PRI Reporting Framework: Objectives,
Feedback and Next Steps
October 2012
This document summarises the feedback provided by signatories who participated in the recent
pilot of the new Reporting Framework and outlines how the Secretariat intends to incorporate this
into the development of the final framework over the coming year.
It revisits the main objectives of the reporting and assessment process and clarifies how these
have been reflected in the design, content and structure of the new framework in order to
overcome the limitations of the previous survey that signatories identified.

Contents
Objectives

3

Limitations of the previous reporting and assessment process

4

Feedback
Reporting effort

5
6

Prescriptiveness

8

Timing and duration of the reporting period

9

Mandatory Disclosure

10

Structure and Content

10

Principles for Investors in Inclusive Finance (PIIF)

11

Additional Items

12

Verification and assurance

12

Data query tool

12

Data security

12

Assessment
Objectives
Appendix: Pilot participation and feedback
Participation
Response to feedback questions

13
13
15
15
16

Objectives
The PRI Advisory Council agreed in May 2011 to develop a new Reporting Framework for
signatories with three key objectives in mind. Together, these are designed to increase the
accountability of the Initiative as a whole while evidencing the work of its signatories and
supporting their ongoing implementation of responsible investment.
1) To be an accountability tool for the PRI Initiative and its signatories.
Signatories have a role and responsibility to invest in a way that demonstrates their
implementation of the six Principles for Responsible Investment. The framework has been
designed to help signatories and the PRI Initiative to demonstrate transparently how they are
meeting their commitments under the Principles, and to support asset owners in their dialogues
with and review and selection of investment managers.
2) To provide a standardised transparency tool to help signatories in their own reporting.
Transparency is the bedrock of stable, well-functioning and efficient markets. With investors,
policy makers and other stakeholders increasingly demanding transparency of RI activities, the
new framework has been designed to allow signatories to report on their responsible investment
activities and progress in a systematic way. It provides a framework for disclosing the most
relevant information about RI in a consistent manner using a common language.
3) To enable the assessment of signatories’ progress and capabilities on RI, facilitating learning
and development.
In the recent consultation on assessment, 92% of respondents supported the concept of
assessment, primarily as a learning and development tool. The reporting process has been
developed to allow signatories to gain a better understanding of where their organisation sits in
relation to its peers and competitors at the local and global level, and across asset classes. The
assessment process also provides independent feedback on progress and helps signatories
identify future areas for improvement. It can also be a tool for dialogue between clients and their
managers on responsible investment capabilities.

Limitations of the previous reporting and assessment
process
The Secretariat set up a process in 2011, led by the Reporting Technical Committee and with
input from asset class and region-specific advisory groups, to develop a new Reporting
Framework. It drew heavily on experience over the past five years running the annual reporting
and assessment process, as well as feedback from signatories during several consultations, to
address the limitations of the previous reporting process in the new framework. These limitations
included:
•

Lack of objectivity: Signatories told us the new framework should not be based on
subjective self-assessment of signatories’ own RI activities. This required the new
framework to move away from questions which asked signatories whether they were
doing a particular RI activity to a “small, moderate, or large” extent towards a model that
asks signatories to report on what they are actually doing. The shift from self-assessment
to self-reporting is a key feature of the new framework, and will enable the reader (and
the PRI’s assessment process) to assess responses.

•

Lack of distinction between direct and indirect investors: Implementation by indirect
investors (typically asset owners who outsource to investment managers) is different from
that of direct investors (typically investment managers). While the old framework
separated asset owners and investment managers, the indicators were not tailored to
reflect the different responsibilities and activities of each group. The direct/indirect split
better reflects the reality of organisations, and recognises that within the same
organisation, there often is a mixture of both. New supplements address this.

•

Lack of distinction between asset classes: Implementation across different asset
classes, especially for direct investors, differs markedly. For example, exercising active
ownership in listed equities is very different from private equity. The new framework
includes new asset class supplements to enable greater distinction between practices in
different asset classes.

