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Motivated by the increasing popularity and advocating for integrated reporting by companies on their operations,
the aim of this paper is to determine the disclosure levels on land by mining houses in South Africa in their
integrated reports. Developing countries, such as South Africa should ensure sustainability of their natural
resources in their endeavour of growing their economies. The mining sector in South Africa is a huge contributor to
the economy, but also has a significant impact on land conservation. The complexity of mining activities and
impacts thereof make it challenging for organisations to disclose information on land. This paper is descriptive by
design; it contains a literature review, followed by a content analysis of the mining houses integrated reports by
using a checklist. The checklist was based on recommendations by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines
as to what the content of the integrated report on land should be. Fourteen mining houses operating in South Africa
and registered on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) were identified and analysed for this study. The findings
of the paper display low levels of overall disclosure on land by the South African mining companies. However,
there were high levels of disclosure for EN11, EN12, and MML1 sector-specific supplement in the integrated reports.
Low levels of disclosure by the mining companies were evident in MM2 the sector-specific recommendations as

well as the physical and monetary information related to MM2.
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Introduction

It is essential to ensure sustainability while saving the environment, especially as this is one of the
challenges in developing countries. Szekely and Knirsch (2005) stated that the main challenge to mankind in
the 21st century is building a sustainable society, without degrading the natural resources at an increasing rate.
They further argued that impacts on the environment, such as depletion of natural resources and degradation of
land are not included in the long-term environmental impact assessments of organisations. The assessments of
economic and environmental performance of organisations are not reported accurately, leading to organisations
not being sustainable in the long run (Bonner et al., 2012).

The mining industry, according to Constanza and Daly (2002), is more dependent on natural resources and
natural capital than any other industry. Maxwell, Mckenzie, and Traldi (2014) emphasised that for
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organisations to be sustainable and valuable in the long run, they should maintain the ecosystems and resources
they are dependent on. Houdet and Germaneau (2011) highlighted that businesses and government leaders
around the globe are increasing their attention to the need for effective management of business dependencies
and impacts on the ecosystem. Global business leaders have advocated for the integration of natural capital
considerations in their decision-making process and financial reporting (Bonner et al., 2012).

Goodwin (2003) reasoned that natural capital is not always restored once degraded and when it is depleted
either in quality or quantity, the positive inflow of benefits from the natural capital are lost. Natural capital is
environmental assets from which beneficial services flow into the economy (PostNote, 2011). Bonner et al.
(2012) agreed that it is difficult to put a value and to report on natural resources. Ecosystem services valuation
frameworks have been recommended as basis for accounting and reporting on natural capital. Van Zyl (2013)
stated that in service provision and or in goods production, natural capital is often an input and that institutions
can impact positively or negatively on this capital.

The International Integrated Reporting Committee mentioned that natural resources should not be depleted,
but companies need to be accountable for how they utilise its natural capital as it provides the environment in
which the other capitals fit (IIRC, 2013). According to the Corporate Eco forum (2012), in the past, natural
capital has been excluded in business decision-making and market transactions because it is difficult to
monetarise the value of natural capital. Maxwell et al. (2014) pointed out that economists have developed a
number of techniques to value natural capital.

Reporting on natural capital is commonly done in the sustainability report. Permitting to loannou and
Serafeim (2014), there has been an increase in sustainability reporting, and they advocate this trend to the
increasing number of regulations that are emerging in global economics. These regulations are mandating firms
to disclose on governance, environmental, and social information. Houdet and Germaneau (2011) added that
even though organisations are reporting on sustainability, sustainability reporting is falling short in providing
the relevant stakeholders of organisations with detailed sustainability information to enhance their
decision-making. Bishop (2010) highlighted that many organisations, practitioners, and academics have
identified the need for an improvement in the reporting on natural capital. Most organisations are dependent on
land for their operations and production; however, land is unaccounted for and less or no reporting is done on it
in the integrated report (J. F. Solomon & A. Solomon, 2006).

