article in 2010 points out that the “take-up rate” 

of maternity leave (which can be used as a partial measure of a family friendly workplace) can be affected by the 

percentage of pay that women receive while on maternity. If this percentage is limited or drops over time, and 

therefore “if a woman knows she will be losing a significant amount of her income, she may be tempted back to 

work sooner rather than later” (Shore, 2010). 

This underscores the impossibility of capturing the full story in any one indicator, a point that will be taken up 

again in section viii. This is true across the board, for each of the Children’s Rights Principles. More exploration of 

each issue with an advisory group (see Section ix) and GRI would therefore greatly benefit the reporting guidance 

UNICEF ultimately formulates. 

Table 4: Suggested measures of child rights performance in the workplace: Protection and 
safety of children in business activities and facilities

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Ensure company facilities are 
not used to abuse or harm 
children

Policy on prohibited types of activity on 
company premises

Could specify, for example, 
prohibition of downloading child 
pornographic images on  
company computers

Contracts with suppliers have binding 
clause prohibiting commercial sexual 
exploitation of children on/near company 
premises

Child protection code of conduct Can be embedded in human 
rights policy

Company contribution to  
elimination of child sex  
tourism

# of hotels that sign up to the Code after 
going through a series of training  
workshops

Hotel/tourism

52 

52 Telephone conversation with Sabine Loetscher, Project Manager, Corporate Responsibility, Kuoni, 22 December 2012.
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vi. Marketplace

Trends and gaps

The ‘marketplace’ is a very wide-ranging category within the Children’s Rights Principles, encompassing issues 

such as product safety and appropriateness; privacy issues; marketing, advertising and labelling; and access to 

essential products and services, among others. It is therefore challenging to make general or comprehensive 

statements about trends or levels of reporting and disclosure. This section touches instead on three aspects of 

the marketplace (pharmaceuticals and children’s right to health; food and beverage advertising to children; and 

child safety online) to illustrate selected issues in relation to children’s rights and the marketplace, as well as some 

of the gaps in reporting in these areas. 

An important issue to consider is the lack of regulation in key areas of the marketplace (e.g., advertising and  

marketing to children) that affect children’s rights and well-being. How does the absence of such regulations  

affect the kind of reporting guidance UNICEF offers? 

In other areas of the marketplace, such as toy or food safety, industry is more highly regulated. Companies are 

not, however, required by law to report on compliance or non-compliance with these regulations in their  

sustainability reports. If they follow the GRI framework, they are expected to report on incidents of  

non-compliance with regulations (and voluntary codes) on health and safety impacts (indicator PR3), labelling 

(PR4) and marketing (PR7). A few examples were found of product safety reporting that could be relevant to 

evaluating a company’s impact on children (see box), but it is not clear how widespread such reporting is.

Product safety

In its 2009 Global Citizenship Report (its most recent at the time of writing), Mattel provides a narrative of  

voluntary product recall incidents involving lead paint in certain toys and powerful magnets with the potential to 

cause serious injury to children. It also describes the measures it put in place in response, including increasing 

testing requirements and inspections in the first case, and retroactively applying a new safety standard to older 

toys in the second case.

Disney publishes a periodic safety report (the most recent one, at the time of writing, was in 2008) on its 

website, with a link in its sustainability report. The safety report outlines safety in the company’s theme parks, 

including a detailed qualitative description of design and engineering, manufacturing and production, testing and 

maintenance, staff training, communication with park visitors, inspections and audits, and so forth. The report 

provides little quantitative data, however, and no recent statistics on safety or disclosure on non-compliance. 

A complex but integral aspect of corporate impact on children’s rights – particularly in the marketplace – is  

lobbying. Social investors and civil society organizations increasingly have highlighted corporate political  

involvement since the mid-2000s. Concern is rising in the US, in particular, about corporations’ ability to influence 

policy and regulation in the wake of the 2010 ‘Citizens United’ ruling of the Supreme Court, which grants  

corporations the same rights to political speech that people have, and allows unlimited political spending by 

corporations. GRI Society indicators SO5 and SO6 (respectively, public policy positions and participation in public 

policy development and lobbying; and contributions to political parties and politicians) are meant to capture this 

kind of activity, but reporting remains vastly underdeveloped in this area.

In Appendix I, SO5 and SO6 are mapped to the community aspect of the Children’s Rights Principles: specifically, 

to Principle 10 (reinforce government efforts to protect and fulfil children’s rights). The wording of Principle 10 under-

scores the potentially positive role of corporate political activity, but it should also be capable of capturing the profound-

ly negative impacts of corporate lobbying on children’s rights (e.g., pressure to weaken safety regulations, or pressure 

to extend drug patents and delay generic drug production). Further, the impact of corporate political activity extends to 

all of the Principles, and mapping it to community is only a notional place-keeper for this issue. 
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The rest of the section focuses on the three marketplace angles mentioned above.

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 5: All business should  
ensure that products and services are safe and seek to support  
children’s rights

Pharmaceuticals and children’s right to health 

Three key children’s rights issues in relation to the pharmaceutical industry are: 

•	 paediatric clinical trials;

•	 paediatric formulations of drugs; and

•	 drug pricing and access to medicines. 53

Legislation in the EU (the Paediatric Regulation) stipulates that, as of 2007, companies applying for a license 

to market new drugs in the EU must include in their application the results of paediatric clinical trials.54 Public 

reporting of paediatric studies results does not appear to be part of the regulation, though it states that “part of 

the information concerning paediatric clinical trials entered into the database, as well as details of the results of 

all paediatric clinical trials submitted to the competent authorities, should be made public by the agency” (p. 5, 

article 31).55 

The regulation is aimed at addressing the fact that “market forces alone have proven insufficient to stimulate  

adequate research into, and the development and authorization of, medicinal products for the paediatric 

population.”56 

In the US, paediatric clinical trials are generally not required by law, though the Food and Drug Administration 

(FDA) can require such trials if, for example, there is “substantial use in the paediatric population” of a drug  

product. Further, “as an incentive to industry” to conduct paediatric trials, the FDA or companies can request 

“paediatric exclusivity” (market exclusivity) for six months after paediatric trials are done.57  One source points to 

the lack of “legitimate drug trials conducted in children,” noting that “only 12 percent of clinical trials are  

paediatric, and medications needed by children in developing countries are the least likely to have been tested.”58 

A global initiative called the Access to Medicine Foundation (ATMF) has created an Access to Medicine Index, 

ranking pharmaceutical companies in terms of their performance on enhancing access to medicine in developing 

countries.59  In its yearly report on the index, the ATMF measures company performance (including disclosure) in 

areas of relevance to paediatric patient populations (e.g., equitable pricing, adaptive research and development – 

such as paediatric formulations, public policy and market influence). Examples of indicators include: 

•	 Detailed policy statement endorsing competition;

•	 Disclosure of detailed information in annual report on breaches of codes and litigation related to marketing 

practices in Index countries; 

•	 Disclosure of information on the results of clinical trials in Index countries; and

•	 Share of the research pipeline reflecting adapted molecules or new technologies (e.g., paediatric 

formulations).60  

53 Email correspondence from Daniel Rosan, global public health expert, 7 December 2011.
54 The text of the regulation is available at <www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/special_topics/general/general_content_000302   
 jsp&murl=menus/special_topics/special_topics.jsp&mid=WC0b01ac058002d4ea>. I am grateful to Philippa Saunders, a consultant and adviser to Oxfam,  
 for calling this directive to my attention.
55 Regulation (EC) No. 1901/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 December 2006 on medicinal products for paediatric use and amending  
 Regulation EEC No. 1768/92, Directive 2001/20/EC, Directive 2001/83/EC and Reg. (EC) No. 726/2004, available at <http://ec.europa.eu/health/files/ 
 eudralex/vol-1/reg_2006_1901/reg_2006_1901_en.pdf>.
56 Ibid., p. 1.
57 <www.fda.gov/Drugs/DevelopmentApprovalProcess/DevelopmentResources/ucm077915.htm>. I am grateful to Daniel Rosan for calling this regulation to 
my attention.
58 Child Rights International Network (CRIN), ‘Children’s Rights and the Pharmaceutical Industry’, 30 May 2012.
59 <www.accesstomedicineindex.org/>.
60 <www.accesstomedicineindex.org/node/396>.
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The ATM report does not at present focus specifically on children’s rights, and most indicators do not mention 

children. But because ATMF is already collecting company data annually on access to medicine issues (and  

companies seem to be responding positively to the Index), it could be logical for the Foundation to request  

child-specific data as an incremental add-on to indicators it already reviews on ATM-related issues (though for 

paediatric formulation questions, additional reporting to the ATMF might be required). Possible indicators that 

companies could report on in relation to paediatric clinical trials include: 

•	 Percentage of company portfolio where the company has done robust, phase III studies for children;

•	 Number of paediatric clinical studies done; and

•	 Whether the company has sought and received regulatory authorization for the paediatric drug in all  

countries where it has the right to sell the product.61 

Barriers to pharmaceutical company reporting on children’s rights-specific issues could include a combination of 

factors: 

•	 Companies disclose significant amounts of information to regulatory authorities, and so might assert that 

they already report on everything that is relevant. This information, however, is not necessarily accessible 

to the public, nor does it necessarily allow comparability.

