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Date 20 December 2017 

Description The Global Sustainability Standards Board (GSSB), GRI's independent standard-

setting body, started a project to review the GRI 403: Occupational Health and 

Safety 2016 Standard. 

Following the GSSB's Due Process Protocol, an exposure draft of the Standard 

was released for public comment from 10 August to 9 October 2017. 

This document includes the full set of public comments received via email during 

the public comment period.   

The table on the next page lists all respondents that provided feedback via email, 

and the full submissions are included, in alphabetical order by the respondent’s 

last name, in this file.   

Please note that some respondents listed here also provided feedback on the 

exposure draft via the GRI Standards Consultation Platform; these comments are 

included in a separate Excel file, which can be downloaded on the GRI Standards 

website. 

The GSSB will publish a separate 'Basis for Conclusions' document after the 

approval of GRI 403: Occupational Health and Safety, summarizing the main themes 

from the public comments and how they have been addressed in the final 

Standard.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:info@gssb.globalreporting.org
https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/media/1645/exposure-draft-of-gri-403-occupational-health-and-safety.pdf
https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/work-program-and-standards-review/review-of-gri-403-occupational-health-and-safety/
https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/work-program-and-standards-review/review-of-gri-403-occupational-health-and-safety/


 
 

 Page 2 of 29 

 

Overview of respondents that submitted comments by email 
The table below lists all respondents that submitted comments by email directly to the GSSB or GRI Standards Division during the public comment period 

on the exposure draft of GRI 403: Occupational Health and Safety (from 10 August to 9 October 2017). 

Number First 

name 

Last 

name 

Representation Organization Country Region Constituency Page  

1 Cristiana  Ciaraldi  Organizational WBCSD- Cement Sustainability 

Initiative  

Switzerland Europe other Page 4  

2 Tim Fisher Organizational ASSE United States Northern 

America 

other Page 6 

3 Wolfgang Frosch Organizational BASF SE Germany Europe Business 

Enterprise 

Page 8 

4 Ben Heisler Organizational UPS United States Northern 

America 

Business 

Enterprise 

Page 10 

5 Richard Jones Organizational Institute of Occupational Safety 

and Health 

United Kingdom 

of Great Britain 

and Northern 

Ireland 

Europe Mediating 

Institution 

Page 11 

6 Artemis Kostareli Organizational IPIECA United Kingdom Europe Mediating 

Institution 

Page 17 

7 Suman Majumdar Organizational JSW Steel Ltd. India Asia Business 

Enterprise 

Page 21 

8 Rob McDonald Organizational BHP Australia Oceania Business 

Enterprise 

Page 22 

9 Victor Toy Organizational U.S. Technical Advisory Group 

(TAG) to the American 

United States Northern 

America 

Mediating 

Institution 

Page 23 
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National Standards Institute 

(ANSI) 

10 Qi Zhang  Personal  China, Mainland Asia Business 

Enterprise 

Page 28  
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1. Comments from Cristiana Ciaraldi (on behalf of 

WBCSD – Cement Sustainability Initiative) 
Thanks again for organising the webinar on the new GRI standard. I would like to share with you 

some comments I received on the new standard following the webinar. However, since I have not 

received many responses from our members, this may not represent the vision of the whole CSI. 

The comments are not detailed enough to fill out the questionnaire on line, this is why I am sending 

this to you directly.    

The comments may be summarised as follow:  

Regarding the exposure draft of GRI 403: Occupational Health and Safety, we would like to provide 

the following comments: 

• In general, we welcome the updating of the safety standard. However, the exposure draft 

requires too much detail in some cases. For example, 403-2 requires both the rate of recordable 

work-related injuries as well as the number of such injuries and the hours worked. It is 

unnecessary to require both the raw data and the result.  

• We understand that the safety disclosures are evolving based on international practice on safety 

management. However, several of the proposed indicators are useful as management tools but 

not useful as reporting tools. The item of most concern to us is within 403-2, regarding “the 

number of high potential incidents”. While the definition of these is reasonable, in practice, 

applying the definition can only lead to inconsistent classification of incidents. Also, in 

companies/industries/countries with an evolved reporting system for near misses, there may be a 

relatively high number of such near misses reported. This would give the impression of such a 

company having a poorer safety performance than a company with a lower number of such near 

misses, with the latter company having a lesser evolved culture of reporting. In this case, the 

company with the higher number of near misses is in fact the “better” company. We believe that 

this is therefore not a suitable reporting indicator. The indicator on near misses, as it stands, may 

provide an incorrect impression to stakeholders. 