Elliott (2004) argued that the environmental and social costs of production are not fully reflected in the
current accounting and economic models. Elliot (2004) stated that corporate activities, regardless of the
efficiency levels, have a direct and indirect effect on the environment through pollution and environmental
service exploitation and also identify the gap due to inadequate reporting on land in accordance with the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI).

Based on the discussions in the introduction, the following questions can be asked: Do mining
organisations disclose on environmental issues? Do mining organisations report and disclose information on
land? What elements do organisations disclose on pertaining to land within their sustainability context? To
answer these questions, the main objective of the study is to assess the adequacy of reporting on land within the
context of South African mining houses in their integrated reports. A possible limitation of the study is that it
excludes companies not listed on Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) and therefore does not reflect a
comprehensive picture of the levels of land disclosure.
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Background and Literature Review

Sustainability Reporting

According to Szekely and Knirsch (2005), there are various approaches to measure and report on
sustainability performances, but none of these approaches have been adopted as the universal tool for all
industries. Conferring to PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC, 2013), a recent trend shows that stakeholders are
increasingly putting pressure on organisations to disclose on their environmental, social, and governance
information. Internal decision-makers within organisations, including public authorities, are finding it
challenging to link non-financial and financial information to economic variables and are lacking sustainability
information (Betianu & Briciu, 2010). The Association of Certified Chartered Accountants (ACCA, 2014)
agreed to a positive trend to stimulate the integration of environmental and social aspects of business in
reporting.

Quality of Reporting

Ernest and Young (2013) stated that a good report should include the informative information on material
issues; it should be relevant and on time. The GRI (2011) put forward some principles that ensure good
reporting, meaning that a good report should follow or adhere to the principles of inclusiveness and
transparency. Through the reports the organisation’s performance can be presented within the broader context
of sustainability challenges, risks, and opportunities (IoDSA, 2011). The reported information should pass the
completeness test in terms of reporting boundaries, scope, and timeframe. Lastly, reported information should
be relevant to the decision-making needs of stakeholders. The report reliability and quality are ensured by the
principles of accuracy, comparability, and neutrality.

The aspects of accountability and reporting in the mining industry of their activities on the environment
they operate in, have presented challenges to the mining houses and their stakeholders. Failure to establish a
standard reporting framework across all industries has led to the failure to hold firms accountable for their
environmental impacts (Eccles & Armbrester, 2011, p. 15). Good reporting should ensure that firms are
working towards sustainable development, and Brundtland Report (1987) defined sustainable development as
development that delivers the needs of the present whilst ensuring that the coming generations will have the
capability of meeting their needs. The following hurdles to all-inclusive disclosures on biodiversity and
ecosystem services (BES) were highlighted by the Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) for
Business Report (Trucost, 2013):

* To identify material aspects as part of the business;

* To identify potential links between business risk, opportunity, and natural capital and, therefore, the need
to manage and monitor them is overlooked,;

* The lack of disclosure guidelines and valuation methodologies;

» Concern was expressed that the overall credibility of the annual report might be undermined by the
potentially large error margins in calculating BES indicators.

Stakeholders are becoming increasingly engaged with these issues as mentioned above. In trying to
encourage the sustainable use of biodiversity and ecosystem services (BES), governments are exploring policy
or regulatory changes through the development of national ecosystem services accounting frameworks (Deloitte,
2012). To address the gap between investors’ requirements for more comprehensive information and what is
presently being reported, corporations need to evolve their reporting (ACCA, 2014). It is clear that with the



REPORTING ON LAND AS NATURAL CAPITAL BY GOLD MINING HOUSES 303

current reporting practice, a shift is needed towards a standardised reporting framework, which will incorporate
the non-financial and financial elements of the institution.
Integrated Reporting provides a basis to address this by re-focusing reporting around an organisation’s business

model and operational priorities. The aim is to reflect the critical opportunities and challenges that affect the business; the
same issues that management are dealing with on a daily basis within the organisation. (Ernest and Young, 2013)

Integrated Reporting

The International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC, 2011) defined integrated reporting as a report
that brings together material information about an organisation’s strategy, governance, performance, and
prospects. The IIRC further highlighted that integrated reporting is intended to provide a clear and concise
representation of how an organisation creates value, now and in the future. According to PricewaterhouseCoopers
(PWC, 2013), integrated reporting is defined as “a process that results in communication by an organisation,
most visibly periodic integrated report, about how an organisation’s strategy, governance, performance and
prospects lead to the creating of value over the short, medium and long-term”.

The Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) has mandated the disclosure on sustainability in integrated
reporting, starting 2010, and King Il stated that reporting on sustainability issues has to be linked with
financial reporting and that sustainability issues should be independently assured (loannou & Serafeim, 2014).
The main output of integrated reporting is an integrated report, a solo report that is meant to replace the current
requirements and to become the primary report for an organisation (GRI, 2011).

With the release of integrated reporting (IR) guidelines by the Integrated Reporting Committee of South
Africa (IRC of SA, 2011), the International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC, 2013) and the Accounting
Standards set by International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), there has been observed improvement in
reporting in South Africa (Ernst & Young, 2013). Integrated reporting combines financial and non-financial
information with a forward-looking perspective that is designed to help readers understand all the components
of business value and how they may be affected by future opportunities and exposures to risk (Ernst & Young,
2013; Visser, 2011). The integrated reporting method or framework presents more benefits, especially with
regard to integrated thinking and decision-making in terms of risks, costs, capital, environment, social and
economic performance of the organisation, and disclosures to the organisations stakeholders (Eccles &
Armbrester, 2011). The Integrated Reporting Committee of South Africa (IRC of SA, 2011) highlighted that it
is clear that the successes and/or failures of organisations are dependent on organisations creating and
sustaining value without depleting the natural capital assets. Figure 1 is an integrated reporting framework that
shows the interconnections among the different organisational aspects and information that should be
considered or included in compiling an integrated report.

Full adoption of integrated reporting is a journey and it could take most companies up to three years to
become totally familiar to this way of reporting (Fisher-Kowalski, 2011). Guiding principles for integrated
reporting are the following: strategic focus, future orientation, responsiveness and stakeholder inclusiveness,
conciseness, reliability, and materiality (Gray, 2012). South Africa is among the few countries in the world that
is at the fore front in integrated reporting (Deloitte, 2012).

The Six Capitals

According to Ernst and Young (2013), there is an evident trend of firms around the world trying to include
or disclose on all the six capitals in their integrated reports, and this is because there is an interconnections
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between these capitals. Figure 2 shows these interconnections of the capitals in an organisation’s operations
point of view and shows how organisations are dependent on the six capitals for their existence. This argument
is assisted by Eccles and Krzus (2010) and KPMG (2012) that a firms’ dependency on natural resources or
natural capital requires that organisations disclose on their impact on these resources.
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Figure 1. Updated integrated report framework (Source: Deloitte, 2016, p. 12).
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Figure 2. The six capitals prototype framework (Source: AccountAbility, 2013, p. 17).
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Natural Capital

The Natural Capital Declaration (NCD, 2013) highlighted that the Natural Capital Declaration was a
financial-led initiative by businesses to integrate natural capital in their reporting. This is to ensure that natural
capital is considered into financial products and services as part of financial reporting and disclosure. A large
body of work has applied the capital approach to sustainability to assess whether different types of capital are
substitutable and whether critical natural capital exists (Ekins, 2001).

A definition often used to describe natural capital is that technically, natural capital is the stock of natural
ecosystems that yields a flow of valuable ecosystem goods or services (TEEB, 2010). Similarly, the
organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 2007) defined natural capital as “the
natural assets in their role of providing natural resource inputs and environmental services for economic
production”. Natural capital includes air, water, land, forests, materials, minerals, energy, and biodiversity and
ecosystem health. Related aspects include emissions, effluents, and waste (Ernst & Young, 2013; Brand, 2009).

