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Stakeholder engagement in corporate social respoidity reporting.
The case of mining companies

Patrycja Hgbek', Witold Biatyand Galina Livenskaya

Despite the increase of corporate social respoligib(CSR) reporting worldwide, the practices stiick accountability and
credibility. In the paper, the authors highlightetliissue of undervalued stakeholder involvemertiénprocess of improving the quality of
CSR reporting. Thus, this paper aims to answeqthestion of how stakeholders engage in the prooE€SR reporting within the mining
industry, and if the mining companies use the s$takier's feedback to improve this process? The dathe study was analyzed using
content analysis of corporate social responsibiligports of coal mining enterprises. The reportseveollected from the sustainability
report database of the Global Reporting Initiatf{@&RI). The results indicate that stakeholder comigation in the studied reports is more
focused on providing than obtaining informationnfretakeholders. All of the studied companies dedaat they engage in dialogue with
stakeholders but with different groups. Feedbaclcharisms are not very well developed and need ratiention from reporting
companies.
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Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) reportingbecoming more and more popular practice howadays
(Petera, 2015; Habek, Wolniak, 2016; Ryszko, 2@3) among mining companies (Jonek-Kowalska, 2016b)
It is, among other things, the result of increasegpectations about the transparency of the orgtaoizs
activities. CSR reporting can be defined as thectma of providing information to external and imtel
stakeholders on the economic, environmental, anilis@sults achieved by an organization in a gjwepéeriod
of time. Companies have been paying growing attentd the importance of showing their CSR commitmen
through clear and verifiable data and informatisimilar to more traditional financial documents (hbani,
2013; Kotodziej, Maruszewska, 2015;3lbek, Brodny, 2017). In order to fulfill the growingformation
requirements of the users, organizations tend porteon the broader economic, social and envirotnahen
performance in the form of the annual report (vétBection dedicated to CSR issues), separate GRR @
integrated report. A CSR report is one of many ®raf communication with both external and internal
stakeholders. To fulffill its role, the report shdimclude information which is expected by the iatted parties.

If stakeholders are involved in the reporting pss;ahe report is likely to include suitable indara, the data
disclosed is authenticated and presented in a waghws understandable for the recipients of thgore The
recipients of reports feel satisfied if they fiftetrequired information in them. Therefore, we easume that
taking into consideration the expectations of dtakaders in the reporting process influences thdityuaf the
reports developed. In an international study cdradat due to the development of the guidelineshef Global
Reporting Initiative, stakeholder engagement is tnerd as one of the main motivations making corgsan
reporting: 67 % of respondents indicated confiddmgiéding among key stakeholders, 62 % indicatee th
involvement of investors, employees, and otheredtalders, and 23 % communicate risks, opportunites
performance to investors (GRI, 2012). Stakeholdafodue is a basis for the implementation of theRCS
concept in practice. A socially responsible orgation identifies the requirements and expectatiohsts
stakeholders and considers them when making busidesisions. A company desiring to learn from its
stakeholders would ask for feedback or carry odiadog with stakeholders to understand their exgtemnts
(Grunig, Hunt 1984; Morsing, Schultz, 2006; Bowen a., 2010). Companies should collaborate with
stakeholders to understand their views and conaarngarious environmental, social, corporate goarce and
economic issues and to incorporate and address thews and concerns in their business decisionbdk]
Molenda, 2017; Kozlova et al., 2016). CSR repartturn, should inform stakeholders how a company ha
addressed those stakeholders’ interests and exipasta its activities.

Because there is a strong interdependence betwm@mgnacompanies and well-being of local communities
where they operate and because mining activities affect other actors and vice versa, it is ingoarto build
positive relationships with their stakeholders @imea, 2014; Midor, Zasadzie 2015; Jonek-Kowalska,
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2016a). Therefore, the responsible management mmfning enterprise requires stakeholder engagemedit a
building lasting relationships to meet their neeasl expectations (Bluszcz, Kijewska, 2014). Stalddro
engagement can be understood as practices theizatjan undertakes to involve stakeholders poditive
organizational activities (Greenwood, 2007). Thigpgr aims to answer the question of how stakeholdex
engaged in CSR reporting process within the mimolgistry and if the mining companies use the stakkh's
feedback to improve this process. Hence, the redeairof the paper is organized as follows. Firsg th
stakeholder theory and CSR reporting are outlingt particular reference. Secondly, we describentie¢hod
used and data sources. Thirdly, the findings frbenstudy of CSR reports of mining companies arsgimed.
The paper ends with a discussion and relevant adimg reflection.

Literature Review

Social responsibility requires building a clearatenship with the internal and external environimen
Responsible enterprise is one that cares abouintheests of its employees, the local communityd #ime
environment in which it operates (Gawet, 2015).sThieans running a business based on building dastin
transparent relationships with its stakeholdersafadzyk, 2009). In the initial model of Freeman @aksholders
are mentioned: owners, customers, suppliers, erapky competitors, government-administration, and
community (Freeman, 1984). The concept of doinginass based on building transparent, long-term, and
lasting relationships with all stakeholders is edlthe stakeholder theory. The basic assumptioriseotheory
are as follows (Berman, Jones, Wick, 1999):

1. The company has relationships with various growgsich are called stakeholders of the organization.

Stakeholders influence the organization's actiwitind are influenced by its activities.