•

The overlap of some RI activity: Some RI practices are not easily reported by Principle
and some cut across multiple Principles. For example, the selection and monitoring of
managers by an asset owner may be both a Principle 1 and Principle 4 indicator, while a
collaborative engagement may be both a Principle 3 and Principle 5 indicator. Signatories
expressed a desire for a reporting structure based more on business and industry logic
rather than reporting rigidly against the six Principles. By structuring the new framework
by RI practice area and not by Principle, it better reflects how signatory organisations are
structured and will result in a more relevant reporting. To address concerns that the new
approach would weaken the link to the six Principles, each indicator is clearly labelled
according to its corresponding Principle/s.

In the 2011 consultation, an overwhelming majority of respondents (91%) supported the main
elements of this new approach, and 85% supported the new structure.

Feedback
The new framework was well received by most signatories, with 90% of respondents stating it
captures their responsible investment practices to a large or moderate extent and 70% finding it to
be an improvement from previous years.
However, 20% of respondents felt it was not as good as previous years, and 66% found it took
more time to complete.
The main concerns raised by signatories during the 2012 pilot, and which the Secretariat now
seeks to address, can be grouped into five key areas. It is important to note that many of these
issues and the associated solutions we have proposed are interrelated.
•

The effort required to gather and report data for each indicator.

•

The prescriptiveness of the proposed approach.

•

The timing and duration of the reporting period.

•

The mandatory disclosure requirement for some indicators.

•

The structure and content of some supplements, including the rationale for inclusion of
each indicator and their definition.

Some signatories also requested more guidance on the assessment methodology, approach to
verification and assurance, the online data query tool that will be developed in 2014/2015, and the
Secretariat’s policies relating to data security and the confidentiality of signatory information.
These issues are addressed later in the document.
More granular information on the composition of signatories that participated in the pilot and their
responses to the built-in feedback questions in the Appendix.

Reporting effort
Summary
In addition to the measures the Secretariat have already introduced to reduce the reporting effort,
it will no longer request detailed non-RI-related quantitative information, including a detailed
breakdown of signatories’ asset under management by asset class. We will also reduce the total
number of indicators, adjust the threshold above which a supplement must be completed (5% in
the pilot) or the number of supplements that must be completed. One supplement will be removed
completely. It should also be noted that the reporting burden will reduce dramatically in the
second and subsequent years, as the indicators will be pre-filled and need only be edited where
things change.

What signatories told us
A majority of signatories (66%) told us it took them more time to report this year. Within this
group, about 60% nevertheless felt the overall framework had improved and a further 15% felt it
remained the same. On average, it took between 3 and 8 working days for small and large
signatories, respectively, to complete. There were several outliers, with some small investors
indicating it took only a few hours to complete and some large investors indicating it took
significantly longer than the average.
Signatories raised a number of concerns relating to the structure of the new framework and its
data collection requirements, with implications for reporting effort. These included:
•

The shift from self-assessment to self-reporting, which required signatories that did not
have systems in place to track data to spend more time building them.

•

Signatories managing investments in multiple asset classes and/or implementing RI
both directly and via managers now faced greater reporting requirements.

•

There was increased scope to describe implementation approaches in free text fields,
which was more time-consuming that the old approach driven by multiple choice
options.

•

•
•

It wasn’t always clear which indicators were optional and which were mandatory, and
many signatories reported on all indicators, which was much more demanding,
assuming that the new framework required the completion of all indicators.
Signatories had to collect detailed non-RI quantitative information (for example, asset
1
allocation percentages), and collecting this information was very time consuming .
The online reporting tool did not allow signatories to move freely within the framework
and answer indicators as data became available. While the Secretariat provided an
Excel data collection tool to help overcome this, this file was not able to upload directly
into the online tool, and required signatories to transfer data manually. In addition, the
Excel tool did not hide the indicators that did not apply to that signatory, and so
appeared more onerous and less relevant than was the case.
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•

Signatories had to spend more time understanding the new framework and were

•

confused about which supplements and indicators they had to complete.
The lack of ability to pre-fill responses from prior years increased the reporting effort.

Examples are the request for the % of the AUMs by segregation accounts versus collective investment schemes.
Another example is asking signatories their exact asset mix table by assets and investment strategy.