As more awareness is being raised by governments, institutions such as the United Nations, the Global
Reporting Initiative and various others, disclosure on natural capital has gained momentum. Legal entities to
protect the environment have been established and companies could expect to be under investigation on how
they protect the natural resources for example if they need to get permission to develop a mine as a result of the
potential significant impacts on agriculture, forests, and endangered species.

The problem we face is that natural capital has been harvested or degraded at a rate that threatens to
undermine both well-being and future economic growth due to overreliance on the natural resources (United
Nations Environment Programme [UNEP], 2016). AccountAbility (2013) and ACCA, Flora & Fauna
International (FFI), and Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG) (2012) argued that some companies have
direct impacts or dependencies on natural capital (such as forestry companies), while others (such as retailers)
have indirect impacts or dependencies on natural capital. The accounting profession faces the challenge of
identifying the time or point where the loss of natural capital will necessitate an improved approach to
business-risk assessment and understands the importance of corporate disclosure. Delaying this will reduce the
capabilities to anticipate future business cost associated with future risks (AccountAbility, 2013). The most
important barrier to the integration of natural capital into accounting is the lack of accepted standards for its
measurement and valuation. Harmonised methods are, however, necessary for a consistent recording of the data,
which determines the comparability of the results. The effects along the supply chain, in particular, remain a
major challenge (JSE, 2011).

Materiality and Natural Capital Issues

AcountAbility (2013) defined material issues as those issues that could influence the user of financial
accounts. Key stakeholders, such as investors, still largely judge corporate performance on the basis of
measures of financial materiality. Many environmental and social issues are rarely considered to be material by
companies, despite increasing concern from civil society. The concept of materiality underlies principles of
corporate disclosure. Unless the materiality of BES as an issue can be demonstrated, the arguments for its
inclusion within corporate disclosures, and by association corporate strategy and management systems, are
weak (AcountAbility, 2013; Deloitte, 2012). However, if a broad definition of materiality is followed that
includes consideration of stakeholder views (investors, communities, civil society, and government) and
longer-term business, BES issues are more likely to be considered material, enabling companies to consider an
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emerging set of risks and opportunities (Trucost, 2013).

Reporting on Natural Capital

According to AccountAbility(2013), reporting on natural capital can be split into two main categories,
narrative reporting on strategy and management, and performance reporting. The former provides stakeholders
with a qualitative understanding of the organisation’s relationship with natural capital and the processes used to
manage the various risks and opportunities associated with the organisation’s activities. Performance reporting
uses performance indicators (KPIs) that track performance over time to provide stakeholders with quantitative
information (AccountAbility, 2013). Land is one of the major BES elements that is utilised most by the mining
industry in South Africa. According to the GRI 4 guidelines (EN11), land refers to the location and size of land
owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside
protected areas.

According to International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM, 2006), mining has the potential to
impact biodiversity throughout the lifecycle of a project, both directly and indirectly. Direct or primary impacts
from mining can result from any activity that involves land clearance (e.g., access road construction,
exploration drilling, overburden stripping, and tailings impoundment construction) or direct discharges to water
bodies (e.g., riverine tailings disposal and tailings impoundment releases), and are usually readily identifiable.
Indirect or secondary impacts can result from social or environmental changes brought about by mining
operations that are often harder to identify immediately.

Frameworks that Assist Reporting

Governments, non-governmental organizations (NGQO’s) and industry bodies have developed a range of
frameworks or guidelines to assist companies in identifying and disclosing their environmental and social
performance (Glazewski, 2005). Kotzé (2009) argued that although these are not statutory requirements, they
are increasingly being adopted by the private sector. Cross-sectoral guidance produced by the GRI is perhaps
the most widely used guidance for corporate reporting. Organisations in South Africa need to meet their
regulatory reporting requirements under King Ill, the Companies Act of 2008, International Financial
Reporting Standards and the JSE-listing requirements. They may also wish to subscribe to certain
non-mandatory frameworks, such as the Global Reporting Initiative, JSE Socially Responsible Index, Carbon
Disclosure Project, United Nations Global Compact, and Millennium Development Goals (Van Zyl, 2013).