2. This theory analyzes the nature of these relatipsstiom the point of view of the benefits that ythean
bring to both the organization and its stakeholders

3. Each stakeholder presents and strives for innelevakpects certain expectations. At the same timdries
to make his expectations dominate the expectatibother stakeholders.

4. This theory focuses on the strategic decision-ntagitocess.

In the literature of the subject, we meet differetatkeholder classifications. Rogers and Wrightg@rs,
Wright, 1998) identified four stakeholder groupséad on the types of pressures that are exertedmpanies
through their relationships: capital market stakeéis (mainly debt and equity holders), product kaaror
consumer stakeholders (mainly those associated prithary business operations), internal organiraticor
labor stakeholders (such as current and potentigdl@yees), and political and social markets (irmterof
compliance to society’s demands and expectatiofisgre is also another typology in which internad an
external stakeholders are identified. Internal etatders (insiders) are those who control the lassimof a
company, either by ownership (shareholders) or iblyies of their position in the company (board mensbe
managers, employees). External stakeholders (euyichclude customers, suppliers, and other groupside
the company interested in doing business. The enwient is also a party entering into relationshiith the
company. It is often called a silent stakeholdenliké man, he is unable to convey his demands and
expectations directly. Companies, by their actpgtiviolate the balance of natural environmentamedherefore
obliged to take measures to prevent its degrad@®ghak, 2004).

Stakeholder theory is a fundamental element of @ae social responsibility and building stable
relationships with stakeholders will not be possihlithout effective communication with them. Moigiand
Schultz (2006) suggest that organizations devethopet distinct communication strategies with stakddrs:
informing, responding, and involving. The firstatrgy refers to a one-way communication procesgevtie
organization “informs” the target audience. Thiat&gy is controlled by top management withoutititent to
learn or change. Sharing information in this mddelone by developing and distributing media, neams] press
releases. Companies engage with stakeholders timiméntheir production and transaction costs byuoatly
uncertainty (Thorelli, 1986; Williamson, 1991; Hemmans et al., 2016). The “response” to stakeholddarased
on two-way communication. However, the flow is asyetrical, suggesting that more information is tfaned
from the organization to the stakeholder than viessa. Strong lines of communication, often noefazface,
exist from the organization to the stakeholderse dhganization does not change based on the infamma
receives from stakeholders but rather aims to ohdhng behavior and views of the public (Herrema&tegari,
Mahmoudian, 2016). The “involve” strategy, is twayncommunication in the form of a dialogue in whiadth
participants are demanding change from one anofite. most expected situation is when both partitipa
change in response to the information exchangecktintgs are often face-to-face, involving joint deon
making or joint management of a project. Stakehslaeay suggest corporate actions (Morsing, Schaaas),
and the process can result in capacity buildinglddjue often results in ideas and increased knaelddr all
parties regarding continuous improvement (van kegjisGlasbergen, 2008). If engagement is facede;ftne
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organization conveys the information, and the dialder responds, provides feedback or asks quastion
enabling organizational learning (Herremans, Naddahmoudian, 2016).

Stakeholder dialogue is a basis for the implemantabf the CSR concept in practice. A socially
responsible organization identifies the requirermeantd expectations of its stakeholders and corssithem
when making business decisions (Wolniakbek, 2015; Cierna, Sujova, 2015). A CSR report feran of
communication with both external and internal skekders. To fulfill its role, the report should Inde
information which is expected by the interestedipar If stakeholders are involved in the reporfimgcess, the
report is likely to include suitable indicatorsettiata disclosed is authenticated and presentadvasy which is
understandable for the recipients of the repore Téctipients of reports feel satisfied if they fitieé required
information in them. Thus, stakeholder engagenganiimportant element that should contribute éoptocess
of preparing a CSR report. This is emphasized ef@mple, in GRI guidelines. The guidelines of tHelal
Reporting Initiative are widely-used non-finandieporting standard, recognized by companies a¢hessorld
(Alavi, Habek, Cierna, 2016). More than 70 percent of repgreénterprises and organizations use the GRI
Guidelines when communicating their impact on snatsle development (Deloitte, n.d.). In the mosterg
GRI G4 guidelines, the stakeholder inclusivenesacjple was transferred to the first position odtfour
principles for defining report content in order émphasize its significance and priority comparedthe
remaining principles and the whole process (Anaf132. For example, G4-26 indicator of this guidesin
applies to the organization’s approach to stakehadthgagement, including frequency of engagemeartrding
to the type and stakeholder group, and an indicatib whether any of the engagement was undertaken
specifically as part of the report preparation pasc