How we will address these concerns
The Secretariat is exploring several ways to support signatories and reduce the reporting effort.
However, it needs to be recognised that good reporting takes time. We will seek to ensure that all
of the indicators included in the final framework are relevant and useful, and outline the rationale
for including each indicator. We accept that many organisations are reporting on their RI activity
for the first time and putting in place the monitoring and management systems to support their
reporting. These new systems and processes, coupled with new and deeper conversations within
and between different parts of signatory organisations, are core to ensuring good responsible
investment practice and whole-of-organization engagement.
Once indicators are finalised in 2013/2014, signatories will have the ability to pre-fill their
responses again, which will significantly reduce the reporting effort. Only indicators that change
each year will need to be amended annually. A significant number of indicators relate to signatory
processes that are unlikely to change each year and can therefore be pre-filled.
The Secretariat believes it can significantly reduce the reporting effort further by making the
following adjustments:


Changing numeric and percentage indicators into broad ranges (for example, instead of
asking for asset class percentages, it will ask for broad ranges which will be more easily
determined).



Removing indicators, based on feedback from the pilot, deemed less relevant or not
essential to meeting the objectives of reporting.



Making some mandatory free text questions voluntary (except those that are essential for
transparency or required for assessment).



Reducing the number of indicators for indirect investors which ask for examples or output
data (for example, by removing the EAC supplement). This will significantly reduce the
effort required by both indirect and direct investors.



Eliminating the distinction between engagement for monitoring and engagement for
influence. Many signatories found this difficult to distinguish and feedback indicated it may
be counterproductive.



Adjusting the threshold above which signatories must complete asset class supplements.
In the pilot, signatories were required to complete a supplement if they held more than 5%
of their assets in that asset class. In the final framework, a higher threshold could be set
before completing a supplement becomes mandatory (for example, 10% of AUM) or a
maximum number of mandatory supplements could be set (for example, signatories may
only need to complete supplements for their largest four asset classes, with other asset
classes being voluntary to report on).



Improving guidance and definitions so signatories spend less time trying to establish the
meaning and purpose of an indicator.



Giving signatories a clear choice up-front to report only on mandatory indicators, leaving
voluntary indicators hidden.



Improving the online data collection tool, allowing signatories to move more freely within it.
The Secretariat is also investigating other systems for data collection.



Ensuring the framework is as closely aligned to other industry and/or regulatory standards

as possible to avoid reporting fatigue and duplicity (for example, the UK Stewardship Code
and South Africa’s CRISA).

Prescriptiveness
Summary
Several indicators will be revised to make it clear that the framework (and PRI more broadly) does
not prefer or advocate one particular RI approach or process over others. The Secretariat will also
be preparing simple reporting and implementation pathways to outline how signatories can meet
their reporting requirements and achieve basic levels of transparency (and assessment).

What signatories told us
Some signatories told us that the PRI, as an aspirational initiative, was too prescriptive by
including language in some indicators that implied it preferred one particular RI approach, process
or practice over others. In some cases, signatories interpreted the selection and presentation of
indicators as a list of things that they must follow in full in order to implement RI or demonstrate
they are a responsible investor.

How we will address these concerns
The framework was designed to identify and reflect areas of good RI practice, leading efforts
and/or implementation by a variety of leading signatories globally. These practices were turned
into a range of indicators, and signatories were asked to report on the extent to which they were
doing these practices. The Secretariat recognises that not every RI activity will be relevant for
every signatory, and those that do not do everything identified in the framework can still be
classified as leaders.
Many signatories did not recognise that the framework has been structured to allow them to
demonstrate how they are implementing the Principles based on their own chosen approaches,
paths and practices, and this was not adequately communicated to signatories during the pilot.
This was likely due to the limited explanation about why each indicator was included, and a lack
of clarity about which indicators would be assessed and how. The assessment methodology
currently being developed will allow for alternative pathways of RI implementation, and many of
these concerns will be addressed by the new assessment process and methodology.
The Secretariat has identified a number of additional ways to reduce the perceived
prescriptiveness, including:


Communicating more clearly the rationale for including a selection of closed- and openended indicators, and how these have been designed to capture the diversity of signatory
approaches, processes and practices relating to RI.