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is a non-profit organisation that has established the most generally
applied sustainability reporting frameworks. In May 2013, GRI launched the fourth generation (G4) of its
standards. In addition to its reporting framework, GRI has produced specific guidance detailing approaches for
reporting on ecosystem services. GRI (closely connected with the IIRC) describes its mission as “to make
sustainability reporting standard practice for all organisations.

GRI and Land

The GRI classifies land and land issues in accordance with the following indicators, EN11, EN12, MM,
and MM2 to be used as guidelines to report on land. EN refers to the environmental category in the GRI and under
the aspect of biodiversity, EN 11 and EN 12 deal with land issues. This research will focus on disclosure items
related to the operation of the mining houses in South Africa and therefore the Mining and Minerals Supplements
MM1 and MM2 are added. Below, these items are explained and defined as set out in the GRI guidelines.
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EN11 Disclosure on Land of Each Operational Site

Disclosure on land in the integrated report, according to EN11, should include information on each
operation site owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value
outside protected areas. Information with regard to the above should be disclosed in the integrated report to
include the following dimensions:

Geographic location. Organisations should clearly disclose their location; this will be where the
organisation operates in and/or plans to operate in the future. This will enable stakeholders to assess the direct
and indirect impacts of the organisation on the areas occupied or in surrounding areas.

Subsurface and underground land. It may be owned, leased, or managed by the organisation: Disclosure
on whether the land owned or occupied is underground or surface. This helps stakeholders in judging whether
the information disclosed by organisations is material with regard to the operations of the organisation.

Position in relation to the protected area (in the area, adjacent to, or containing portions of the protected
area) or the high biodiversity value area outside protected areas: The disclosure of the above also helps and
perceives the nature of impact the organisation has on the protected areas either direct or indirect.

Type of operation (office, manufacturing or production, or extractive). The disclosure of the type of
operations the organisation carries on the occupied land will help to assess the nature of impacts the
organisation might be having on the environment and to judge whether the management and/or rehabilitation
procedures are set in place if they are relevant.

Size of operational site in km2. This is one of the most important disclosures that the organisation has to
disclose on land; this will be with regard to elements such as budgets for rehabilitation and accountability into
the impacts cause on the land. It is assumed that the higher the land in square kilometre (km2) occupied by the
organisation for its operation the higher the impacts on land either direct or indirect.

Biodiversity value characterised by: The attribute of the protected area or high biodiversity value area
outside the protected area (terrestrial, freshwater, or maritime ecosystem): This will indicate the awareness of
the organisation on their surrounding areas and the impact they might have. Once organisations disclose that
they are aware of the high biodiversity value areas outside the protected areas, it can be assumed that they will
take action or put plans in place to minimise their impacts on these areas.

Listing of protected status (such as IUCN Protected Area Management Categories, Ramsar Convention,
and national legislation).

EN12: Disclosure of Impact on Land

When referring to EN12, organisations have to disclose in their integrated reports a detailed description of
significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected areas and areas of high
biodiversity value outside protected areas. The disclosure by organisations should reflect the two dimensions as
discussed below:

Organisations need to disclose on the nature of their direct and indirect impacts on land with reference to
one or more of the following:

Change in land scope for transport and manufacturing infrastructure, Pollutants added, foreign pests, pathogens and

invasive species added, Introduction of invasive species, pests and pathogens, Species reduction, Conversion of habitat,
Changes in ecological processes outside the natural range of variation (such as salinity or changes in groundwater level).

Organisations, when disclosing, should expand their disclosure on land to cover the significant direct and
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indirect positive and negative impacts with reference to the following: “Irreversibility or reversibility of the
impacts, Magnitude of impacted areas, Impacts Duration and Species affected”.
Below are the sector specific supplements that deal with land issues in the mining sector.

Mining and Minerals (MM1) Supplement and Land

The MML1 sector-specific supplement for the mining and minerals industry, according to the G4, should
ensure inclusion of certain material issues in their disclosure based on the sector-specific supplement code
under the G4-MM1. The sector-specific supplement for the mining industry emphasises that mining
organisations should be specific and concentrate on the land (owned or leased, and managed for production
activities or extractive use) disturbed or rehabilitated in their disclosure.

