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The Dutch Authority for the Financial Markets (AFM) 

The AFM is committed to promoting fair and transparent financial markets. 

As an independent market conduct authority, we contribute to sustainable financial well-being in 

the Netherlands. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer  

This is an English translation of the original Dutch text, furnished for convenience only. In the 

event of any conflict between this translation and the original Dutch text, the latter shall prevail. 
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1. Management summary 

Investors and other stakeholders need relevant information that goes beyond purely financial 

reporting, the figures. Users increasingly request non-financial information. In addition, it is 

important for users that companies provide good quality and consistent reporting on relevant 

risks and their risk appetite. In order for investors to make good decisions, it is important that 

they can base their decisions on relevant disclosures and that the use of standard texts is 

reduced. Integrated reporting can also play an important part in the transition to a more 

sustainable business model and a sustainable economy.  

Following its previous reviews in 2013 and 2014 and in view of the many initiatives and 

developments since then (see section 2), the AFM carried out a review of integrated reporting, 

the risk paragraph and the scope and quality of disclosures in 2016. 

The AFM has further reviewed the 2015 reporting by 39 companies in the AEX, AMX and AScX 

indices with respect to these items. It also conducted interviews with nearly all of the companies 

concerned. 

Based on its review, the AFM notes with respect to the companies concerned that: 

 Most of the companies are making progress in the right direction with respect to 

integrated reporting. 

 A large majority of the companies are focusing on improving their risk paragraph. 

 The extent to which companies are addressing the scope and quality of disclosures varies. 

 

Most of the companies are making progress in the right direction with respect to 

integrated reporting 

Investors and other stakeholders increasingly need non-financial information. This trend is 

expected to continue and strengthen, both internationally and nationally. The AFM also notes 

that self-regulation is being replaced by regulation and that the FSB, the banking supervisors and 

the EU are leading the way in the further formulation of this regulation. The AFM also expects 

that the implementation of the EU non-financial information directive in Dutch law, which will 

take effect from the 2017 financial year, will encourage companies to adopt integrated reporting. 

The review shows that companies are participating in this trend and have made good progress 

with respect to integrated reporting. We see that in comparison to previous years, companies are 

increasingly reporting on their value creation model, their stakeholder dialogue and their 

materiality analysis. Another positive trend is that companies in the AMX and AScX indices are 

beginning to adopt (aspects of) integrated reporting as well as the AEX companies. On the other 

hand, the AFM notes that there are still too few companies reporting on certain aspects of non-

financial information. These companies can make further progress on translating their strategy 

into targets and relevant KPIs. 
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The AFM also notes that almost half of the AEX companies and some of the AScX companies 

report their financial and non-financial information in a separate sustainability report. In common 

with many other stakeholders, the AFM takes the view that non-financial information should 

always be considered in combination with financial information. In other words, the relevant non-

financial information should form part of the annual report1. Publication in a separate report or 

elsewhere makes this information less accessible. Separate publication leads to fragmented 

reporting, while what is needed is compact, integrated and consistent reporting.  

 

A large majority of the companies are focusing on improving their risk paragraph 

We note that companies have made progress with respect to the risk paragraph. Most of the 

companies made a number of improvements to their risk paragraphs after 2013, varying from 

changes to the structure to the addition of new elements such as the risk appetite. A large 

number of the companies now disclose their risk appetite and a number of them are looking at 

how risk appetite can best be disclosed in the management report. The quantification of risks and 

the inclusion of sensitivity analyses with respect to risks is another area of development. The AFM 

recognises that reporting sensitivity analyses with respect to major risks is complex and 

potentially competition-sensitive, but it recommends that companies should provide a sensitivity 

analysis since such analyses are relevant to the users. Without this relevant information, users 

have to make their own assumptions and will infer that the management is not sufficiently aware 

of it or does not wish to provide it. The description of the evaluation of the operation of the risk 

management system has improved. Reporting is increasingly provided on major failings, 

significant changes and scheduled improvements. 