• In relation to occupational health and safety management systems (403-1), we consider that in 

countries where stringent permits and frequent inspections by authorities are carried out, this 

system should be considered as equivalent to being audited or certified by an external party. We 

suggest that this situation be explained in the guidance.  

• We support the proposed removing of the requirement for breakdowns in safety data by gender 

and region (403-2, 403-3). We believe that all employees, whatever their gender or country of 

residence, deserve the same safety protection. 

• We support the use of the OSHA definition for recordables. 

• Regarding the scope of the definition of “workers”, this has been changed in the exposure draft 

to “‘workers whose work, or workplace, is controlled by the organization’.” And the exposure 

draft specifically states that this includes suppliers. We believe that companies do have a 

responsibility to workers in their supply chain, however, the GRI does not take into account the 

different types of suppliers. For suppliers of purchased materials, in our case, we are generally not 

the sole customer of our supplier, therefore safety data for these suppliers is very difficult to 

obtain. We consider that GRI should respect this and ensure that the data on “workers 

(excluding employees)” is focused to those companies where this is more material, and that there 

should be an ability for companies to opt-out of reporting this data. Note that in our industry, 

use of contractors that perform work at a company’s location is common, and we already include 

these workers in our safety data: the exposure draft does not specifically reference this practice. 
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We suggest that all indicators on workers (excluding employees) be placed in a separate 

indicator, and that the reporting requirement is only where material. 

If I can provide any further clarity regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Best regards,  

Cristiana Ciaraldi    l   Manager, Cement Sustainability Initiative (CSI) 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) 
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2. Comments from Tim Fisher (on behalf of ASSE) 
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3. Comments from Wolfgang Frosch (on behalf of 

BASF SE) 
Q1. In your opinion, do the disclosures in GRI 403: Occupational Health and Safety 

adequately cover an organization’s main impacts on the health and safety of workers, or are 

there any critical contents missing? 

Yes. 

Specific comments:  

#1. The definition of the target group "workers" is too broad.  

It includes suppliers, such as workers of external power plant  companies, water supply companies, 

logistic providers or  service providers like cleaning contractors, assemblers or  

gastronomy partners etc. The reporting about workers of the external parties is limited  if the work 

is only temporarily and/or not on/in the reporting  companies own premises/facilities. E.g. the 

information about  occupational diseases or work-related illnesses is not guaranteed (see also 

comment in question 10); health promotion measures and/or programs aim on long-term health 

effects, reporting not feasible for third parties or temporary contractors. 

(comment #2 was not registered) 

Q2. Do you believe the disclosures in GRI 403 are feasible for all organizations to report? 

No 

Specific comment: 

See question 1, comment #1 

Q3. Are there any sections in this draft Standard where the content or wording is unclear? 

Yes 

Specific comment: 

www.globalreporting.org/standards/media/1035/gri-standards-glossary-2016.pdf 

and GRI-403_exposure-draft_occupational-health-and-safety.pdf 

The definition of the terms "health protection", "health promotion" or "corporate health 

management" are missing. Possible misunderstanding is given by different interpretation of content / 

definition. The terms "employee" and "worker" are clearly defined, but reporting only can be done 

for "employees". (see question 1, comments #1 and #2). 

Q4. Are the disclosures in GRI 403 adequate to allow report users to make informed decisions 

about an organization’s occupational health and safety impacts? 

Yes 

Specific comment: 

Yes, only if focused on “employees” 

Q5. Are there any sections in GRI 403 where additional guidance is needed to help 

organizations understand and compile the required information? 

Yes, I would propose the following changes or additions 

Specific comment: 



 
 

 Page 9 of 29 

 

The definition of the terms like "health protection", "health promotion" or "corporate health 

management" are missing. Possible misunderstanding is given by different interpretation of content / 

definition. 

Q6. Do you have any other comments or suggestions related to this draft Standard? 

No 

Q7. With respect to ‘The scope of ‘workers’ in this Standard’, is it clear which subset of 

workers is to be used for reporting the disclosures within GRI 403? (See explanation in lines 

172-191) What additional guidance would be useful? 