MM2: Sector-Specific Supplement

The MM2 sector-specific supplement for the mining industry can be linked to the G4-EN12, as it
advocates that organisations should disclose the number and percentage of total sites that they have identified
as “requiring biodiversity management plans”, and the number and/or percentage of those sites with plans in
place. This disclosure will show that organisations are taking accountability for their indirect and direct impacts
on the environment. As part of this disclosure physical and monetary information should be added.

Physical Information on Land Issues

The physical information on land-related issues per square kilometre (km 2) of land will be information on
land disturbed by the operations of the mining houses, plans for management of this land under occupation by
the mines, and the amount of land in km 2. Information includes the km 2 of land under rehabilitation by the
mining houses and future km 2 of land the mining is planning to rehabilitate. It is important for organisations to
disclose this information in their reporting on land and the impacts of their activities and accountability when it
comes to the land they occupy.

Monetary Information on Land Issues

The monetary information on land refers to the budgets and/or expenditure that has been directed on land;
it can be either for land management and/or rehabilitation. Furthermore, it can include the opportunity costs or
future cost associated with future spending on land. It is important that this information is disclosed as it will
show the shareholders how much costs the organisations have outside their production frontier and also helps
the communities and governing bodies in costing the impacts of organisations and to see whether the
investments made by organisation in maintaining and restoring land are justifiable.

In reference to the National Environment Management: Protected Areas Act (No. 57 of 2003), the GRI
4-EN11, EN12, and King Ill, it is of most prominence for the mining companies to monitor and report its
impact on land as part of natural capital.

Research Methodology

This research is descriptive by design and involves a literature review, followed by a content analysis of
the mining houses integrated reports using a checklist. The checklist was compiled and constructed by the
researcher based on the literature. This study targeted mining houses that are listed on the JSE and operating in
South Africa. The integrated reports selected for the study were the ones for 2014 to 2015 because the analysis
was based on the GRI 4 guidelines published in 2013. The content analysis checklist was constructed in such a
way that it consisted of five sub-sections, namely, EN11, EN12, MM1, and MM2 that includes the physical and
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monetary information. Data were collected by downloading 2014 and 2015 integrated reports of the JSE-listed
companies from their websites. The checklist instrument was scored for each applicable disclosure in the
section analysed in accordance with the criteria. The data on the checklist of each mining house were
summarised on the disclosure datasheet, then entered into the Excel spreadsheet and analysed. If an item of
information is either not disclosed at all or its disclosure lacks sufficiency or its nondisclosure is not justified,
the item is scored as No (0). If a piece of information is disclosed properly in the relevant sections of the annual
report with sufficient details or its nondisclosure is justified, the item is scored as Yes (1). The results from the
analysis are discussed and presented using graphs and tables.

Research Findings

Overall Disclosure by the Mining Companies

The objective of the empirical analysis was to assess the overall disclosure by the companies on all the
aspects on land in the integrated reports and also disclosure of sector-specific aspects under the sector
supplements as per the GRI guidelines.

Table 1

Overall Disclosure

Items Yes (%) No (%)
EN11(operation site owned, leased or managed) (six items) 82 18
EN12(disclosure of significant impact on land) (nine items) 62 38
Sector-specific (MM1) (refers to the land disturbed by the mining operations) (one item) 79 21
Secto_r-specific (MM2) (the number of sites with requires biodiversity management plans (BMP) 43 57
(one item)

(MM2 )Physical information (one item) 43 57
(MM2) Monetary information (one item) 36 64
Overall a total of 19 items 57.5 425

The checklist had 19 land information items to assess for disclosure for each of the top 14 mining
companies used in the study, which results in 266 land information items to be assessed in the period covered
by the study. As per Table 1, the level of overall disclosure on land-related information by the mining houses in
their integrated reports was 57.5%.