•	 Related to this, on general access to medicine questions, unless companies are specifically asked to  

provide incremental data on paediatric populations, they consider the question already covered, for  

example, in the ATM Index report.

•	 Unless a disease is specifically a paediatric one, it does not tend to be the focus of a development  

programme for companies.62 

Despite these barriers, one expert suggests that if companies were explicitly asked to report on paediatric data 

for access to medicines questions, and if they were given a way to do so easily, they would likely do it.63  UNICEF 
should therefore consider engaging the ATMF as part of its work to raise awareness about the Children’s Rights 
Principles and improve disclosure in relation to them (see ‘Next steps). 

A number of pharmaceutical companies have been involved in major controversies over their handling of clinical 

trials in developing countries, and cases involving children have been among the most controversial.64  Not  

surprisingly, these negative impacts – or even the potential for such impacts – are generally not broached in  

pharmaceutical company sustainability reporting, even though paediatric clinical trials constitute an important 

impact of the industry on children’s rights. It is unlikely that the voluntary sustainability reporting framework under 

which most companies report can sufficiently address this fundamental gap.

Child safety online

Recent reports on child safety online underscore the complex balance between the need to protect children from 

abuse and exploitation, and the need to protect children’s right to freedom of expression, privacy and information. 65 

Legislation: Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA)

The US passed COPPA in 1998. It requires children-directed websites to “obtain verifiable parental consent prior 

to collecting and using personal information from a child under 13.” It also requires clear privacy notices, and 

“foresees a system of ‘safe harbors’ whereby industry groups or others can create self-regulatory programmes” 

to ensure compliance. COPPA applies to foreign websites “that are ‘directed’ at children in the U.S.” and “many 

websites around the world automatically impose a thirteen and up requirement to be in compliance with US law” 

(FOSI, 2011, p. 19).

61 This paragraph is based on a conversation with Rosan, 4 January 2012.
62 These points are based on a conversation with Rosan, 4 January 2012.
63 Ibid.
64 See, for example, Child Rights International Network (CRIN), ‘Children’s Rights and the Pharmaceutical Industry’, 30 May 2012.
65 See, for example, UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre, December 2011, p. vii; and Family Online Safety Institute, 2011, p. 11.
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A recent report by IRC on child safety online examines how children use the Internet; the ways in which this  
activity exposes them to sexual abuse and exploitation online; and the challenges to law enforcement and  
protection of children against these kinds of abuse. The study recommends a four-pronged approach to these 
challenges: “empowering children and enhancing resilience to harm”; “removing impunity for abusers”; “reducing 
availability and access to harm”; and “promoting the recovery of children exposed to harm.” 

Within this approach, IRC proposes specific measures in relation to the private sector. These include “cooperation 
with Internet service providers (ISPs), the online payments industry and other private sector stakeholders to track 
child sex abusers and to close down channels to this type of crime”; and developing codes of conduct and  
self-regulation for companies enforced by independent, third-party monitoring (IRC, 2011, pp. 17–18). With regard 
to disclosure, the study proposes extending mandatory reporting of suspected abuse to private-sector entities 
such as ICT professionals and computer servicing companies (IRC, p. 17). Note, however, that this kind of  
reporting differs from public or sustainability reporting.

The Global Network Initiative: Freedom of expression and privacy in ICT

The Global Network Initiative (GNI) addresses business responsibility in relation to the Internet and human rights. 

It seeks “to provide guidance to the ICT industry and its stakeholders on how to protect and advance the human 

rights of freedom of expression and privacy” in the face of government infringement on these rights.66  

The GNI, which brings together corporations, civil society organizations, investors and academics, does not deal 

with children’s rights as such. The implementation guidelines make only one reference to children: Participants 

will “acknowledge and recognize the importance of initiatives that seek to identify, prevent and limit access to 

illegal online activity such as child exploitation.”67 Participants must prepare annual (non-public) reports on how 

they have implemented the GNI principles.

Some companies report on their child online safety measures. Anecdotally, however, this seems to be dealt with 
more extensively as information provided on websites (Disney’s website section on online safety provides one 
example) than as performance reporting in sustainability reports. Examples were found of qualitative information 
on child online safety initiatives (see box), but it is unclear what kind of KPIs might capture the effectiveness of 
these initiatives. This is an area particularly in need of work.

Child online safety

In its 2011 Citizenship Report, Microsoft describes its programmes on teaching Internet safety to parents and 

children, and its partnerships with academic, civil society and private-sector entities to develop technology that 

“helps find and remove some of the worst-known child pornography images from the Internet” (Microsoft, 2011 

Citizenship Report, pp. 61–63).

Relevant measures in G3.1 guidelines (see also Appendix i)

Two indicators, PR1 and PR2, cover customer health and safety issues (these are, respectively, health and safety 
impact assessment at various life-cycle stages, and incidents of non-compliance with regulations and voluntary 
codes concerning health and safety impacts of products and services). PR8 covers complaints regarding breaches 
of customer privacy, and PR9 measures monetary value of significant fines for non-compliance with laws and 
regulations on the provision and use of products and services. Best practice would involve disaggregating these 
for impacts on children. 

66 <www.globalnetworkinitiative.org/faq/index.php#51>.
67 GNI Implementation Guidelines, p. 8, <www.globalnetworkinitiative.org/implementationguidelines/index.php>.
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Further measurement examples or KPIs

The following table includes ideas for other performance measurements:

Table 5: Suggested measures of child rights performance in the marketplace: Safe products 
and services

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Preventing risk of products/
services being used to 
abuse/exploit children

Dedicated staff to implement policy against CST Hotel/tourism

Adequate budget for implementation68 Hotel/tourism

Controls in place to address online exploitation of 
children

ISPs

Assistance offered to parents and children to combat 
cyber-bullying

ISPs, media

Controls in place to prevent the use of financial  
instruments (credit cards) to pay for child  
pornography

Financial sector

Eliminate discrimination 
vs. children in provision of 
products and services

Specific policies or processes in place to eliminate 
discrimination vs. children in provision of services

Multiple sectors,  
especially consumer 
goods/services

Maximize accessibility 
and availability of essential 
products

% of company portfolio where company has done 
robust, phase III studies for children69

Pharmaceuticals

# of paediatric clinical studies done70 Pharmaceuticals

Whether company has sought/received regulatory 
authorization for paediatric drug in all countries where 
it has the right to sell the product71

Pharmaceuticals

Participation in drug patent pools Pharmaceuticals

Controversies around generics (lawsuits vs.  
governments to prevent production of generics)

Pharmaceuticals

Investment in health infrastructure in developing 
countries

Pharmaceuticals

Ethical/procedural code for paediatric clinical trials Pharmaceuticals

68 
69 
70 
71 

68 These indicators were suggested in ECPAT, September 2008, p. 6.
69 Indicator suggested to the author by Daniel Rosan.
70 Ibid.
71 Ibid.
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Children’s Rights and Business Principle 6: All business should use 
marketing and advertising that respect and support children’s rights

Advertising to children

The role of marketing and advertising in contributing to obesity in children is a concern raised by civil society  
organizations, the medical establishment, academic researchers, parents, investors and others. A study by EIRIS 
of the food and beverage industry, which looks at both US and European companies, notes that a June 2005  
British Medical Association (BMA) report on childhood obesity: 

…claims that the diet and exercise regimes of children are mainly influenced by parental diet 
and behaviour, socio-economic status and the influence of marketing. With regard to the latter 
factor, the BMA argues that the modern economy encourages the consumption of foods (often 
processed) which are high in fat, salt and sugar. The BMA believes that “it is difficult for parents 
to control their children’s food choices as advertisers, fast food chains, food manufacturers and 
schools are explicitly encouraging the consumption of unhealthy foods” (EIRIS, 2006, p. 3,  
emphasis added).

Advertising to children in the US and Europe – including of foods and beverages – seems to be overseen largely 
by industry-led, voluntary initiatives. As the EIRIS study notes:

Under existing EU and US rules, as long as food safety regulations are met, food and beverage 
manufacturers are left fairly free to market any product they want and are mainly faced with  
restrictions in the way they promote it. In part to avoid any further restrictions by regulators or  
legislators, most large companies have developed their own voluntary codes on marketing  
practices, often with reference to children” (EIRIS, 2006, pp. 3-4).