Publishing the assessment methodology by mid 2013, enabling signatories to understand
what has been identified as good practice and how each indicator will be scored.



Revisiting, and in some cases removing, strict definitions associated with some indicators
and concepts, allowing signatories to simply outline the different ways through which they
implement RI.



Providing more space for signatories to “comment” on areas where they may not be

implementing a certain practice, rather than simply asking them why they do not.



Communicating more clearly if an indicator is mandatory to disclose publically or if the
signatory can choose who to disclose it to, as well as whether the indicator will be used for
peering or assessment purposes, to enable reporting logic, or for reporting purposes only.

Timing and duration of the reporting period
Summary
Signatories expressed a diverse range of preferences relating to the timing and duration of the
reporting period for the new framework. To provide signatories with additional time to prepare and
submit their responses, we have decided to push the launch of the new framework until October
2013 and extend the annual reporting period by a further three months, to March 2014. The new
framework will also enable signatories to report based on their preferred reporting cycle to ensure
alignment and integration with other (financial and regulatory) reporting activities where desired.
For signatories that wish to continue reporting on a calendar year basis, only data for the year to
December 31, 2013 will need to be submitted for the next reporting cycle.

What signatories told us


Some signatories indicated that running the reporting period between April and July each
year was not optimal as it conflicted with the annual proxy voting season, which is
concentrated between March and June in many countries. Within signatory organisations,
individuals and teams responsible for proxy voting are often also responsible for PRI
reporting.



Signatories found it challenging to complete the framework during a 3-month window and
suggested the online reporting tool should be open for a longer period of time.



Those responsible for RI reporting told us they generally prefer to align their PRI reporting
year with their financial reporting year. Signatories requested the ability to report against
their most recent reporting period instead of being required to report on a December 31
reporting year end.

How we will address these concerns
The Secretariat will respond to these concerns in the final framework by:


Continuing to allow signatories to report against their preferred reporting year, even if the
data collected does not completely overlap. As long as the same period is used by
signatories from year to year, results will be largely comparable.



Launching the new framework in early October 2013 and keeping it open until March 2014.
This will allow for example, Australian signatories to report in October/November 2013 on
a reporting year ending in June 2013, while signatories with a financial year ending in
December can report by February/March 2014 using their 2013 data.



Extending the length of time that the online reporting tool remains open to six months so
that all signatories will be able to dedicate time during this period to reporting.

Mandatory Disclosure
Summary
Signatories said responding to some of the mandatory indicators would result in a breach of
confidentiality to their clients. These indicators will be reviewed to determine how concerns can be
addressed without reducing the accountability and transparency of the reporting process.

What signatories told us
Signatories said the information requested in some indicators was not in line with the format they
use to report this information elsewhere, causing confusion and in some case contradictions. In
some cases, the information requested in this format is considered proprietary.

How we will address these concerns
These issues will be reviewed on an indicator-by-indicator basis. In many cases, signatories may
be able to report information in different formats or report it with confidential information removed.
Where relevant, underlying specifics may be included in the assurance process or become a
voluntary part of the new framework.

Structure and Content
Summary
Signatories raised concerns about the structure and content of several supplements (in particular,
fixed income and indirect – external manager implementation), as well as the definition of
individual RI activities and indicators (including engagement for monitoring and ESG
incorporation) which we will seek to resolve before the framework is finalised.

What signatories told us
•

Engagement for Monitoring: Signatories found it difficult to distinguish between
engagements for monitoring and engagements for influence.

•

“Indirect–External Manager Implementation” supplement: Signatories (both asset
owners and investment managers) found it burdensome to collect this information,
both for their own reporting and that of their clients who are also PRI signatories.

•

Fixed Income: Signatories found this supplement to be too similar to the Listed Equity
supplement and not sufficiently tailored to this asset class.

•

Incorporation: Signatories noted that incorporation, PRI Principle 1, can be reflected in
many different RI approaches, visions and strategies. While for reporting purposes the
framework offers scope to describe these different activities, for assessment purposes
it is challenging to assess the effort and quality of the implementation of P1 in
aggregate, without prescribing one approach over another.