Further investigation of the overall quality of land disclosure by each item in Table 1 reveals the three best
disclosed aspects, as EN11, 82% disclose information about the site, EN12, 62% disclose information regarding
biodiversity management plans; and sector-specific aspects (MM1), 79% disclose information about land
disturbed by mining operations.

With only 57.5% overall disclosure on land issues by the mining companies, this disclosure level is moderately
low. This low disclosure level is as a result of three of the aspects having disclosure levels below average,
namely, the sector-specific MM2, physical and monetary information. The results confirm the link between the
three, as sector-specific MM2 stipulates that mining companies should disclose information on the “number
and percentage of sites identified as requiring biodiversity management plans (BMP) and those having plans in
place”. If the companies did not disclose on MM2, it resulted in less disclosure of physical and monetary
information. The other three aspects having disclosure levels above average also have a similar link among
them. More detail on the six items that are part of EN11 will be discussed in more detail in the sections below.
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EN11 (Operation Site Owned, Leased, or Managed)

EN11 addresses the disclosure with respect to “operations sites owned, leased, managed, or adjacent to
protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas”. EN 11 contains six items that will
be discussed separately. According to Table 1, the overall level of disclosure on EN11 (operation site owned,
leased, or managed) was 82% and Table 2 provides detail per sub headings.

Table 2
EN11 (Operation Site Owned, Leased, or Managed)
Items Yes % No %
1 Geographic location 14 100 O 0
2 Subsurface and underground land that may be owned, leased, or managed by the organisation 14 100 0 0
3 Position in relation to the prgtegted area (in the area, aquacent to, or containing portions of the 9 64 5 36
protected area) or the high biodiversity value area outside protected areas.
4 Type of operation (office, manufacturing or production, or extractive). 9 64 5 36
5 Size of operational site in km 2 12 86 2 14
6 Biodiversity value characterised by: The attribute of the protected area or high biodiversity 1 79 3 21

value area outside the protected area.

A more detailed analysis of disclosure on the different biodiversity items in Table 2 shows significant
differences in disclosure levels with aspects, such as geographic locations and surface-underground operations
having 100% disclosure and position of operation site in relation to protected areas and type of operation
having 64%. The remaining items were disclosed above average in the mining houses’ integrated reports.

EN12 (Description of Significant Impact on Land)

EN12 deals with “descriptions of impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected
areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas”. Table 1 shows that the overall disclosure
level on EN12, describing the impact of mining activities on land was 62%. Table 3 provides the detailed
analysis of each item under this category

Table 3

EN12 (Description of Significant Impact on Land)
Items Yes % No %

1 Construction or use of manufacturing plants, mines, and transport infrastructure 14 100 O 0
Pollution (introduction of substances that do not naturally occur in the habitat from point

2 - 13 93 1 7
and non-point sources)

3 Introduction of invasive species, pests, and pathogen 9 64 5 36

4 Reduction of species 10 71 4 19

5 Habitat conversion 10 71 4 19
Changes in ecological processes outside the natural range of variation (such as salinity or

6 - 7 50 7 50
changes in groundwater level)

7 Species affected 3 21 11 79

8 Extent of areas impacted 7 50 7 50

9 Duration of impacts 3 21 11 79

The item with the highest percentage of disclosure were the description about the use of manufacturing
plants (100%) and in the second place more detail about the pollution caused on the land (93%). Two items
with the lowest percentage of disclosure, both having 21%, were detail on the duration of the impact on the



REPORTING ON LAND AS NATURAL CAPITAL BY GOLD MINING HOUSES 311

land and information on species affected by the mining operations. The average disclosure level on EN12 of 62%
indicates that most of the mining houses are disclosing on the impacts of activities, products and services on
biodiversity in protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside the protected areas.

Sector-Specific MM1 (Amount of Land Disturbed by Mining Operations)

The objective of analysing MM1 was to evaluate the level of disclosure by the mining houses on the
amount of land owned or leased, and managed for production activities or extractive use, disturbed or
rehabilitated. As this item is part of the mining and minerals sector-specific supplement, it emphasises that
mining houses should disclose accurate information on the land they have disturbed throughout their operations
and the amount of land they have rehabilitated. Table 1 indicates the overall disclosure of this item was 79%.
This provides an indication that mining houses report above average on information about the amount of land
affected or to be rehabilitated by the mining operations.