In the US, the two main ‘industry self-regulation’ programmes are run by the US Better Business Bureau (BBB). 
These are the Children’s Advertising Review Unit (CARU, which evaluates child-directed advertising in the media) 
and the Children’s Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative (CFBAI, whose stated aim is to “shift the mix of  
child-directed advertising to include healthier dietary choices and promote healthy lifestyles”) (US BBB,  
December 2008). 

When CARU finds examples of misleading or inaccurate ads, it tries to change advertisers’ behaviour through 
their voluntary cooperation. If an advertiser does not respond to self-regulation, CARU can refer the case to a  
government agency or law enforcement (CARU, 2007). Food and beverage companies joining CFBAI pledge to 
follow certain principles (such as not advertising branded foods to children in elementary schools) and submit  
compliance reports to the BBB.

Watchdog groups, however, have criticized these industry-led initiatives as “more show than substance.”72  In the 
US, for example, the Center for Science in the Public Interest (CSPI) notes in a 2011 study that under CFBAI, “the 
current self-regulatory approach has led to some reductions in unhealthy food marketing to children and to some 
product reformulation. However, several studies show that the vast majority of marketed products remain high in 
calories, saturated fat, sodium and/or added sugars and/or low in fruits, vegetables, whole grain or key nutrients” 
(CSPI, July 2011, p. 3). 

Further, CSPI points out that “broad federal regulations” of advertising to children are “off the table,” and that 
the “only protection of children from inappropriate food marketing is occasional FTC (Federal Trade Commission) 
enforcement actions and voluntary industry self-regulation regarding unfair or deceptive advertising.” CARU is 
funded by industry, and while its guidelines give “the appearance of protecting children from deceptive  
advertising,” the guidelines are “not enforceable and depend on voluntary action by a company. Typically,  
companies withdraw objectionable ads, but replace them with new ads that are little different” (CSPI, no date).

Certain CFBAI members have publicly pledged to stop advertising directed primarily to children younger than 12 
years old (Better Business Bureau, 2008) and some have voluntarily pledged not to advertise to children younger 
than 6. But this is a voluntary move, and as it is not required nor enforced by US law, the sanctions for not  
upholding it seem limited to getting a nudge from the industry-led CARU. The information companies must  
submit to CFBAI in their compliance reports includes which products they featured in ads directed to children 
younger than 12 years old; discrepancies between their commitments and the ads; and descriptions of how 
they implement their commitments not to advertise food and beverages to elementary schoolchildren (CFBAI, 
72 Telephone conversation with Leslie Lowe, UCI Environmental Accountability, 16 January 2012.
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2009, pp. 19–23). This information is submitted internally to CFBAI, however; public disclosure is apparently not 
required. As in the US, certain food and beverage companies in Europe have signed on to a voluntary, self- 
regulatory instrument. Through the EU Pledge, the companies agree not to market junk food to children younger 
than 12 years old.73 
 
EIRIS concludes that, despite certain positive changes, such as companies’ developing marketing and advertising 
policies that refer specifically to children, food and beverage companies are not doing enough to address obesity 
risks (EIRIS, 2006, pp. 11–12). One worrisome trend that the study notes is food companies’ “expanding the 
range of advertising techniques used to reach children” (pp. 12–13). And EIRIS finds “most importantly…a general 
lack of publication of obesity-related improvement targets and KPIs. In general, food and beverage manufacturers 
do not report on how they monitor the implementation of their obesity-related policies and marketing codes, and 
seem very hesitant to disclose clear quantitative targets” (p. 13).74  

EIRIS updated this research in December 2011, but the document is not in the public domain. Correspondence 
from EIRIS, however, points out that reporting on obesity has “improved marginally” since the 2006 report, but 
indicators are not commonly reported on. The updated research also notes that the UK “has some of the  
strictest regulation with regard to television marketing as in late 2006 the British Media Regulator OFCOM 
announced a ban on the scheduling of high fat, salt and sugar (HFSS) advertising during children’s airtime and 
around programmes with a disproportionately high child audience.” According to the EIRIS research, in June 
2010, “OFCOM announced a review of the policy. The review concluded that the restrictions had reduced  
children’s exposure to HFSS advertising significantly…particularly in the case of younger children, who may be 
more susceptible to the influence of advertising.”75 

Advertising to children

On its website, Campbell Soup Company discloses its guidelines on advertising to children  

(Commitment Concerning Advertising to Children (U.S.).76 Within these guidelines, the company states its com-

mitments in relation to what it will and will not advertise (and how) to children, primarily from ages 6 to 12, in the 

U.S. The guidelines also outline in a detailed fashion the company’s commitment in areas such as the amount 

of nutrients, fat and sodium content and number of calories in products it advertises and sells. According to the 

company, its commitments on advertising to children are monitored by industry,77 and its senior executives, 

including its CEO, “personally oversee” the process of reviewing and approving advertising addressed to children 

“to ensure it meets our guidelines.”78 It is unclear from its 2011 sustainability report, however, how the company 

measures compliance with these standards. A useful indicator for the company to report on would be: What 

percentage of its products meets these guidelines? What percentage does not?79 GRI PR3 could potentially apply 

here.

Sale of foods meeting nutritional guidelines

In its 2010 report, Disney discloses the percentage (and change over time) of wholesale food sales of “everyday 

foods” that meet the company’s nutritional guidelines, which are “derived from U.S. government-recommended 

Dietary Guidelines with the input of top child health experts.”80 

73 <www.eu-pledge.eu/>.
74 Interestingly, a recent study in the US found that students in states with strong laws regulating the nutrition content of foods and beverages sold outside 
of meal programmes (such as snacks sold in vending machines – called ‘competitive foods’ because they compete with school meals) gained less weight 
than students in states with no such laws. The study concluded that “competitive food laws may improve adolescent weight status” but that these laws must 
contain strong language and be comprehensive and consistent across grade levels. Many states do not regulate the sale of competitive foods (Taber et al., 
2012, and Tavernise, 2012).
75 Communication from EIRIS, 19 January 2012.
76  <http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdCommittment>)
77 Its website states that the Children’s Advertising Initiative of the Council of Better Business Bureaus monitors its commitments.  
 See <http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdCommittment>.
78 Campbell Soup Company website, Global Guidelines for Responsible Advertising to Children,  
 http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdvertising
79 I am grateful to Leslie Lowe for suggesting these indicators (Telephone conversation with Lowe, 16 January 2012).
80 <http://corporate.disney.go.com/citizenship2010/familyentertainment/overview/promotinghealthylifestyles/>.

http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdCommittment
http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdCommittment
http://investor.campbellsoupcompany.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=88650&p=irol-govAdvertising
http://corporate.disney.go.com/citizenship2010/familyentertainment/overview/promotinghealthylifestyles/
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Research for the present paper did not include a systematic review of food and beverage company reporting. A 
handful of reports reviewed provide, through narrative, some sense of the range of nutrition programmes (and 
anti-obesity initiatives) in which companies are participating (see, for example, the 2010 reports of Unilever or 
Kraft Foods). However, it was difficult to find examples of companies reporting publicly, using clear indicators, on 
compliance (or non-compliance) with voluntary standards on advertising and marketing to children.81  

One expert points to what she sees as a fundamental problem with the industry – one which regulations cannot 
adequately address. This is the fact that while food and beverage companies in the United States have  
acknowledged the childhood obesity problem, they persist in advertising unhealthy foods to children, as their  
business model depends on doing so. She suggests that the following KPIs, if reported publicly by companies, 
could be helpful in providing parents and others with important information about the impact of products on  
children’s safety and health: 
 

•	 What percentage of a company’s advertising budget goes to food products directed to children?

•	 What is the volume of a company’s advertising buys during children’s viewing times or popular children’s 

TV shows?

•	 What is the nutritional content of the products a company is advertising?82 

 
In a recent development, Disney announced in June 2012 that it would restrict advertising of certain junk foods on 
its TV channels, radio stations and websites. Starting in 2015, the company will no longer advertise products that 
do not meet new nutritional standards (which Disney based on recommendations federal regulators had made 
in 2011). The restrictions will apply to programming for children younger than 12 years old. One nutrition expert 
at CSPI pointed out that the new restrictions would limit “the marketing of the worst junk foods,” but that they 
would not meet CSPI recommendations on nutrition. The company pointed out that its decision was a business 
move and “not altruistic.”83 
 

Relevant measures in G3.1 guidelines (see also Appendix i) 

GRI Indicators PR6 and 7 are especially relevant to children’s rights. These cover, respectively, programmes for 
adherence to laws, standards and voluntary codes related to marketing communications, including advertising, 
promotion and sponsorship; and total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and voluntary codes 
concerning marketing communications, including advertising, promotion and sponsorship by type of outcomes 
(see Appendix I on other PR indicators and how they could be disaggregated or modified to map to the Children’s 
Rights Principles).