How we will address these concerns
The Secretariat will respond to these concerns by:
•

Removing all references and indicators relating to engagement for monitoring,

reducing the burden of collecting and reporting on two indicators that may overlap.
•

Removing the Indirect-External Manager Implementation supplement. There will be
one or two indicators added to the Indirect-Selection and Monitoring of External
Managers supplement to capture this concept; however the Secretariat will not request
the same level of detail or format as the existing supplement.

•

Redeveloping the Fixed Income supplement. This will make it more relevant for
signatories that have dedicated fixed income strategies, while allowing signatories that
closely align their approach to fixed income with listed equity to avoid repetition.

•

Exploring how different forms of incorporation can be acknowledged and reported on.

Principles for Investors in Inclusive Finance (PIIF)
Since their launch in 2011, the PIIF have been housed within the PRI Initiative. They provide a
framework for responsible investment in inclusive finance. Signatories to the PIIF are required to
report against their activities in relation to the PIIF. They are also required to sign the PRI, and
therefore required to report against the Reporting Framework alongside other signatories. In order
to reduce the reporting effort for these signatories, and the complexity of operating two different
systems, two inclusive finance-specific supplements have been included within the Reporting
Framework: one for direct investments, and another for indirect investments.
These are entirely optional for PRI signatories that have not signed the PIIF, even if those
signatories have investments in inclusive finance. This is because the PIIF is an additional
voluntary framework which signatories can opt-in to. For these same reasons, for PIIF signatories,
these sections are mandatory regardless of % AUM in these areas.

Additional Items
Verification and assurance
During the consultation on outputs carried out by the Secretariat in April 2012, the majority of
signatories told us they were supportive of continuing with a verification process led by the
Secretariat, citing benefits such as data consistency and interaction with the PRI. Some
signatories also expressed interest in having their data externally assured.
The Secretariat is currently exploring the possibility of developing an external assurance
framework so that signatories that would like to have their RI report assured can do so. We are
also looking into several ways to ensure data consistency and interaction between signatories
and the Secretariat regarding reported implementation of the Principles.

Data query tool
In the outputs consultation, signatories expressed their interest in the idea of an online, passwordprotected data query tool that would allow them to review and analyse reported information in a
more interactive way, with the ability to develop and apply their own assessment methodologies.
It could also allow clients to review and assess the capabilities of investment managers, with
appropriate permissions.
The Secretariat is exploring the possibility of developing such a tool, however we do not envisage
it will be available before 2014/2015.

Data security
During the pilot, several signatories requested more information on the measures the Secretariat
has in place to protect the information reported by signatories, as well as the feedback provided to
signatories by the Secretariat during the assessment process. The Secretariat will outline the
processes and policies that are being put in place to secure the safety of signatory data by the
middle of 2013 before the next reporting period commences. It will also outline what reported
information can and cannot be used for and by whom.

Assessment
During the last six months, the Secretariat has received significant input into the development of
the new assessment methodology. This has been collected via the open consultation with
signatories on outputs and assessment (April-May 2012), discussion with signatories during the
2012 pilot, and input from the Assessment Technical Committee (ATC), made up of
representatives from signatories providing advice to the Secretariat on the new methodology.
The assessment process will be piloted in 2013/2014 with the final version going live in
2014/2015. Signatories will be invited to participate in the piloting process. While the exact
process and methodology are still under development, the goal is that it will be transparent and
simple to understand.
To date, 30 signatories have signalled their desire to get involved in the pilot assessment process.
If you would like to be involved in the initial review of the assessment methodology, based on your
2012 submission, please contact the Assessment team at: assessment@unpri.org.

Objectives
The key principles and objectives guiding the development of the assessment have been agreed
by the Reporting and Assessment Advisory Committee, the Assessment Technical Committee
and the PRI Advisory Council. These include:
•

Internal learning and development: The assessment will be designed primarily for learning
and development purposes, but also as a tool to support structured dialogue between asset
owners and investment managers on RI activity and capability, with guidance on how
signatories can progress. Many signatories have indicated that they look to the Secretariat to
learn about best practices in the industry, how best to implement the Principles and what
steps they might want to consider going forward. A growing number of signatories also told us
their PRI assessment helps them to demonstrate leadership on RI to clients and potential
clients.