MM2 (The Number of Sites That Need Biodiversity Management Plans)

The objective of this section was to assess whether organisations were taking accountability for their
indirect and direct impacts on the environment. This aspect stipulates that organisations should “disclose the
number and percentage of total sites that they have identified as requiring biodiversity management plans, and
the number and/or percentage of those sites with plans in place”. The results of the overall disclosure level for
this aspect are shown in Table 4.

Table 4

MM?2 (The Number of Sites That Need Biodiversity Management Plans)
Item Yes % No %
The number and percentage of total sites identified as requiring

1. biodiversity management plans, and the number (percentage) of 6 43 8 57

those sites with plans in place

According to Table 4, the overall disclosure level of sector-specific MM2 by the mining companies was at
a low 43%. This below average disclosure indicates that the mining houses do not provide for biodiversity
management plans on the sites. As part of the disclosure of MM2, it is the required information concerning
physical and monetary site information. Physical information refers to information on land per km 2 with
regard to disturbance, management, and rehabilitation plans. Organisations should disclose in km 2 on the
amount of land under their ownership, leased or adjacent to their operations that has been disturbed, managed,
and/or rehabilitated.

The disclosure of monetary information on land refers to the budgets and/or expenditure that has been
directed to land and it can be either for land management and/or rehabilitation. Furthermore, it can include the
opportunity costs or future cost associated with future spending on land. Table 5 indicates the disclosure of
physical and monetary information.

Table 5

Physical and monetary information on land
Items Yes % No %
Physical Information: Information on land per km 2 with regard to

1. . e 6 43 8 57
disturbance, management and rehabilitation.

2 Monetary information: Information on budgets or expenditure on land 5 36 9 64

management, rehabilitation and also on the cost of disturbance
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According to Table 5, the level of disclosure on physical information on land disturbed, managed, and
under rehabilitation was low at around 43%, with only six of the 14 mining houses disclose information. Thus,
it failed to disclose quantified information in km 2 on land with regard to disturbance, management, and
rehabilitation. This is in contrast to the GRI principles of transparent and quality disclosure of information in
integrated reports.

According to Table 5, the level of disclosure on monetary information with regard to land is also low, at
36%. Only five of the companies viewed in this study disclose monetary information regarding land in their
integrated reports. This reflects back to the low disclosure levels on MM2 and the physical information.

Conclusions

The study indicated that the overall level of corporate disclosure on land of the mining companies was
below average. Although integrated reporting and the following of the GRI guidelines have been recommended
for a couple of years in South Africa, it was not reflected in the integrated reports of these mining companies.

Relatively high levels of disclosure were evident in providing information about the operation site owned,
leased or managed and descriptions of significant impact on land by mining operations. The study displayed
low disclosure levels on items that were part of EN12 which deals with indicating the species affected by the
mining operations and the duration of the impact on biodiversity.

The low corporate disclosure levels can be attributed to a number of reasons. Corporate disclosure is
supposed to be market driven; and as environmental impacts are unavoidable, enforcing land disclosure by
corporation’s regulation remains important. However, in South Africa, environmental reporting is based on
recommendation and little enforcement on the specifications to be disclosed. Therefore, the low levels of
disclosure of land information can be attributable to ineffective regulatory systems. The regulatory systems
referred to here are not just those directly relating to reporting on land, rather they include regulations that
impact indirectly on environmental disclosure, including training regulators, professional accounting bodies as
well as the companies and related enforcement mechanisms.

The study found that the mining companies did disclose environmental issues in their integrated report,
but their disclosure is limited and/or selective. Based on the above statement and findings, it can be concluded
that mining companies do not fully take accountability for the land at their disposal, and this is based on the
low levels of disclosure in the sector-specific MM1 and MM2.
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