Acquiring the knowledge about expectations andréstis of stakeholders should be a starting pomthie
process of preparation of that kind of a report. Wave to bear in mind that not all of the organas
stakeholders will use the report. The stakeholdegagement process can help to learn and understand
stakeholder expectations and needs. Organizatjgmsatly initiate different types of stakeholdergagement,
which can be a valuable input into the reportingcess. The stakeholder engagements process castuiele
forms as: one-to-one meetings, interviews, questioas and surveys, knowledge exchange groupaugimag
steering groups, advisory panels, multi-stakeholfdeums), workshops, focus groups and other types o
meetings, including social events, practical dertratisns, including participatory events (for exdeyfraining,
games). It is important to document the processtaifeholder engagement to make the report morebteed
The organization documents its approach for dejfinihich stakeholders it engaged with, how and wien
engaged with them, and how engagement has infldetheereport content and the organization’s CSRities.
Systematic stakeholder engagement enhances thdnesef of the report. Executed properly, it isliike result
in ongoing learning within the organization andéxgernal parties, as well as increase accountabdliga range
of stakeholders (GRI, n.d.). This paper presentg simkeholder engagement is documented in CSRteepbr
selected enterprises of the mining industry.

Methodology

The data in this study were analyzed using coraeatysis, which is a widely used qualitative reskar
technique. The content analysis was conducteceifialfowing steps:
1. Selection of research material.
2. Repeated reading of texts that entered the sample.
3. Development of a category system.
4. Definition of each category in system.
5. Building tables with quotes.

In the conducted research, the category systendesssloped before reading the research materiatdoas
the researcher's intuition and expertise of théyaed problem (ldbek, 2013; Hbek, Wolniak, 2016) and then
it was compared with the individual reports. As limmit the subjectivity of the analysis, suggested b
Szczepaniak (2012), the categorical key in theardnalysis was complemented with detailed dédimst for
each category, and tables with quotes were cortsttio provide direct contact with the empiricaltemal. The
construction of the categorization scheme is aardgi&s stage of content analysis research. Figyregents the
category system developed for the study.
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echaracterization of stakeholders
«identification of nceds and cxpectations of stakcholders
= stakeholder prioritization/ materiality mapping

*one directional communication (company provides information)

«one directional communication (company requires information)

«two-way communication {mutual information exchange,
dialogue)

«types of feedback
sresults of the feedback

Fig. 1. The category system for the content aigabyfSCSR reports of mining companies.

A list of detailed definitions for each category time categorization scheme is presented in Tablke 1.
contains guidelines on what is included in eackegaty along with how the quotations from the stddieports
are attributed.

Tab. 1. Definitions of the categories.
STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION

Characterization of All information about the company’s stakeholdeln®itt division into specific groups, ways of
stakeholder groups identifying them (research, interviews, brainstergiichecklists, lessons learned, etc.)
Identification of needs and These fragments of the report devoted to presettimgeeds and expectations of individual
expectations of stakeholders stakeholder groups
Stakeholder prioritization/ Those parts of the report where materiality issresdetermining. These fragments of the repgrt

determining materiality issues | presenting the stakeholders maps, the methodoltmeessess the significance of the organizatian's
impacts, the topics, and indicators raised by thkeholders. All information on stakeholders
prioritization.
COMMUNICATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS
One-way communication — These sections of the report describing ways ofigiog information to stakeholders. All
company provides information | information about education, stakeholder trainprgss conferences, open days, publishing reports,
newsletters, advertisements
One —way communication — These sections of the report describing the adgnisof information from stakeholders, such a
company request information | questionnaires, interviews, focus groups, audig&keholder meetings and forums, market reseafch.
Two-way communication —mutugl These sections of the report that describe the ahirtformation exchange with stakeholders in the
information exchange, dialogue form of stakeholder panels and moderated stakehdldigues, sessions, the participation of]
stakeholders in management meetings, etc.
FEEDBACK MECHANISM

Feedback These sections of the report that encesisigkeholders to formulate an opinion on thertepo
CSR policy of the reporting organization. Theseisas present the types of feedback, feedback
forms, etc.
Feedback results The report presents the resutite déedback. All information regarding takingargtccount

feedback results in the next reporting period.

Building the tables with quotes provides the reammtact with empirical material without havingrefer
directly to the entire published text. As a reafltthe conducted analysis tables with quotes relabeeach
category from the categorical key are presenteéddamesults section of this paper.

Selection of the research material

The content analysis was based on corporate s@spbnsibility reports of coal mining enterpriséhe
reports for this study was collected from the dustaility report database of the Global Reportingiative.
Based on criteria such as the 2016 report, regimoie, sector-mining it was found 33 sustainabiligorts in
the database. Out of the 33 reports, only 3 haea Ipeiblished by coal mining companies, and thepertg
have been chosen for further analysis. Only pubkaslailable sustainability reports, bilingual, arbtished in
English, was examined in this study.
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Results

The study was based on three reports of coal mieintgrprises: Evraz, Glencore and Lubelskigwl
Bogdanka S.A. Evraz is a multinational enterpriggectv beside coal mining principle activities is méacturing
steel and steel products, iron ore mining and bBnreant, manufacturing vanadium products, tradingatmmns,
and logistics. EVRAZ coal segment not only suppliesssteel mills with necessary raw material bwgoal
provides coking coal to major Russian coke and steelucers and serves export markets with its saaport.
Glencore is also a multinational enterprise, comitgogroducer and trader, operating worldwide. Itsiness
covers over 90 commodities encompassing metalsr&rals, energy products, and agricultural prodasteell
as related marketing and logistics activities. UskieWegiel "Bogdanka" S.A. is one of the leaders in tledh
coal market in Poland. The energy coal sold byctrapany is primarily used for the production ofctlieity,
heat, and cement.