The Electric Utilities (EU) sector supplement adds commentary to PR1 (life-cycle stages in which health and 
safety impacts of products and services are assessed), calling for electric utilities to assess the health and safety 
impacts of products, specifically to“identify community health risks that are assessed such as compliance with 
exposure limits to electric fields and magnetic fields” in areas of operation. Best practice would include  
disaggregation of child-related data, given the risk of heightened impact because of children’s stage of  
development. 

The Food Processing (FP) sector supplement has expanded text for PR6, noting WHO recognition of unhealthy  
diets as a major factor in non-communicable diseases, and that food marketing influences food choices and  
dietary habits of vulnerable groups in particular, including children. FPSS adds examples of marketing  
communications especially relevant to children (TV, Internet, text messages, in-school promotions) as well as 
commentary that “food processing companies should also make specific reference to policies and guidelines 
relating to marketing to vulnerable groups such as expectant and new mothers, children, teenagers and  
disadvantaged people.” FPSS also adds an indicator, FP8: policies and practices on communication to consumers 
about ingredients and nutritional information beyond legal requirements. Best practice could include expanding 
this to disclosure of measures taken to address concerns about the impact on children of deceptive labelling.

81 In one case, a company (Coca-Cola) includes a link in its 2010/2011 sustainability review to a consulting firm’s review of industry (not company-level) 
compliance with industry self-regulation on marketing to children (Coca-Cola 2010/2011 GRI report, p. 70).
82 Telephone conversation with Lowe, 16 January 2012.
83 Brooks Barnes, “Promoting Nutrition, Disney to Restrict Junk-Food Ads,” New York Times, 5 June 2012.
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Further measurement examples or KPIs

The following table includes ideas for other performance measurements:

Table 6: Suggested measures of child rights in the marketplace: Marketing and advertising

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Ensure no adverse impact 
of ads or marketing on 
children

Ethical marketing and advertising policy that excludes 
child exploitation from marketing/advertising  
campaigns

PR6 could be modified or 
disaggregated to cover 
some of these

Marketing/advertising materials reviewed to ensure 
no exploitation of children

Processes in place to evaluate child-directed ads 
against regulatory and/or voluntary standards

Disclose all advertising/marketing of breast-milk  
substitutes in all countries83 

% of company’s products that meet guidelines on 
advertising to children

Use marketing that  
promotes healthy lifestyles

Change (+/-) in # of healthy foods promoted84

Restrictions on use of live/cartoon personalities85

Prohibit in-school marketing86

Set a targeted minimum age of 8 for advertising87

84 
85 
86 
87

88 

84 As suggested by civil society organizations, to address company use of legal loopholes and violation of international standards, especially where laws are  
 weak (see, for example, Doane and Holder, 2007 and Faircloth, 2007).
85 See CSPI, July 2011, on this point.
86 This KPI is suggested by EIRIS, 2006, p. 10.
87 This KPI is suggested by EIRIS, 2006, p. 10
88 This KPI is suggested by EIRIS, 2006, p. 10
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vii. Community, environment and  
emergencies

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 7: All business should  
respect and support children’s rights in relation to the environment and to 
land acquisition and use  

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 8: All business should  
respect and support children’s rights in security arrangements

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 9: All business should help 
protect children affected by emergencies

Trends and gaps

The review of sustainability reports turned up little disclosure on child-specific impacts or programmes in the 
areas of environment, security arrangements and emergencies. The few examples found were generally not  
noteworthy as examples of good practice. It is not clear whether companies are aware of these impacts and are 
not discussing them in their reports, or whether they do not differentiate between children and others affected. 

The impact of corporate activities on the environment is a vast topic, so in providing reporting guidance to  
companies, UNICEF might want to prioritize certain impacts that carry high risks for children. To take just one 
example – e-waste – research has shown that pregnant women and young children “living in developing countries 
where primitive and informal e-waste recycling occurs” could face “increased risk for toxicity” (Harper, 2010). 
Companies in the electronics or ICT industries could disclose the following:

•	 Do they have a policy and procedures for safe handling of e-waste and responsible take-back programmes 

for used equipment? 

•	 Have they reduced hazardous chemicals in their products? 

•	 Do these policies and procedures specifically consider the impact of e-waste on children in developing 

countries? 

Children’s rights in relation to the environment

Clean drinking water: In its 2011 sustainability report, Procter & Gamble discloses information on its Children’s 

Safe Drinking Water Program, which is based on the company’s delivery of PUR, a powdered water disinfectant 

that it produces (it does not say whether PUR sachets are donated or sold). Data provided include the number of 

litres of clean water delivered, the number of children reached through its delivery of PUR, the number of days of 

disease prevented and the number of lives saved. The report lays out the methodology of how the figures were 

calculated (Procter & Gamble 2011 Sustainability Report, p. 51). 

The review turned up no examples of reporting on land acquisition and its impact on children. Human Rights 
Watch points out that there is a significant gap on disclosure on this issue – it is one on which companies do not 
seem to report at all.89  Children can be affected negatively in multiple ways by corporate acquisition of land and 
subsequent displacement of communities; for example, the deprivation of livelihoods and thus parents’ inability to 
afford to send their children to school (see, e.g., Butagira, 2012). 

Even if it is unlikely that a company would voluntarily report on the negative human rights consequences of land 
acquisition associated with its operations, it is reasonable to expect the company to disclose whether it has any 
risk assessment procedures that specifically address impacts on children. If most companies do not, this gap 
should be addressed. In this way, the process of having to report on something can highlight an operational gap 
within companies. 
89 Correspondence from Human Rights Watch, 16 December 2011 and 19 January 2012.
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Of the examples found of reporting on emergencies that mentioned children, most were descriptions of  
philanthropic initiatives (in-kind or financial donations after natural disasters) or partnerships with NGOs to mitigate 
the effects of emergencies. 

Only one company report in the sample (see below, Xstrata) specifically mentioned children in relation to security 
arrangements, though this is an important area of corporate impact. Although many companies use private  
security, extractive companies often operate in areas of conflict or other socio-political challenges, and rely  
particularly heavily on security arrangements. It is in such contexts that security personnel (both private and 
public) are more likely to come in contact with, and have a negative impact on, community members, including 
children (this can also be true for agricultural commodities and utilities companies, among others).

The recent attention to conflict minerals, and the increasing number of guidelines available for companies that 
might source these, may bring needed attention to Principle 8 – and eventually add to pressure for disclosure. 
Global Witness’ 2010 guidelines to companies sourcing minerals from conflict areas call on them to “assess 
whether there is any evidence that the company is sourcing minerals in a way that finances rebel and government 
armies that commit serious human rights abuses such as…recruitment of child soldiers.” The guidelines also call 
for public reporting on such due diligence measures (Global Witness, 2010, pp. 13–14). Recall that this kind of 
public reporting is already becoming mandatory for US-listed companies, per the Dodd-Frank Act, described at 
the outset of the paper. 

The key initiative for business regarding human rights and security is the Voluntary Principles on Security and  
Human Rights (VP), designed specifically to address problems in the extractive industries. The VP and their  
implementing guidelines do not mention children’s rights issues explicitly.90 In its 2010 sustainability report,  
Xstrata discusses its implementation of the VP. It mentions that, in addition to the training of private security 
personnel on security and human rights, “nine educational workshops reached 810 children.”91 The report offers 
no other details: What was the aim of the workshops and what did they cover? Was this a one-off initiative? Were 
children in the workshops from affected communities? The example is pointed out here, however, because it is 
unusual to find any mention at all of security arrangements and children. UNICEF should consider raising with the 
VP the absence of any mention of children’s rights issues, and exploring the prospects for VP reporting  
requirements to integrate these issues.

GRI HR8, “percentage of security personnel trained in the organization’s policies or procedures concerning 
aspects of human rights that are relevant to operations,” does not adequately capture Principle 8 in relation to 
non-recruitment of children in security arrangements. It could, however, be disaggregated to include information 
on training of security forces on children’s safety and rights – if a company does this.

Children’s Rights and Business Principle 10: All business should  
reinforce community and government efforts to protect and fulfil children’s 
rights 

As mentioned earlier, the Appendix mapping GRI indicators to the Children’s Rights Principles covers the issue of 
lobbying under Community, corresponding to Principle 10. That is because this kind of activity can affect  
government efforts to protect and fulfil children’s rights.

Corporate lobbying against regulations that contradicts Principle 10 can have a profoundly negative effect on  
children’s rights-related issues, such as access to medicines and affordable drug pricing; marketing and  
advertising regulations; online privacy; and product safety. GRI indicator SO5 (‘policy positions and participation in 
public policy development and lobbying’) could capture at least some of this. Companies are expected, as part of 
SO5, to “explain any significant differences between lobbying positions and stated policies, sustainability goals, or 
other public positions.” 