•

Indicator-by-indicator assessment: It will include an overview of scores by indicator, as well
as an assessment aggregated by RI practice area (for example, Listed Equity engagements
or indirect manager selection).

•

Absolute scoring and peering: The assessment will be presented as absolute scores.
However, it will include the ability to compare RI progress against peers and previous years.

•

Assessment in broad bands: Progress and activity within RI practices will be displayed in
broad bands and signatories can attain the highest band by following multiple implementation
pathways and combinations of different approaches. There will be no single pathway that
demonstrates a signatory is an advanced responsible investor.

•

Opt-out: Signatories will have the option to opt-out of receiving the assessment reports.
While the reports will remain confidential, some public-sector signatories have indicated that
their freedom of information regulations mean that anything sent to them is, in effect, public
domain. It is therefore going to be possible to opt out of receiving this report to avoid its public
disclosure.

•

Confidential: The Secretariat will NOT disclose signatories’ assessment reports. However,
signatories will be encouraged to share these reports with clients and beneficiaries, providing
they publish all of their responses that make up the assessment result. If signatories choose
to publish their assessment reports, PRI will publish all of their voluntary assessment
indicators that were submitted to the framework to ensure full disclosure of the responses that
contributed to the assessment.

Appendix: Pilot participation and feedback
This appendix summarises the composition of signatories that participated in the pilot and their
responses to the built-in feedback questions

Participation
Nearly 40% of eligible signatories (defined as asset owners and investment managers that have
been signatories for at least one year) participated in the pilot, or approximately 350 investors.
The following data reflects submissions received as of the close of the pilot on 20 August, 2012:
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Submissions

% of eligible signatories

TOTAL

340

38%

Total AO submissions

110

43%

Total IM submissions

230

36%

Data as of 20 August 2012
By country, participation was highest in Japan (71% of signatories participating) and lowest in
New Zealand (22%).
Countries

Submissions

% of eligible signatories

Australia

42

38%

UK

41

36%

USA

39

31%

France

34

45%

Netherlands

34

52%

Canada

17

46%

Finland

17

61%

Brazil

14

32%

Switzerland

14

33%

Denmark

14

48%

South Africa

13

42%

Japan

12

71%

Sweden

9

38%

Germany

7

33%

Spain

7

33%

New Zealand
Data as of 20 August 2012

4

22%

There was a strong link between signatory size (measured by AUM) and participation rates, with
larger signatories more likely to participate in the pilot. More than half (51%) of signatories, having
greater than USD 10 billion AUM participated, compared to 22% having less than USD 0.1 billion
AUM.

2

This is more or less the same participation rate PRI experienced in 2011 when signatories that were only
voluntarily required to participate to the Reporting Framework as it was during their one-year grace period.

AUM (in Billion USD)

Submissions

% of invited

> 10

152

51%

5 - 9.99

32

42%

1 - 4.99

70

40%

0.1 - 0.99

62

27%

0 - 0.1

24

22%

Response to feedback questions
Three questions relating to the reporting experience were asked in the END supplement of the
online tool.
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1. When asked to what extent the reporting framework captures their implementation of the
Principles (indicator END 05), the response was:
Yes, to a Large extent

51%

Yes, to a moderate extent

39%

Yes, to a small extent

10%

Not at all

0%

2. When asked whether the reporting framework had improved compared to last year
4

(indicator END 06) :
Strongly improved

15%

Improved

52%

Same

16%

Worse

15%

Much worse

3%

3. When asked whether the reporting process took more or less time to complete compared
5
to last year (indicator END 07) :
Much more

41%

A bit more

25%

Same

18%

A bit less

13%

Much less

3%
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Signatories that selected ‘mandatory only’ did not see these feedback questions.
Percentages exclude signatories reporting for the first time.
5
Percentages exclude signatories reporting for the first time.
4