Evraz discloses its sustainability data in an ahmejort. Its report has been prepared on the lddise
International Integrated Reporting Framework anel @RI G4 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Luibél
Wegiel ,Bogdanka” S.A. (LW Bogdanka) prepared an gnéged report in accordance with GRI G4 in ‘core’
option using the International Integrated Reporfi®”) Framework. The LW Bogdanka’s report alskéa
into account indicators specific for the mining tsecwhich are described in the mining and metdid €ector
supplement. Glencore disclosed CSR data in a sep@®R report. The report complies with the comell®f
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) G4 sustaif@pireporting guidelines, including the metals amihing
sector supplement. Glencore sustainability repethe only one of the analyzed reports has beepantiently
assured.

The content analysis of these reports has beendatlvinto three categories: stakeholder identificati
communication with stakeholders, and feedback m@sha The results of the analysis taking into aotdhe
relevant categories are presented in Tables 2ZiB4a

Tab. 2. Quotes in the category stakeholder ideatibn.
STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION
Characterization of EVRAZ Not mentioned
stakeholders groups GLENCORE “We interact with many diverse stakehaddmmound the world. We are committed to
building transparent and constructive relationskijth our partners to deliver
sustainable, long-term benefits to all of our skeltders.
A key part of our commitment to operating respolysibto develop, maintain, and
strengthen our relationships with all of our stakdbrs.
We engage with all stakeholder groups to build rimegnl relationships and understand
their expectations and aspirations.

Engagement, both on regulatory matters and wittstakeholders (our people, labor
unions, our host governments, our communitieshost governments, NGOs, busines

partners, investors, customeisrommon to all the material topics identified”.
Lubelski Wegiel “The list of stakeholders applicable at the LW Bagkla Group covers the following
Bogdanka S.A. groups: Full-time employees of LW Bogdanka S.Aad& unions, potential employees,
former employees, subcontractors’ employees workirtge mine, State Labour
Inspection, Regional Labour Inspectorate in Lubliine Rescue Stations in Jaworznq.
State Mining Authority in Lublin and Regional MirgrAuthority in Lublin and Central

Mining Institute, Local Building Supervision Insgerate in teczna. Environmental

organizations, Regional Environmental Protectispéttorate in Lublin, Polesie
National Park Management, State Forests (Foresti@i©ffice in Swidnik. Institutional
customers, individual customers, key suppliers,aratontractors. Shareholders with
particular focus on the strategic investor, thattie Enea Group, banks, Warsaw Stog
Exchange, Polish Financial Supervision Authorityedv&, universities, and academic
employees, technical and sector organizations,rgavental (central) administration,
non-governmental organizations. Local governmentiaistration, local residents, socia
leaders, local non-governmental organization”.

n

~ Q

Identification EVRAZ “In 2015, the Hot Line received c.1,000 resise and all were examined. The most
of needs and popular enquiries concerned labour managementaetatincluding ¢.200 regarding
expectations contract details), followed by salaries, socialg@s (transportation, conditions in nonf-
of stakeholders production premises, nutrition, conditions at gitasd PPE (periods, volumes, content |of
supplements, lifecycle, rules of use and washing)ch accounted for ¢.100 requests
each”.
GLENCORE “Each asset must complete a stakeholdesasent, covering all stakeholder

circumstances, needs, and concerns, as well astigbienpacts, risks, and opportunities
for that asset. From this assessment, the assétesign an engagement strategy, which
may include procedures for information sharing,stdtation, and collaboration. This
strategy is aligned with the asset’s business tisgscand changes to its lifecycle, as we
as local concerns and the broader socio-econotuigtisin in the region. Senior

management at each asset is aware of progresplenmanting these strategies, whic
we also report on to the local communities involwat require assets to review the

strategies at each stage of their lifecycle to enthat we continue to be aware of

stakeholder priorities and needs.
Some of our stakeholders have faced economic atidl sliscrimination in the past.
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These may include indigenous people, women, childiisabled and older people, and
victims of conflict. Wherever we operate, we look these groups during our
stakeholder assessments and determine the mospaippe ways to engage with them?.