Currently there is very little transparency in this area in corporate reporting (not only on children’s rights issues, 
but in general), and companies have little incentive to report robustly on political activity. Short of mandatory 
reporting in this area, companies are unlikely to improve disclosure on their own. As a start, however, those that 
commit to the GRI framework should be held to better reporting of indicator SO5. In addition to encouraging 
companies to report better on SO5, UNICEF should also consider consulting civil society organizations specialized 
in this area for advice on robust indicators. 

90 The only references to children in the VP Implementation Guidance Tools manual are to international instruments such as the ILO Core Conventions and the  
 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.
91 Xstrata Sustainability Report 2010, p. 36.
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Anecdotally, the most common form of reporting on children seems to fall under Principle 10. Instances abound 
of reporting on social or community investment, in the form of support for building schools and training teachers, 
for example. But many of these do not necessarily discuss these programmes in terms of children’s rights (e.g., 
promotion of the right to education), nor do they provide the sustainability context behind these programmes. It 
is also very rare to find any discussion, within reporting on community impact, of the potential or actual negative 
impact of corporate activities on children in these communities (a lack of balance, in GRI terms).

Since school support programmes seem to account for a significant proportion of company reporting on  
Principle 10, Table 7 suggests possible indicators for future disclosure. Outside of indicators specifically on school 
programmes, relevant measures for Principle 10 should capture whether and how companies are undermining or 
supporting government efforts to fulfil children’s rights. This could involve reporting on payment of taxes due (on 
the positive side) and controversies associated with tax avoidance (on the negative side), based on the idea that 
taxes are fundamental to a government’s ability to provide quality education to all children in its territory.92 

The privatization of education has been the subject of controversy, as it can lead to discrimination in access to 
schooling and other problems. Not surprisingly, no examples of reporting on this issue were found, despite the 
prevalence of corporate reporting on support to education programmes that, in some cases, could raise concerns 
about company involvement in a public good. 

Measuring impact of education support programmes

In its annual report of 2008–2009, BILT (Ballarpur Industries Ltd.) briefly describes a programme it undertook to 

provide education in partnership with an NGO that approached the company. Indicators reported include:

•	 Number of villages currently covered, versus number of villages covered at the start of the programme;

•	 Rise in percentage enrolment;

•	 Rise in literacy rate; and

•	 Number of children reached to date.

In its 2010 Sustainability Report, CLP Group reports on the outcomes of community investment in India. The 

company surveyed approximately 200 beneficiaries and partner organizations, obtaining data on:

•	 Number of children provided access to basic education through the programme;

•	 Percentage of children in rural areas and percentage in urban areas who gained basic comprehension skills;

•	 Percentage of students who responded that their reading and math skills had improved; and 

•	 Resulting percentage increase in confidence for children across 10 villages.93 

The company places this disclosure in context with a description of how it engages with communities (through 

extension volunteers) to design and implement community investment programmes. Best practice would include 

providing an idea of year-on-year change and a better sense of the geographic reach of the programme, as well as 

the proportion of children reached in comparison to the total population affected by the company’s operations.

Looking beyond school and the right to education, two examples emerged that illustrate Principle 10 more  

generally. Interestingly, both are from banks, and both discuss company programmes aimed at strengthening 

young people’s rights.

92 See Business and Human Rights Resource Centre, Business and Children Portal: Issues/Education.
93 CLP Group, 2010 Sustainability Report, p. 229.
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Reinforcing government efforts to protect and fulfil children’s rights

In its 2010 annual report, Banco do Brasil describes a programme in which it “promotes funds transfers through 

federal tax exemptions” to the National Council for the Rights of Children and Teenagers. The data points could 

be clearer, but the narrative is a rather unusual example of reporting on a contribution to building the capacity of a 

national system to protect the rights of children and teenagers. 

In its 2010 sustainability report, the Co-operative Bank provides strong overall reporting on its investment in 

youth-directed projects. Using both quantitative and qualitative indicators, the report gives a sense of the  

context, the materiality of the issues, the types of activities, the amounts involved and the numbers of  

beneficiaries. Among the programmes benefitting youths, one of the most interesting is the company’s  

campaign to lower the voting age in the UK. It is an unusual example of corporate political involvement in  

support of the rights of young people. 

Relevant measures in G3.1 guidelines (see also Appendix i) 

The GRI Society DMA calls for organizations to disclose policies and procedures for evaluating and addressing the 

impacts of their operations on local communities. Indicators such as SO1 (percentage of operations with  

implemented local community engagement, impact assessments and development programmes), SO9 and 

SO10 (respectively, operations with significant potential or actual negative impacts on local communities; and 

prevention and mitigation measures) could be particularly relevant to children’s rights, and information specific to 

children’s rights could be reported here. Best practice, in fact, would involve reporting explicitly on environmental 

impacts on children and measures to address these. (See Appendix I for more information.)

Electric Utilities indicators EU20 (approach to managing the impacts of displacement) and EU22 (number of  

people physically or economically displaced and compensation) could be especially relevant to Principle 7, and 

best practice would include disaggregating these indicators to include child-specific information.

The Mining and Metals sector supplement (MM) adds indicator MM8 (number and percentage of company  

operating sites where artisanal and small-scale mining (ASM) takes place on, or adjacent to, the site; and the 

associated risks and the actions taken to manage and mitigate these risks). Best practice would include specific 

disclosure on child labour and the social and environmental impact on children in ASM settings, which pose  

particularly high risks for children. In line with Principle 7, MM9 (sites where resettlements took place, the  

number of households resettled in each, and how their livelihoods were affected in the process) could also  

include disclosure on children affected by resettlement. 
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Further measurement examples or KPIs

The following table includes ideas for other performance measurements:

Table 7: Suggested measures of child rights in the environment, emergencies,  
security arrangements and the community

Organization objective Measure or indicator Comments

Respect children’s rights in 
relationship to the  
environment

Assessment of environmental risks specific to children Disaggregate GRI EN 
indicators

Remediation programmes specifically address  
children

Consultation of children to identify and address  
adverse environmental impacts

Disaggregate SO1

Respect children’s rights in 
security arrangements

Explicit training for security forces on children’s 
safety and rights

Disaggregate HR8

Security contracts specifically integrate clause on 
child protection94

Could be reported in HR1

Protect children affected by 
emergencies

Engagement of children in community disaster risk 
reduction planning

Information on workplace or area emergency  
procedures is available in formats accessible to 
children

Investment in water-sanitation infrastructure to  
mitigate effects of disasters

Emergency planning explicitly includes assessment 
of potential impact on children

Explicit assessment of risks to children post-disaster/
post-emergency

Programmes specifically targeting children’s needs  
post-emergency

Support the right to  
education

Area covered, longevity of programme

Independent assessment of quality

Women’s empowerment programmes

School enrolment rates and results

Partnership with government, local organizations or 
community

Not undermine government 
efforts to protect and fulfil 
children’s rights

Payment of taxes due

Controversies around tax avoidance

Strengthen investment in 
programmes promoting  
children’s rights

Steps taken to ensure full participation by children95 Disaggregate between 
boys and girls as  
beneficiaries

9495 
94 See UNICEF, May 2011, which recommends that contracts with private security companies (PSCs) stipulate no involvement of children in activities related  
 to the operations of PSCs, and calls for companies to ensure that PSCs do not exploit or harm children through their activities.
95 See ‘Women’s Empowerment Principles: Reporting on progress’, 2012, p. 12.
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viii. Key impressions
As this paper is not based on a comprehensive study of corporate reporting, the following are offered as strong 
impressions as opposed to ‘findings’. They apply generally across sustainability reports, while impressions that 
apply more specifically to sub-areas of the Children’s Rights and Business Principles (e.g., workplace,  
marketplace) were reviewed in Sections iv–vii. 

The key conclusion from the review is that reporting and disclosure on children’s rights-related issues is, with a 
few exceptions, significantly underdeveloped. This is particularly true in comparison to other areas, such as  
gender equality, which have received increasing attention in recent years. And while human rights reporting has 
seen some incipient improvement in areas such as stakeholder inclusion (e.g., the voices of investors,  
occasionally civil society organizations and, to a lesser degree, trade unions, incorporated in some way into  
reporting), children’s views seem absent from this development. This may be because companies fail to consult 
with children as distinctive stakeholders; more research is needed on this point. 

More specifically, the following trends and gaps in reporting (not in order of importance) are evident:96 

1) An over-emphasis on philanthropy: reporting in relation to children’s rights has often focused on  
philanthropic initiatives (e.g., financial and in-kind donations, funding the building of schools, employee 
volunteer programmes, and so forth). This extends across reporting on workplace, marketplace and  
community. Sometimes the narratives are accompanied by quantitative information, such as the amount of 
funding disbursed during the reporting period, or the number of schools supported or the number of  
teachers trained. 