No 

Specific comment: 

See question 1, comment #1 

Q8. With respect to the management approach requirements in GRI 403 (see clauses 1.2.1 – 

1.2.7), are there any requirements you think that are not critical for reporting the 

management approach for occupational health and safety? 

Yes 

Specific comment:  

The terms "employee" and "worker" are clearly defined, but reporting only can be done for 

"employees". (see question 1, comment #1). 

Q9. With respect to Disclosure 403-2 Work-related injuries, is it clear how to report on ‘high 

potential incidents’? (See Disclosure 403-2-c and related definition in lines 617-622) What 

additional guidance would be useful? 

No comment 

Q10. With respect to Disclosure 403-3 Work-related illnesses, is it feasible to report work-

related illnesses for workers who are not employees? (See Disclosure 403-3-b) 

No 

Specific comment: 

Especially for latency diseases (e.g. health effect of low-dose exposure which occur after many years) 

of the target group "workers" (meaning "staff of third party" and not own "employees") it is not 

guaranteed, that an organization is informed by third parties (e.g. suppliers or the worker himself).  

Moreover, national legislation does not cover the information flow about e.g. "occupational diseases" 

or “work-related illnesses” from and to third parties on a worldwide level. 
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4. Comments from Ben Heisler (on behalf of UPS) 
Our only comment for 403 was that the Management Approach part 1.2.1 could be quite nebulous 

without the guidance, and we strongly recommend that the guidance as it currently stands be 

included in the full if the language in 1.2.1 stays the same. 

Otherwise, we have no issues with the proposed 403 and find everything about it to be clear. 

Thank you again, 

 

Ben Heisler 

Supervisor 

Sustainability Communications 

UPS 
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5. Comments from Richard Jones (on behalf of 

IOSH) 
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6. Comments from Artemis Kostareli (on behalf of 

IPIECA) 

 



 
 

 Page 18 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 19 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 20 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 21 of 29 

 

7. Comments from Suman Majumdar (on behalf of 

JSW Steel Ltd.) 
[This respondent did not submit comments on exposure draft, but on existing GRI 403: Occupational Health 

and Safety 2016]  

Page 3, text highlighted “Occupational Health and Safety, if this is one of its material topics.”. Comment: 

Consider replacing with: If OH&S is material to the reporting organisation, it may report using the 

GRI 403 Standard. 

State explicitly that the reporting organisations may report on one or more from GRI 403-1, GRI 

403-2, GRI 403-3 and GRI 403-4. 

Page 7, text highlighted “formal joint-management-worker”. Comment: 

Will it include permanent as well as contractual employees? 

Page 8, box “Reporting requirements”. Comment: 

Do the reporting organisations have to report on incidents within the "works area" (i.e., within the 

operations), or do they have to consider incidents that have happened in the "projects" and "road" 

areas, too? 

Page 10, text highlighted “high incidence or high risk of specific diseases.” Comment: 

There may be instances when there is a high risk of specific diseases, but these may not take place 

due to the preventive or corrective actions in place. 

  

https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/media/1018/gri-403-occupational-health-and-safety-2016.pdf
https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/media/1018/gri-403-occupational-health-and-safety-2016.pdf
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8. Comments from Rob McDonald (on behalf of 

BHP) 
In relation to Disclosure 403-2(d): 

• A company may not yet have determined the cause of all  incidents in the reporting period 

(especially if the incident occurred later in that period and the ICAM or other investigation was 

still underway). It would be important that any new requirement to report on causes allowed a 

company provide them in the first report falling after the cause had been determined, not 

necessarily the report for the year in which the incident occurred.  

• A company should be able to limit or possibly even exclude causes of a fatality if the family did 

not want that published. GRI would have to consider how to avoid the risk of this exception 

being misused, but, at a minimum, it should not prescribe how to report on causes to allow 

companies to consider this sensitivity (and also what can be disclosed if a regulatory investigation 

and/or legal claim is active or pending). 

• The proposed requirements apply both to employees and non-employee workers whose work, 

or workplace, is controlled by the reporting Company. Therefore, the Company would need to 

confirm for the proposed additional requirements whether: (a) the Company has access to the 

causes/actions and hazards data for non-employee workers; and (b) is permitted (pursuant to 

relevant contracts etc.) to disclose it.  The addition of ‘where this information is available for 

events involving non-employee workers” may assist with this. 

