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Comments received from the members of the Sub Group on Transparency in 

Reporting Financial Data by Multinational Corporations to the  
“Progress Report and Key Proposals for a Work Programme” 

 

Netherlands (Ministry of Finance) 

• We would like to thank the drafting group for its excellent work. This document is a good 
starting point for further work. 

• We think it is efficient to build on what is already there (existing public disclosure). This 
helps us to avoid overkill and duplication of work. We are in favor of targeted measures, 
for this purpose it is good to have a clear picture of where the current system falls short 
for the developing countries. It is good to involve the developing countries as much as 
possible in our future work.     

• We support the suggestions made for future work (paragraph 7).  

• We would be interested in a time line. 

 

Norway (Ministry of Foreign Relations) 

• Norway comments to the Progress Report, also drawing on a reading of the preparatory 
note from the Drafting Group, are the following: 

• Quite generally, the work of the drafting group seems to have focused more on the costs, 
rather than the benefits, of country-by-country reporting (cbc). Both the choice of 
questions and the wording in the discussion of those questions give the impression one 
has been looking to identify problems rather than the potential of transparency. While it 
is important to identify challenges, costs so that necessary further work can be 
undertaken, the preparatory note doesn’t seem to take into account that the alternative – 
no or little transparency – might be much more problematic and costly. For instance, the 
economic potential of a truly level playing field for businesses in terms better investment 
decisions being made, reduced corruption etc. would seem to be important in a cost-
benefit discussion. The appropriate approach to this discussion would be to debate 
whether a form of cbc – not necessarily in the exact shape proposed – would be 
beneficial in helping exact the correct amount of taxes and in reducing corruption; not, 
as the note seems to suggest, whether it might still be difficult to distinguish between tax 
evasion and aggressive tax planning, or whether all types of corruption would be 
detected with cbc in place.  

• There seems to be a limitation in the discussion of objectives of only or predominantly 
looking at tax issues. That means issues such as corruption, corporate social 
responsibility in general, risk to society, employees and investors, are not included. A 
basic idea behind cbc is to make an MNC more accountable to the public. When its 
accounts are not public, there can’t be full accountability. For both existing and potential 
investors (also investors other than the “ethical” ones), for instance, it should be of 
central importance to be aware of risks, liabilities, and a range of operational 
information in order to make the best investment decision. In our view, the Task Force 
should therefore not limit further work to tax compliance. 
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• In line with 2. above; the limitation of concentrating an analysis on the cost/benefits to 
“countries” and “MNEs” might exclude the public at large, employees in MNEs, and 
other relevant parties.  

• The other questions posed and work suggested in the Progress Report make sense but 
would benefit from a broadening of the concepts in line with the above. Generally, 
perhaps a debate about what is “material” in terms of disclosure – tax only? 
countries/company owners only? – could be useful. 

• Norway may refine or add to these comments at the meeting itself.  

 

‘Publish What You Pay’ 

• Paragraphs 10 & 13: contrast “PWYP-type” proposals with “Richard Murphy” 
proposals.  

 The full PWYP proposal is much closer to the tax justice proposal than it is to EITI or 
Dodd Frank. The Sub-Group on Transparency in Financial Reporting should consider the PWYP 
submission to the EC Consultation on country by country reporting which match up with those of 
TJN/Richard Murphy. For “all sectors, including extractives, we concur with the analysis of the 
rationale for such disclosure as proposed by the Tax Justice Network”.1

 In terms of the extractive sector, although the original call was for payment transparency 
by MNCs, this soon evolved to a more complete set of asks which formed the basis to our 
submission to the IASB Extractives Discussion Paper submission.
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• Para 14 (e) says “Could [greater transparency] be best achieved through changes to 
accounting standards, by amendment of the OECD Guidelines for Multinational 
Enterprises, or by some other route?”  

 

 Here there should be a specific reference here to stock exchange listing 
rules/regulations. Dodd-Frank is discussed in other parts of the paper and (although a limited 
form of country by country reporting) is at least something which is currently in effect and should 
be looked at seriously in addition to accounting standards (i.e. IASB) and OECD guidelines.  

• Para 24 says “the type of disclosure discussed here was probably not sufficiently 
compatible with the scope and objectives of financial reporting”  

 This is based on an interpretation of the IASB’s scope and objectives of IFRS with which 
we do not agree. However, all investors which submitted to the IASB consultation concurred with 
the PWYP disclosure types (Chapter 6 proposals) so even if they just listened to capital providers 
there is a rationale for including such info in an IFRS. 

                                                        

1. See European Commission: PWYP submission on CBC, available at 
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/markt/markt_consultations/library?l=/accounting/country-by-
country/individuals_other/eu_pwyp2_enpdf/_EN_1.0_&a=d  

2. See IASB Extractives Discussion Paper – PWYP submission, available at 
http://www.ifrs.org/Current+Projects/IASB+Projects/Extractive+Activities/DPAp10/CL/CL123.htm  

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/markt/markt_consultations/library?l=/accounting/country-by-country/individuals_other/eu_pwyp2_enpdf/_EN_1.0_&a=d�
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/markt/markt_consultations/library?l=/accounting/country-by-country/individuals_other/eu_pwyp2_enpdf/_EN_1.0_&a=d�
http://www.ifrs.org/Current+Projects/IASB+Projects/Extractive+Activities/DPAp10/CL/CL123.htm�
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Christian Aid 

 The Progress Report is a helpful summary of the drafting group’s discussions on Country 
by Country reporting, and makes helpful recommendations for the workplan of the Task Force. 

 Given that this is a controversial area, any research that is taken forward should be 
conducted by actors which do not have a vested interest in the impacts of country by country 
reporting, but rather are neutral actors. 

 In addition, while we welcome the call for further work into the issue, we are wary that 
this may delay progress. We therefore request that the Task Force and secretariat and the CFA 
maintain the momentum that has been generated around this issue. 

 Specific comments on the text are provided below: 

• Paragraphs 10 and 13 consider the distinction between PWYP proposals for the 
extractives sector and proposals focused on tax issues published by Richard Murphy in 
2003. The recent PWYP submission to the European Commission consultation on 
Country by Country reporting makes clear that these proposals are complimentary.  

• Paragraph 13 refers to the work of the EITI. However, the EITI is not without its critics 
who have suggested that it has had limited impact on companies and states who are 
unwilling to engage in this process due it voluntary nature. This should be referenced in 
the document. 

• Para 24 says that “the type of disclosure discussed here was probably not sufficiently 
compatible with the scope and objectives of financial reporting”. We believe that this 
area of investigation should not be closed by this interpretation of the purpose of IFRS 
which we do not share. 

• Paragraph 26a suggests that “empirical research could provide a basis for establishing if 
EITI-type initatives may be potentially applicable to other business sectors”. While this 
is a helpful suggestion, this investigation should consider a broad range of options, 
rather than simply considering the expansion of the EITI. 

• Paragraph 26b:  suggests that “Future work could explore the possibility of other policy 
instruments to deliver greater transparency, including possible expansion of the EITI or 
Dodd-Frank beyond the extractive industries.” We hope that such an investigation will 
not be limited to investigating mechanisms for dislosure of payments to governments.  
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