While philanthropic initiatives can be worthwhile, this kind of reporting is marked by an important  
weakness. Information is frequently reported in a way that tells the reader little about the actual impact on 
children or their rights: the number of schools built, when reported as an isolated number, does not  
indicate whether they are actually functioning, properly staffed, or providing a decent education. This  
weakness is linked to the failure to put these initiatives into a sustainability context, defined as a key  
component of reporting by GRI: “how an organization contributes, or aims to contribute in the future, to the 
improvement or deterioration of economic, environmental, and social conditions, developments, and trends 
at the local, regional, or global level” (GRI G3.1 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, p. 11). 

Contextual factors that are material – but rarely discussed – might include endemic child labour in the area 
of operations, or low wages paid to adult workers in a company’s supply chain. How does the company 
address these risks in its supply chain or its own operations? This kind of information is essential to the 
sustainability context, and failure to discuss material issues of context while reporting only on philanthropic 
initiatives means readers are given a very selective and incomplete picture of the company’s impact on 
children’s human rights.
 
Further, John Ruggie, the former UN Special Representative on Business and Human Rights, has stated 
that “a company cannot compensate for human rights harm by performing good deeds elsewhere”  
(Ruggie, 2008, p. 17). In other words, support for human rights issues in one place (for example, through  
philanthropic programmes) cannot be used to make up for failure to respect human rights in another part of 
company operations. A hypothesis that emerges from the research for this paper is that corporations seem 
to approach children, more than any other topic or stakeholder group, as a philanthropic issue. If true, the 
Children’s Rights and Business Principles should be used to counteract this, by calling companies’  
attention to their impact on children in all spheres of their operations, and the ways in which companies 
must respect and support children’s rights. This goes beyond legal compliance, and should not be  
conflated with philanthropy. 
 
In this vein, the impact of a company’s core business on children’s rights is a crucial issue. As one source 
notes, “while many companies try to cultivate positive perceptions and good relationships with host  
communities through periodic corporate social responsibility-style projects, core business operations – 
such as compensation policies, hiring practices, access to land, and construction – are more important 
in shaping the community’s view of and relationship with the company” (Vaughan, 2012). The question 
of whether a company has truly integrated human rights into its core business is difficult to determine in 
company reporting that focuses on what may seem to be isolated CSR programmes. 
 

96 Note that many of the following gaps echo recent findings more generally on human rights reporting (Umlas, 2009).
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2) Related to this, most corporate sustainability reports do not discuss systemic children’s rights risks 
and impacts. Individual indicators are not capable of capturing systemic issues or responses, nor are they 
intended to do so. Thus, reporting an incidents-based indicator for child labour (GRI HR6) in isolation of 
other information does not tell the reader much about a company’s impact on children’s rights, positive 
or negative. Following the GRI framework properly involves describing the sustainability context, as well 
as following the principles of balance and completeness, and not simply providing a quantitative indicator. 
Many companies, however, report only a numeric indicator without applying the rest of the framework. 

To take another example, reporting only the number of non-compliance incidents with regulations and  
voluntary codes concerning marketing communications (PR7) or reporting only on programmes for  
adherence to laws, standards and voluntary codes on marketing communications (PR6) does not capture 
companies’ use of legislative loopholes.97  Nor does it reflect the fact that in many cases, where  
self-regulatory or voluntary codes are the norm (such as for food and beverage advertising and marketing in 
the U.S.), the inherent weakness (or lack) of enforcement means incident- or process-based  
indicators will be an inadequate measure of infractions. In such cases, reporting zero infractions tells the 
reader little about the company’s impact on children in a system of weak oversight (see, for example, 
Doane and Holder, 2007).

The GRI framework explicitly calls for reporting to be based on the principle of sustainability context in 
order to enable reporting organizations to capture systemic effects. This part of the framework, however, 
is often poorly implemented by reporting organizations. For its part, in addition to showing companies how 
the GRI indicators map or align to the Children’s Rights Principles, UNICEF should emphasize the principles 
that underpin the GRI framework, as well as other aspects of the GRI reporting guidelines, such as the 
DMA (see ‘Next steps’).

3) The sample reports also reveal a lack of reporting on policy involvement, which is an integral part of 
companies’ systemic impact on children’s rights. Companies sometimes report on their lobbying activi-
ties and public policy involvement in support of children’s rights, but they very rarely discuss the potential 
negative impacts of corporate lobbying that undermines these rights (e.g., in relation to drug pricing, limits 
on advertising to children, or climate change regulation). This gap, particularly relevant to Principles 5, 6 and 
10, was explored briefly in this paper, but needs more research.
 
4) A lack of balance in reporting: Perhaps even more than with human rights reporting in general, corporate 
reporting on children’s rights-related impacts focuses almost exclusively on positive impacts. All  
companies are exposed to some form of human rights risk, and companies “can have an impact on  
virtually the entire spectrum of internationally recognized human rights.”98  It is therefore a significant gap 
to find so many examples of purely ‘positive’ reporting, with an absence of any other discussion in relation 
to human rights. Such reporting lacks credibility.

Balance in reporting is a key GRI principle. As EIRIS notes, in addition to reporting on performance via 
disclosure of indicators and “management approach” per the GRI, “it is also good practice for companies 
to respond publicly to any non-compliance uncovered by third-party organizations. Public reporting on a 
company’s response enables stakeholders to easily access information on how well a company has dealt 
with a particular issue” (EIRIS, December 2009, p. 28).99 

Unfortunately, as one expert has pointed out, the “existing incentive structure for business means that 
few businesses will want to publish information about their violations of human rights.” Therefore, he 
argues, legislation (mandatory disclosure) will be necessary for meaningful oversight of “compliance with 
human rights standards under a due diligence approach.” But mandatory disclosure such as that called 
for in Dodd-Frank is not the same as CSR reporting, which will not be sufficient for measuring this kind 
of compliance (Taylor, 2011, p. 4). This is a key tension of which UNICEF should be aware with regard to 
sustainability reporting.

5) Emphasis on policies and processes over performance: Reporting on how corporate activities and those 
of key business partners affect children and their rights – and how the company addresses these impacts – 
is underdeveloped. As with other human rights-related reporting, it is much more common to find  

97 In this context, see Faircloth, 2007, for an example of companies getting around UK legislation banning the advertising of infant formula.
98 Ruggie, March 2011, Guiding Principle 12, p. 13.
99 Outside of dedicated sustainability reports, companies have an established channel to disclose human rights-related information, in the forum created by  
 the BHRRC. The BHRRC publishes both third-party allegations of corporate wrong-doing, as well as soliciting the company’s response to the allegations.  
 This provides an opportunity to respond in real time and perhaps in more depth on a specific issue than would be possible in an annual sustainability report  
 (this does not obviate the need for the company to include an updated disclosure on the issue in the next sustainability report that it publishes).
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disclosure on policies and processes than on performance in relation to these processes. This gap may 
begin to be addressed to the extent that existing indicators can be properly disaggregated for children – or 
new indicators formulated to capture other impacts.

6) Different impacts on boys versus girls: It is quite rare to find reporting on children that considers the 
different risks and impacts faced by girls versus boys.100 It is unclear whether this is so because of a lack 
of awareness or acknowledgment of these differences on the part of companies, an inability to discuss the 
differences because companies do not disaggregate data, or something else.
  
On the positive side, the study turned up several examples of good or at least promising practice in relation 
to children’s rights reporting. These were in areas specific to child rights integration, workplace, market-
place and community, and some of them appear in Sections iv–vii of the paper. Very few companies in 
the sample had good reporting overall on children’s rights issues (i.e., across the various categories of the 
Children’s Rights Principles). In this sense, the Principles should raise the corporations’ awareness of the 
full range of impacts they might have on children, and move companies – in line with the UN framework – 
not only towards addressing these impacts, but also to being transparent in reporting on how they do so. 

100 ISO 26000 specifically calls on companies to analyze the ways in which girls and boys are affected differently; for example, by child labour.

©
 U

N
IC

E
F/

N
Y

H
Q

2
01

1-
2

2
7

2
/P

IR
O

Z
Z

I



SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING ON CHILDREN’S RIGHTS — UNICEF working paper44

ix. Next steps
This paper has highlighted the general weakness of corporate reporting in relation to children’s rights, as well as 
gaps within specific issue areas and sectors or industries. It has also proposed indicators that might capture the 
impact of corporate activities on children’s rights; these are a sample of suggested measures, not an exhaustive 
list. The paper seeks to serve as the basis for discussion with interested stakeholders on children’s rights  
reporting, as well as the foundation for the formulation of reporting guidance to companies. 

The following are possible next steps for UNICEF in moving forward. 