Lubelski Wegiel Not mentioned
Bogdanka S.A.
Stakeholder EVRAZ Not mentioned
prioritization/ GLENCORE “In line with the Global Reporting Initieé (GRI) guidance on materiality, our
determining assessment process begins with a Group-wide redfievaterial topics at global and
materiality issues local levels. This identifies topics raised durstgictured engagement activities by
broad range of internal and external stakeholdiecensiders the issues that affect ouf
peers and the entire sector, assessing media gevena feedback from local
communities.
We consider a topic material if senior managemetgrchines that it may significantly
affect our business operations or have a signifitapact on any of our stakeholders”
Lubelski Wegiel “In the course of work to review the earlier stpgtef the corporate social responsibility
Bogdanka S.A. for 2012-2015, comprising the workshop, not onlytenality of particular groups was

specified but also current and targeted forms albdiue and involvement of particular|
stakeholders were identified.

The map of stakeholders used for the preparatitheo€SR Strategy for 2014-2017 has
been considered still valid”.

Tab. 3. Quotes in the category communication sidkeholders.

COMMUNICATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS

One-way
communication —
company provides

information

EVRAZ

seeks to build an efficient system, designed niyt fom keeping information flowing, but

“EVRAZ pays great attention to its intern@mmunications processes and constantl|

<

also for increasing employee loyalty and motivatibhe Group searches for, evaluates
and implements best communications practices, as@hcorporate intranet, bulletins,
and internal advertising campaigns. Its goals@afradvide up-to-date, full
, and transparent information regarding its busireegl strategies, progress and
bottlenecks”.

GLENCORE

“We provide our stakeholders with inforoatin a wide range of ways, tailored to the
local context, that varies across the Group. Thedade radio broadcasts, site
publications, regular town hall meetings, and ifdiial meetings with the community”.

Lubelski Wegiel

Bogdanka S.A.

“One of the novelties under development since 28 6new Intranet platform, which far

of coal undergo mandatory training on hazards agitlants prevention. This mandato
training is to familiarise the employees of extératities with the procedures in force

now offers only the functionality of e-learning,tbs eventually to take over the
functions of Intranet for the mine and be the etedt “employee zone”.
All employees of subcontractors who work directiyniining or mechanical processing

gy

LW Bogdanka S.A., which are of direct and key intpoce for ensuring safety on its
premises”.

One-way
communication —
company request

information

EVRAZ

“One key way in which the Group seeks feedbfaom employees is the EVRAZ
Compliance Hot Line”.

GLENCORE

of the asset, these mechanisms may range frommafaromplaints channels to formall

“All our assets must carry out communigygeption surveys every three years to check
on the effectiveness of their engagement strategies
We not only send out information to our supply dsaive also bring learnings from
other stakeholders back to our operations andsasgas includes continual
improvement of our facilities and procedures towlfor the potential health impacts of
production activities. We require our assets ta@ajgegrievance mechanisms, to recei
and address concerns from external stakeholdeperidéng on the location and contex

—~ o

<

dedicated grievance mechanisms. Channels for comation include dedicated phone
lines, complaints
registers at public places, SMS hotlines and tfieasf of assets in local towns”.

Lubelski Wegiel

Bogdanka S.A.

“In mid-2014, a study of organizational culture anttrnal communication system too
place for the first time in the history of LW Bogda. The study included group
workshops (FDI) and personal interviews (IDI) widpresentatives of the Company’s

various organizational divisions. As a consequerickis study, an internal

communication strategy document was developed 15 2@hich was then implemented

to the greatest extent possible, given all theiotsins that occurred simultaneously in
2015".

Two-way
communication —
mutual information
exchange, dialogue

EVRAZ

“The backbone of the relationship between B\Rand trade unions is a social
partnership. Regular discussions and formal aratrimdl meetings of the management
and unions are conducted at all EVRAZ facilitie¥RAZ seeks an ongoing dialogue

with the communities in which it operates.
Ongoing engagement with civil society at all levafishe organization, including a fact;
finding mission to Colombia to understand and aslkey NGO concerns”.

GLENCORE

them to minimize our impact and maximize the benedi bring to them. Our policy and

“Wherever we work, we engage in open amdicuous dialogue with indigenous
communities to understand their culture, views, aspirations. This helps us work with

approach are aligned with theMM Position Statement on Indigenous People and
Mining.
The geographies and markets in which we operatexaremely complex, and we
conduct dialogues on local, national, regional iaternational levels”.
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Lubelski Wegiel “The topics discussed with the framework of dialeguwe diversified and depend on g
Bogdanka S.A. given partner. For example, talks with unions, wuhéce considered a key partner by t
Management Board, are naturally focused on emplogieged and social issues in the
context of changes in the more and more challengiaket. For people living in areas pf
mining activities mining damage is the crucial asp®loreover, more broadly defined
local communities are mainly interested in howntiee is going to support local
development, which includes local events and imaests, but also the creation of new
jobs.

The monitoring of the objectives of the CSR stratiegolves verification of key
stakeholder groups and the current and desiredsfofrdialogue with them. In the case
of these key groups, the communication is very leggdirect, and often at the highes

level, which enables consultation of relevant mattegularly. In 2015, 22 dialogue
sessions with the trade unions were held”.