In relation to Disclosure 403-2(e) (a list of safety hazards identified that pose significant risks) and 

Disclosure 403-3(c) (a list of health hazards identified that pose significant risks):  

The Guidance (in each case) says “This disclosure covers uncontrolled safety/health hazards that 

pose a significant risk or that are known to increase the risk of work-related injury/illness.”  

Clarification is needed about what “uncontrolled” means here – is it (a) hazards that are 

uncontrolled by the company in fact; or (b) hazards that would pose a significant risk if they were 

uncontrolled (even if they are well-controlled by the company)? 
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9. Comments from Victor Toy [on behalf of U.S. 

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to the 

American National Standards Institute (ANSI)] 

 



 
 

 Page 24 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 25 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 26 of 29 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 27 of 29 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Page 28 of 29 

 

10. Comments from Qi Zhang (personal 

feedback) 
Q1. In your opinion, do the disclosures in GRI 403: Occupational Health and Safety 

adequately cover an organization’s main impacts on the health and safety of workers, or are 

there any critical contents missing? 

No. 

Specific comment:  

I think two critical aspects are missing in the disclosure: 

1) Leadership: The single most important determinant of Occupational Health and Safety (hereafter 

OHS) performance is leadership. Higher performance in long term requires people managers to take 

progressively greater ownership of OHS management, personally driving OHS Management System. 

This will require that people managers develop a deeper understanding of OHS management, and 

that they are able to set a strong personal example and engage their entire organizations. 

2) Behavioural Based Safety. The prevention of work-related injuries & illnesses requires a holistic 

approach to OHS, comprising three complementary elements: Safe working environment (i.e. safe 

workplace, plant, equipment, etc.); Safe systems of work (i.e. OHS management system); Safe people 

(i.e. individuals who are involved and engaged in safety, and who understand and consistently 

practice safe behaviours). While this disclosure covers the first two elements and the involvement 

and engagement aspects of the third one, it does not explicitly stress the importance of safe 

behaviours. 

I propose to add reporting requirements on these two elements under the Management approach 

disclosures. 

Q2. Do you believe the disclosures in GRI 403 are feasible for all organizations to report? 

No comment 

Q3. Are there any sections in this draft Standard where the content or wording is unclear? 

Yes 

Q4. Are the disclosures in GRI 403 adequate to allow report users to make informed decisions 

about an organization’s occupational health and safety impacts? 

No comment 

Q5. Are there any sections in GRI 403 where additional guidance is needed to help 

organizations understand and compile the required information? 

No comment 

Q6. Do you have any other comments or suggestions related to this draft Standard? 

Yes 

Specific comment: 

For guidance of each disclosure, put the original disclosure text before the guidance. For example, 

on page 10, change from "Guidance for clause 1.2.1" to "Guidance for clause 1.2.1: report whether it 

has developed and implemented an occupational 205 health and safety management approach using a 

recognized 206 occupational health and safety management system standard, and the 207 name of 

the standard". In this way, there is no need to frequently turn to the page of original texts. 
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Q7. With respect to ‘The scope of ‘workers’ in this Standard’, is it clear which subset of 

workers is to be used for reporting the disclosures within GRI 403? (See explanation in lines 

172-191) What additional guidance would be useful? 

No comment 

Q8. With respect to the management approach requirements in GRI 403 (see clauses 1.2.1 – 

1.2.7), are there any requirements you think that are not critical for reporting the 

management approach for occupational health and safety? 

No comment 

Q9. With respect to Disclosure 403-2 Work-related injuries, is it clear how to report on ‘high 

potential incidents’? (See Disclosure 403-2-c and related definition in lines 617-622) What 

additional guidance would be useful? 

No comment 

Q10. With respect to Disclosure 403-3 Work-related illnesses, is it feasible to report work-

related illnesses for workers who are not employees? (See Disclosure 403-3-b) 

No comment 

Exposure draft pdf, line 204 

Add two requirements: 

1.2.8 describe the mechanisms of developing visible and felt occupational health and safety leadership 

from people managers ranging from frontline managers to most senior executives of the 

organization. 

1.2.9 describe the mechanism of behavioural based safety, i.e. enhancing coherent safe behaviours 

among everyone in the organization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