Recommendations for UNICEF 

Advisory Group of technical experts

UNICEF is forming an Advisory Group on Children’s Rights and Business, which will support UNICEF in the 
development of various tools for the implementation of the Children’s Rights and Business Principles. The group 
is composed of various CSR/ESG-related technical experts. The group will advise UNICEF in producing reporting 
guidance and other guidance materials related to the Children’s Rights and Business Principles. 

Open questions for discussion with the Advisory Group include the following: 

•	 Should guidance focus on company reporting in relation to core business?101  

•	 Should guidance discuss the distinction between direct and indirect impacts of corporate actions on 

children’s rights? Indirect impacts may seem too broad and all-encompassing, but some of them, such as 

treatment of pregnant workers, are highly relevant to the rights of children.

•	 How should UNICEF approach the division between GRI core and sector-specific guidance?

•	 How might UNICEF work with other UN entities to best leverage existing UN system capacity to engage 

directly with the private sector? 

 

Other stakeholders
  
In conjunction with the launch of the Children’s Rights and Business Principles, UNICEF should consider targeting 
other stakeholders, besides companies, with guidance on reporting. These could include: 

1. Governments: As they increase requirements (or pass new legislation) on mandatory reporting in relation to 
human rights issues, governments should take into account children’s rights in particular. Some of the new 
laws (e.g., Dodd-Frank and the California Transparency in Supply Chains Act) are implicitly linked to children’s 
rights, as they mandate reporting in relation to human trafficking and forced labour and slavery in supply 
chains. 

2. Multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) and industry initiatives: A lesson learned from earlier MSIs is that, without 
robust (and audited) reporting and disclosure requirements for members, the credibility of an initiative is 
called into question. Strong guidance on children’s rights-related reporting is relevant for many MSIs that have 
reporting requirements, but most of them make little or no mention of children (e.g., the Voluntary Principles 
on Security and Human Rights, and the Global Network Initiative). The same might also be true of purely 
industry-led initiatives. 

3. Investors: Social investors look to specialist organizations such as UNICEF for guidance on priority issues and 
expectations of companies. These investors can also often be counted on to provide a multiplier effect for 
standards and Principles through their direct engagement with publicly listed companies.

4. Organizations with specialized reporting frameworks (e.g., Access to Medicines Index – see Section vi), as 
well as institutions that produce guidelines or standards (e.g., the OECD, IFC, etc.): UNICEF should approach 
them in order to improve integration of children’s rights into subsequent editions of these standards, including 
their reporting tools. UNICEF is currently in discussions with GRI on the issue of children’s rights, a subject 
on which GRI is committed to work.

101 That is, the main or essential activities of a company, those which define its main purpose.
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GRI

In 2011–2012, UNICEF and GRI have had an ongoing dialogue on potential collaboration between the two organi-
zations on children’s rights reporting. At a later stage, UNICEF might explore potential entry points into the discus-
sion around G4, the next round of GRI guidelines, due in 2013. It should be noted that GRI follows a very specific 
process in deciding which issues to prioritize for improved (or new) coverage in its guidelines, so UNICEF would 
do best to keep open the lines of direct communication with GRI as it moves along. 

One recommendation UNICEF could make to GRI is that the Children’s Rights and Business Principles be added 
as a reference wherever appropriate in the GRI Guidelines – for example, in the References section of indicator 
HR6 (child labour), but also wherever other international instruments on children’s rights are mentioned. This will 
help to raise awareness of the Principles and encourage companies and other reporting organizations to use them 
as a reference point.  

©
 U

N
IC

E
F/

IN
D

A
2

01
3

-0
0

0
01

/V
IS

H
W

A
N

A
T

H
A

N



SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING ON CHILDREN’S RIGHTS — UNICEF working paper46

Appendix i:
Mapping GRI G3.1 to the Children’s Rights and Business Principles

Appendix I focuses on GRI indicators and, where appropriate, Disclosure on Management Approaches. As noted 
throughout this paper, however, it is important for UNICEF to provide guidance to companies not only on  
integrating children’s rights into their measurement and disclosure of GRI indicators, but also on the need for 
reporting organizations to uphold general GRI reporting principles, such as sustainability context and balance. 

Governance

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE 
WITHIN PRINCIPLE

CRBP GRI INDICATOR RECOMMENDATIONS/ 
COMMENTS

Policy commitment 1 (also 3) Human rights DMA (policy 
with rights indentified as  
priorities) 

Add to DMA: disclosure on 
how policy and its application 
integrates children

Development/ 
implementation of child 
protection code

4 None?

Due diligence: impact  
assessment

1 Human rights DMA calls for 
risk assessment procedures to 
be described; operational-level 
processes for impact  
assessment

Add text to DMA (Impact  
Assessment) re: explicit 
consideration of impact on 
children

Due diligence: impact  
assessment

1 HR1 (screened contracts)

HR2 (screened partners)

HR6 (ops with child labour risk)

HR10 (% operations reviewed)

SO10 (impact assessment on 
local communities)

Possibly disaggregate HR1, 
HR2, HR10 and SO1 to include 
children or add specific  
guidance on this in Relevance 
sections of each indicator

Organizational  
responsibility

1 Human rights DMA (highest 
official responsible for human 
rights)

Include children’s rights among 
criteria

Due diligence: integration 
(training)

1 HR3 (employee training on  
human rights)

If children’s rights are included 
in training, report it in HR3

Due diligence: monitoring 1 DMA (monitoring, including of 
supply chain)

Remediation 1 DMA (describe remediation)

HR11 (# grievances filed, 
resolved)

1) HR11 calls for breaking 
down total by “other indicators 
of diversity”: suggest explicit 
breakdown by age to check 
who uses it and if effective 
across groups

2) Make HR11 explicit: disclose 
grievance channels for children 
(boys, girls) and young workers
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Workplace

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE 
WITHIN PRINCIPLE

CRBP GRI INDICATOR RECOMMENDATIONS/ 
COMMENTS

Elimination of child 
labour

2 HR6 (child labour) HR6 covers operations  
identified with significant risk 
of child labor and/or young 
workers exposed to hazardous 
work

Identify/mitigate/pre-
vent harm to young 
workers

2 HR6

Promote education 
and solutions to root 
causes of child labour

2 Possibly EC8 (development and impact 
of infrastructure investments and 
services provided primarily for public 
benefit)

Provide decent work 
for young workers

3, 3 EC5 (ratio of entry-level wage to local 
minimum wage)

No GRI indicator for living 
wage but EC5 “helps  
demonstrate how an  
organization contributes 
to economic well-being 
of employees”. GRI notes 
importance of offering wages 
above minimum. Paying above 
minimum has impact on child 
rights by contributing to adult 
workers’ ability to support  
family, cover costs of  
education, health

Provide decent work 
for young workers

3 LA3 (benefits to full-time employees)

LA4 (% covered by collective bargaining 
agreement)

LA6-9 (health and safety) 

LA 10-11 (training/education)

Consider if any of these, as 
indicators of decent work  
generally, should be  
disaggregated to capture  
impact on young workers. 
Some LA indicators already 
call for breakdown by age 
group (probably 18 & up, and 
probably not for supply chain), 
but to capture impact on 
young workers in supply chain, 
should collect data/report on 
younger workers 

Responsive to young 
workers’ vulnerability

3 HR11 (grievances filed, resolved)

LA6-9 (health and safety)

1) Grievance mechanisms should 
be accessible to young workers. 
HR11 could be disaggregated to 
capture whether youths can/do 
use grievance mechanisms

2) Health and safety measures 
disaggregated for young workers

Provide decent work 
for parents,  
caregivers

3 LA3 (benefits to full-time employees)

LA8 (risk control to assist workers and 
families re: diseases)

LA14 (ratio of salary women/men)

LA15 (retention rates after parental 
leave)
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Marketplace

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE 
WITHIN PRINCIPLE

CRBP GRI INDICATOR RECOMMENDATIONS/ 
COMMENTS

Health and safety of 
children in relation to 
products/services

5 PR1 (life-cycle analysis of health and 
safety impacts)

PR2 (non-compliance, health & safety 
impacts)

PR8 (complaints of breach of privacy)

1) Disaggregate for children 
(life cycle assessment of  
products for risks to children)

2) Does PR1 capture testing 
and research (e.g. safe/ethical  
paediatric trials)

Prevent products/
services being used 
to abuse children

5 The Code indicators could be 
used here 

Children’s access to 
essential products/
services

5 PR9 (fines for non-compliance on use of 
products/services)

Not clear if PR9 covers  
maximizing availability of  
essential products. Would 
need to disaggregate it for 
children

Marketing/labelling/
advertising has no 
adverse impact on 
children

6 PR7 (marketing infractions)

PR2 (non-compliance, health & safety 
impacts)

PR3 (information required by  
procedures)

PR4 (non-compliance on info/labelling)

PR6 (adherence programmes on  
marketing/advertising codes, standards)

1) Disaggregate these for 
children 

2) PR indicators don’t include 
measures taken to bring  
marketing/ads into compliance. 