0]

Tab. 4. Quotes in the category feedback mechanism.
FEEDBACK MECHANISM
Feedback EVRAZ General contacts to the company
GLENCORE We welcome feedback on this report ora@thgr aspect of sustainability at Glencore
You can send general comments to gcp@glencore ©timerwise, you can contact:
Corporate sustainability
Michael Fahrbach
Tel: +41 (0) 41 709 2571
michael.fahrbach@glencore.com
Lubelski Wegiel Contact point
Bogdanka S.A. Marketing, Public Relations and CSR Department
Lubelski Wegiel BOGDANKA S.A.
marketing@Iw.com.pl
csr@lw.com.pl
Tel. (+48) 81 462 56 38, 81 462 54 36
Fax (+48) 81 462 54 26

Feedback results EVRAZ Not mentioned
GLENCORE Not mentioned

Lubelski Wegiel The content of the previous Reports and this Repastdefined on the basis of the

Bogdanka S.A. results of a workshop held in connection with tegelopment of the CSR Strategy fo

2014-2017 in October 2013.
The preparation of the Report itself involved imtews with managers responsible for
relationships with individual stakeholders. Thipagach made it possible to define th
content of the Report under observance of matgri@iompleteness, and stakeholder
inclusiveness principles.

D

Stakeholder Identification

According to analyzed reports, two of three analyzempanies are identifying their stakeholders. LW
Bogdanka presented them very precisely in the tdpdrdid not identify their needs and expectatigslencore
mention about its stakeholders in some generaémstts but identification of needs and expectations
Glencore is done through stakeholder assessmerdrieg all stakeholder circumstances, needs, andesas,
as well as potential impacts, risks, and opporiemifor the company. The results of this assessseEmnwe to
design an engagement strategy, which may includeegures for information sharing, consultation, and
collaboration. Evraz did not characterize its shatders in the report and identification of needw a
expectations of stakeholders was executed onhhethne request examination, which is not an actiagy to
recognize stakeholders demands. Unfortunately, Bla@z did not present information concerning itization
and materiality issues related to particular groapdéts stakeholders. Glencore determines matgyiddisues
according to GRI guidelines. Material topics aréesed during engagement activities of Glencore \hitith
internal and external stakeholders. Material issaes determined by senior management. LW Bogdanka
presents only a general statement that materiadifyarticular groups was specified and the stalddrsl map
but the results are not included in the report. &ohthe analyzed company present in the repastipgzation of
its stakeholders.

Stakeholder Communication

All of the analyzed reports include information abproviding information to stakeholders. EVRAZ pay
attention to its internal communications processdisreports specify types of communication; LW Rizmka
focuses especially on communication with employ8dse analyzed reports also disclose informationuabo
types of requesting information from stakeholdénsGlencore’s report, we can find the most inforimaton
acquiring information from stakeholders. It dis@esdifferent types of communication, such as pdiaep
surveys, grievance mechanism. Channels for comratioicinclude dedicated phone lines, complaintsstegs
at public places, SMS hotlines, and the officesas$ets in local towns. Report of LW Bogdanka pressen
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information about surveying internal communicatgystem which results serve as a basis to develaptemal
communication strategy document. Evraz also focosemformation feedback from employees in the fain
compliance hotline. All of the studies companieslai that they engage in dialogue with stakehsldevraz's
report includes assertions concerning dialogue witlde unions, employees, and civil society butheuit
specifying the details of the dialogue. Glencorgages in dialogue with indigenous communities. W L
Bogdanka the communication with key stakeholdeugsois very regular, direct, and often at the highevel,
which enables consultation of relevant matters legfyu Only in the report of LW Bogdanka quantitei
information is given regarding the dialogue witakstholders (22 dialogue sessions with the tradengii

Feedback

Little information can be found in the reports dstaining the feedback from stakeholders which neayes
as an input to the next reporting process. OnlynGlee has provided information encouraging stalagrsl to
formulate an opinion on the report and provide &dhtact details to the person in a company resplenfor
these issues. Evraz has provided only general codédails to the company. LW Bogdanka gives cdatacthe
CSR department. Information on taking into accdeetback results in the next reporting period caly be
found in the report of LW Bodanka which used thsuieof the workshop and interview with managershef
company to define the content of the report.

Summary

Business organizations are under many pressunestfreir internal and external environments. Condact
dialogue with stakeholders is fundamental to thecept of social responsibility. Building stableatidnships
with stakeholders will not be possible without effee communication with them. CSR report is onethedf
possible means of that communication.

This paper aims to answer the question of how &tzllers are engaged in CSR reporting process within
the mining industry and if the mining companies tisefeedback from stakeholders to improve thicgss. By
using sustainability reports as a means of dateatadn, this study focus on how stakeholders destified and
engaged in the CSR reporting process. The authmply @ontent analysis on data from reports of ngnin
companies collected from a Global Reporting Inikiatdatabase.