3) PR6 already mentions  
irresponsible influence on 
children as an example

Compliance with 
World Health  
Assembly  
instruments  
(marketing and 
health)

6 PR3

PR4

PR6

PR7

PR9

SO8 (fines for non-compliance with 
laws outside of environment and  
product)

1) Ideal: disclosure of all  
advertising/marketing of 
breastmilk substitutes in all 
countries

2) PR9 refers to compliance 
with international conventions/
treaties so could cover  
products esp. relevant to  
children (tobacco, infant  
formula)

3) SO8 is intended to capture 
sanctions for non-compliance 
with international conventions, 
international dispute cases, 
etc.

Marketing that 
promotes children’s 
rights and healthy 
lifestyles

6 PR3 

PR6

See Table 6 for more suggestions
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Community

ISSUE/OBJECTIVE 
WITHIN PRINCIPLE

CRBP GRI INDICATOR RECOMMENDATIONS/ 
COMMENTS

Respect children’s 
rights in relation to 
environment 

7 SO9 (operations with negative 
impact)

SO10 (prevention/mitigation in  
operations with negative 
impact)

EN 26 (mitigating  
environmental impacts)

EN28 (fines, non-compliance)

HR9 (violations of indigenous 
peoples’ rights) - partial match

1) Disaggregate potential/actual impact 
on children

2) SO10 could include specific  
assessment of impact on children as 
part of impact assessment

3) Disclose specific measures to  
address environmental impact on 
children 

Respect children’s 
rights when acquir-
ing land (meaningful 
consultation)

7 SO9 

SO1 (% programmes with 
engagement, impact  
assessment)

1) Disaggregate information on  
community members consulted,  
including children (boys and girls)

2) In G3.1 Stakeholder Inclusiveness, 
consider adding explicit reference to 
children

3) In intro to SO1 consider adding “and 
children” to reference to “impacts on 
women and men”

Support children’s 
rights in relation to 
environment where 
future generations 
will live and grow

7 SO9 Add to SO9 reference to reproductive 
health impacts

Respect child rights 
in security  
arrangements

8 HR8 (security personnel 
trained)

HR1 (screened contracts)

1) Security contracts should specifically 
integrate clause on child protection; this 
measure should be reported in HR1

2) Disaggregate HR8 to include any 
training offered or required on child 
rights

Non-recruitment of 
children for security

8 None

Respect/support 
children’s rights in 
emergencies

9 None

Do not undermine 
government efforts to 
protect/fulfil  
children’s rights

10 SO5 (public policy positions 
and lobbying)

SO6 (political party  
contributions)

SO8 (fines for non-compliance 
with laws outside of  
environment and product)

SO9

SO10

1) Not clear if SO8 maps best to 
Principle 10; GRI intends it to capture 
sanctions for non-compliance with 
international conventions, international 
dispute cases, etc. 

2) Disaggregate to capture negative 
impact on children within local  
communities
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ISSUE/OBJECTIVE 
WITHIN PRINCIPLE

CRBP GRI INDICATOR RECOMMENDATIONS/ 
COMMENTS

Support government 
efforts to protect/fulfil 
child rights

10 EC8 (development and impact 
of infrastructure investments 
and services provided primarily 
for public benefit)

Undertake strategic 
social investment  
programmes for 
children

10 EC8 

SO1

1) EC8 could capture #, type, results of 
programmes invested in that enhance 
children’s rights and empowerment

2) Disaggregate beneficiaries between 
boys and girls (equal access to educ.) of 
community investment initiatives

3) SO1 could include child-specific 
information (report on boys and girls 
separately if possible)
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Appendix ii:
Company reports reviewed

Company Industry Country

Abengoa Utilities Spain

Abengoa Bioenergia Utilities Spain

Abbott Pharmaceuticals U.S.

Air Products Chemicals U.S.

Albemarle Corp. Chemicals U.S.

American Electric Power (AEP) Utilities (Electricity) U.S.

AngloAmerican Mining UK

Apple Computer manufacturing U.S.

AstraZeneca plc Pharmaceuticals UK

Aviva Financial services UK

Banco do Brasil Banks Brazil

Banco Sabadell Banks Spain

Barclays Banks UK

Beyond Business Consultancy Israel

BicBanco Banks Brazil

Bilim Pharmaceuticals Co. Pharmaceuticals (Health care) Turkey

BILT (Ballarpur Industries Ltd.) Paper manufacturing India

Buckman Chemicals South Africa

Caja Madrid Banks Spain

Campbell Soup Co. Food and beverage U.S.

Cemex Chemicals (Construction and  
materials)

Mexico

Cheminova Chemicals Denmark

Chilectra Utilities (Electricity) Chile

Chrysler Group LLC Automobiles U.S.

Cipla Pharmaceuticals India

Clariant Chemicals Switzerland

CLP Utilities China

Coca Cola Co. Food and beverages U.S.



SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING ON CHILDREN’S RIGHTS — UNICEF working paper52

Company Industry Country

Corporate Express/Staples 
Australia

Office supplies Australia

Crest Nicholson Construction (Construction and 
materials)

UK

Danone Food and beverages France

Deutsche Börse AG Financial services Germany

Dialog Axiata Telecommunications Sri Lanka

Dogus Otomotiv Automobiles and parts Turkey

Dubai Customs Industrial goods and services: 
Transport

UAE

Electrolux Personal and household goods: 
Household appliances

Sweden

Ericsson ICT (Mobile technology) Sweden

Gap, Inc. Apparel U.S.

Gas Natural SDG Utilities Spain

Gildan Activewear Apparel Canada

GlaxoSmithKline Pharmaceuticals UK

Hasbro Toys U.S.

Hennes & Mauritz Apparel Sweden

Hong Kong Exchanges & Clearing Financial services China

HotelPlan Travel and tourism Switzerland

ING Group Banks Netherlands

Itaúsa Banks Brazil

Itautec Technology Brazil

Intel Corp. Computer equipment  
(Semiconductors)

U.S.

Intercell Pharmaceuticals Austria

Johnson & Johnson Pharmaceuticals U.S.

Jubilant Industries Limited Chemicals India

Jubilant Life Sciences Ltd Pharmaceuticals India

KBC Group Financial services Belgium

Kellogg Co. Food and beverage U.S.

Kraft Foods Inc. Food and beverage U.S.

Kuoni Group Hotels and resorts Switzerland

Lafarge Construction and materials France
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Company Industry Country

Manpower Group Professional services US

Marks & Spencer Retail consumer goods UK

Mattel, Inc. Toys U.S.

Media Prima Media Malaysia

Merck Pharmaceuticals U.S.

Microsoft Corp. Computer manufacturing U.S.

Migros Retail Switzerland

MOL Group Integrated oil and gas Hungary

Mondi Group Industrial goods and services:  
Packaging

South Africa

Motorola ICT (Mobile technology) U.S.

Mylan Pharmaceuticals U.S.

National Bank of Abu Dhabi Banks UAE

Nestlé Food and beverage Switzerland

Nokia ICT (Mobile technology) Finland

Northern Trust Banks U.S.

Northrup Grumman Technology U.S.

Novartis Pharmaceuticals Switzerland

OHL Group Construction and materials Spain

ONO Telecommunications Spain

Outotec Technology Finland

Peñoles Mining Mexico

PepsiCo, Inc. Food and beverages U.S.

Petron Corporation Oil and gas Philippines

Pfizer Pharmaceuticals U.S.

Phillips Van Heusen Apparel/luxury goods U.S.

Piaggio Group Automobiles and parts Italy

Piraeus Bank Banks Greece

Procter & Gamble Consumer goods U.S.

PTT Public Company Oil and gas Thailand

Puma Personal and household goods: 
Sports

Germany

Ranbaxy Pharmaceuticals India
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Company Industry Country

Roche Pharmaceuticals Switzerland

S&B Industrial Minerals Mining Greece

Samsung Electronics Korea

Siemens Technology Germany

Sol Meliá Hotels and resorts Spain

Starwood Hotels Hotels and resorts UK

STMicroelectronics Technology Switzerland

Straumann Holding Medical supplies Switzerland

Strauss Group Food and beverages Israel

Suez Environment Utilities France

Suncor Energy Oil and gas Canada

Syngenta Agricultural chemicals Switzerland

TELVENT Utilities Spain

The Co-Operative Multi-Sector UK

Transcontinental Media: Printing Canada

Unilever Consumer Goods UK/Netherlands

US Postal Service (USPS) Telecommunications: Post U.S.

Vattenfall Utilities Sweden

Vodaphone Telecommunications UK

Walt Disney Co. Media U.S.

Xstrata Mining UK/Switzerland
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