The results revealed that stakeholders engageme@SR reporting process of the mining companies
leaves space for improvements in each analyzed aoynprhe companies are focused especially on iatern
stakeholders communication, and the process ofifa=tion of stakeholder needs and expectatioesrat yet
well developed. The most undervalued element iratiadyzed reports is getting feedback. The assespenits
very rarely contain information that would allowaders to contact the person responsible for theldpment
of the report or for the reader to express hisesrdpinion. This is alarming information becausgh#re is no
feedback mechanism, the dialogue with stakeholded#ficult or even completely blocked. It is impant first
to identify the stakeholders and to know their etatons and then choose how to communicate effdgtivith
them. The appropriate form of communication shawddoriented not only on information but above all o
dialogue with the broad environment. It is impottaaot only to go in one direction: enterprise kstaolders but
also to receive and process feedback message®h8tdkr engagement is crucial for conducting swsfoés
reporting process because knowing stakeholder readl®xpectations should be the starting pointeifinthg
materiality and relevance of information discloseCSR reports. To increase or enhance the quaflisy CSR
report, it is important for companies to know whttkeholders demand, and what stakeholder seeeagtable.

CSR reports should be developed for the stakelmlded with their active participation. They shobkl
developed to meet the information needs of botérivatl and external stakeholders. Therefore noneatsée
CSR report will be developed without stakeholdegagement in this process, and for stakeholder emgeqt,
two-way communication is essential. Reporting conigs cannot forget about using feedback mechaniisats
aim to improve the reporting process.

The research methodology used in the study isduirlity various factors. The restrictions relateipaldrly
to two issues. The first limitation is related e tlack of available data. We analyzed reports fcompanies of
different types and operating in different courdtrigvhich may influence their approach to CSR issié®
second limitation concerns the types of analyzqubms. Each of the studied report was of differge
(separate CSR report, integrated report, and anmyrt with CSR section); therefore, the amounteodt
devoted to CSR was different. Possible future timas for research focused on stakeholder engageman
take into account the cultural context of the réipgrcompanies, which may have a considerable impac
stakeholders attitudes and expectations.

32



Acta Montanistica Slovaca dlume24(2019), numbet, 25-34

AcknowledgmentsThis article was prepared within the

statutory research titled “Methods and tools for

improving products and services on the selected
examples” work symbol 13/030/BK_17/0027 performed
at Silesian University of Technology, Institute of
Production Engineering.

References

Adamczyk, J. (2009). Spoteczna odpowiedzigdnarzedsibiorstw. Teoria i praktyka. Warszawa: PWE.

Alavi, H., Habek, P., Cierna, H. (2016). Corporate Social Resibdity and Self-RegulationsMM Science
Journal, 2016(04), 1121-1126.

Anam, L. (2013). Angzowanie interesariuszy, [in:Cwik, N. (ed.), Wspdlna odpowiedzialito Rola
raportowania spotecznegd/arszawa: FOB, 75-80

Berman, S., Jones, T., Wick, A.C. (1999). Converdgitakeholders Theorydcademy of Management Review,
24(2), 206-221http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/259075

Bluszcz, A., Kijewska, A. (2014). W kierunku spateej odpowiedzialnici przedsgbiorstw goérniczych.
Przeghd Goérniczy, 70(4), 45-51

Bowen, F., Newenham-Kahindi, A., Herremans, |I. ®J01When suits meet roots: The antecedents and
consequences of community engagement strafegynal of Business Ethics, 95(2), 297-318.

Cierna, H., Sujova, E. (2015). Parallels betweapa@te social responsibility and the EFQM excealeemodel.
MM Science Journal, 2015(10), 670-6Tétp://dx.doi.org/10.17973/MMSJ.2015_10_201533

Deloitte (n.d.)http://www?2.deloitte.com/global/en/pages/about-dtdfarticles/global-reporting-initiative.html
Access 03.06.2015.

Freeman, R.E. (1984). Strategic management: alstider approactBoston: Pitman

Gawel, E., Jalos#gka, A., Ortowski, M., Ratajczak, E., Ratajczak2D15). Corporate Social Responsibility as
an Instrument of Sustainable Development of PradndEnterprisesManagement Systems in Production
Engineering, 19(3), 152-155.

Greenwood, M. (2007). Stakeholder Engagement: Beybe Myth of Corporate Responsibilityournal of
Business Ethics, 74(4), 315-327.

GRI (2012). G4 Development. Full Survey Report.  rRRed 23.08.2018 from
https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/ @GP 1-Full-Report. pdf

GRI (n.d.), https://g4.globalreporting.org/how-you-should-reffreporting-principles/principles-for-defining-
report-content/stakeholder-inclusiveness/Pagesittefapx, Access 23.08.2017.

Grunig, J.E., Hunt, T. (1984). Managing public tiglas.New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston

Harmoni, A. (2013). Stakeholder-Based Analysis a$tSinability Report: A Case Study on Mining Comigan
in Indonesia. International Conference on Eurasi@tonomies. Retrived 21.11.2018 from
https://www.avekon.org/papers/704.pdf

Habek, P. (2013). Ujawnianie wynikbw w zakresie zréwazonego rozwoju przedsgiorstw. Przeghd
Organizacji, 12, 20-26.

Habek, P., Brodny, J. (2017). Corporate Social Resibdity Report — An Important Tool to Communicatéh
Stakeholders. Proc. of 4th International Multididiciary Scientific Conference on Social Scienceéugs
SGEM 2017, 5, Albena, Bulgaria, 241-248tps://doi.org/10.5593/sgemsocial2017/15

Habek, P., Molenda, M. (2017). Using the FMEA Methaxia Support for Improving the Social Responsybilit
of a Company. Proc. of 6th International ConferenceOperations Research and Enterprise Systems
ICORES, Porto, Portugal, 57-68ttps://doi.org/10.5220/0006118600570065

Habek, P., Wolniak, R. (2016). Assessing the quatitycorporate social responsibility reports: the ecad
reporting practices in selected European Union negrdiates.Quality & Quantity, 50(1), 399-420
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0155-z

Herremans, |.M., Nazari, J.A., Mahmoudian, F. (2016&takeholder Relationships, Engagement, and
Sustainability Reportinglournal of Business Ethics, 138(3), 417-48&ps://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-
2634-0

Jonek-Kowalska, I. (2016a). CSR jakosnilk wartasci przedsgbiorstw goérniczych, [in:] Kuzior, A. (ed.)
Wartcsci etyczne, racjonalrdé i jakos¢ jako wyznaczniki zréwnowanego rozwoju i spotecznego
zaangaowania organizacji. Zabrz8laskie Centrum Etyki Biznesu i Zrownowe@nego Rozwoju, 48-59.

Jonek-Kowalska, 1. (2016b). Koncepcja zrownaamego rozwoju jako wyzwanie dla polskich przebsirstw
gérniczych. Zeszyty Naukowe Politechnftaskiej, Organizacja i Zargdzanie, 95, 131-145

Kotodziej, S., Maruszewska, E.W. (2015). Economlgtiectiveness and Social Objectives in Corporatei&3
Reports — A Survey Among Polish Publicly Traded @amies. Proc. of International Multidisciplinary

33



Patrycja Habek, Witold Biaty andGalina Livenskaya Stakeholder engagement in corporate social resipibity reporting. The case of
mining companies

Scientific Conferences on Social Sciences and AS&SEM 2015, 2, Vienna, Austria,
161-167.

Kozlova, O., Makarova, M., Mingaleva, Z. (2016).r@orative social responsibility as a factor of reidg the
occupational health risk of personnkiternational Journal of Applied Business and Eaoim Research
(JABER), 14 (14), 683-693.

Midor, K., Zasadzi#, M. (2015). Directions of Post-Mining Areas Reliization in a Selected Area of Polish-
Czech Borderland. Proc. of 15th International Miitiplinary Scientific Geoconference SGEM 2015, 3,
Albena, Bulgaria, 219-228.

Morsing, M., Schultz, M. (2006). Corporate sociakponsibility communication: stakeholder informatio
response and involvement strategieBusiness Ethics: A European Review, 15(4), 323-338
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8608.2006.00460.x

Petera, P., Wagner, J., Bouckova, M. (2014). An iEog Investigation into CSR Reporting by the Lasg
Companies with their seat in the Czech RepubliocPof 22nd Interdisciplinary Information Manageren
Talks, Podebrady, Czech Republic, 321-329.

Rogers, E.W., Wright, P.M. (1998). Measuring orgatibnal performance in strategic human resource
management: Problems, prospects, and performafmenation marketsHuman Resource Management
Review, 8(3), 311-33https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(98)90007-9

Rybak, M. (2004). Etyka mengera — spoteczna odpowiedzia$dgrzedstbiorstwa.Warszawa: PWN

Ryszko, A. (2017). Corporate social responsibiligporting and green supply chain management — chse
Poland. Proc. of Carpathian Logistics Congress QDC6, Zakopane, Poland, 450-455.

Szczepaniak, K. (2012). Zastosowanie analizyscirew badaniach artykutow prasowych - refleksje
metodologiczneActa Universitatis Lodziensis, Folia Sociologica, 83-112

Thorelli, H.B. (1986). Networks Between markets &ietarchies. Strategic Management Journal, 7{@#5 13

van Huijstee, M., Glasbergen, P. (2008). The praatif stakeholder dialogue between multinationats[dGOs.
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmentalndgement, 15(5), 298-310.

Williamson, O.E. (1991). Comparative economic ofgation: The analysis of discrete structural aliitres.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(2), 269-296

Wolniak, R., Hbek, P. (2015). Reporting Process of Corporategbdtesponsibility and Greenwashing. Proc.
of 15th International Multidisciplinary Scientifi@éeoConference, 3, Albena, Bulgaria, 483-490.

Zasadzié, M. (2014). Social evaluation of mining activitffects. Proc. of 14th International Multidisciplitya
Scientific GeoConference SGEM 2014, 3, Albena, Brily. 545-552.

34