 

The extent to which companies are addressing the scope and quality of disclosures varies 

The review of the scope and quality of the disclosures revealed a mixed picture. From the 

interviews, it emerged that a large number of the companies had made changes to their 

disclosures in the context of the regular process of preparation of the financial statements. Some 

companies had gone further and made changes to the design and structure of their disclosures. A 

few companies stated that they had not addressed the scope and quality of their disclosures or 

that they planned to do so in the near future. The AFM calls on companies to follow the 

‘Disclosure Initiative’ and the ‘Better Communication’ theme of the IASB and to use the results of 

these projects to further increase the quality and limit the scope of disclosures in the financial 

statements in the coming years. The upcoming introduction of a number of new and important 

IFRS on financial instruments (IFRS 9), revenue recognition (IFRS 15) and leases (IFRS 16) can be 

used by companies for this purpose. The AFM notes that it has remarked in the past that when 

new IFRS come into effect and/or existing standards are amended, the reporting standards are 

frequently not applied correctly. Our reviews of the financial reporting of listed companies have 

previously identified problems in the application and disclosure of these new and/or amended 

                                                           
1 In this report, reference to the (normal) annual report concerns the annual financial reporting, consisting 

of the management report, the financial statements and the other information. 
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standards, and therefore this matter requires additional attention by the companies and their 

statutory auditors. 
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2. Introduction 

Integrated reporting, the risk paragraph and the scope and quality of disclosures have been items 

of attention both nationally and internationally (ESMA, IASB, IOSCO, FSB, EU) for a number of 

years. There have been numerous national and international initiatives in relation to integrated 

reporting and the scope and quality of disclosures. See the box below for an overview of some of 

the important initiatives. 

 

National and international initiatives that generally support the importance of integrated 

reporting: 

 The International Integrated Framework of the IIRC in December 20132 

 The DNB report ‘Time for Transition an exploratory study of the transition to a carbon-

neutral economy’ in 20163 

 The formation of the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures of the FSB at 

the end of 20154 

 The GRI Sustainability Reporting Standard of 19 October 20165 

 Non-Financial Reporting Directive of the EU in 20146 

 Sustainable Finance Lab7 

 Inquiry platform of the United Nations Environment Programme in 20148 

Initiatives relating to the scope and quality of disclosures: 

 The ‘Better Communication’ theme of the IASB, including the ‘Disclosure Initiative’ of 

2016 

 Public statement by ESMA on 27 October 2015 (see section 5.2) 

 

With this review, the AFM is participating in these worldwide initiatives in progress. In addition, 

the AFM anticipates the upcoming transition in relation to disclosure requirements and actively 

contributes to this. 

The AFM has devoted attention to the issues of this thematic review in past years. In 2013, it 

carried out a thematic review of integrated reporting9 and it carried out a review in 2015 of 

                                                           
2 http://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-
FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf  
3 https://www.dnb.nl/en/binaries/TimeforTransition_tcm47-338545.pdf  
4 https://www.fsb-tcfd.org/  
5 https://www.globalreporting.org/information/news-and-press-center/Pages/First-Global-Sustainability-
Reporting-Standards-Set-to-Transform-Business.aspx  
6 http://ec.europa.eu/finance/company-reporting/non-financial_reporting/index_en.htm#related-
documents  
7 http://sustainablefinancelab.nl/en/rubriek/calender/  
8 http://unepinquiry.org/  
9 https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-
verslaggeving/2013/themaonderzoeken-engels/listed-companies-integrated-reporting.ashx?la=en  

http://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf
http://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf
https://www.dnb.nl/en/binaries/TimeforTransition_tcm47-338545.pdf
https://www.fsb-tcfd.org/
https://www.globalreporting.org/information/news-and-press-center/Pages/First-Global-Sustainability-Reporting-Standards-Set-to-Transform-Business.aspx
https://www.globalreporting.org/information/news-and-press-center/Pages/First-Global-Sustainability-Reporting-Standards-Set-to-Transform-Business.aspx
http://ec.europa.eu/finance/company-reporting/non-financial_reporting/index_en.htm#related-documents
http://ec.europa.eu/finance/company-reporting/non-financial_reporting/index_en.htm#related-documents
http://sustainablefinancelab.nl/en/rubriek/calender/
http://unepinquiry.org/
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2013/themaonderzoeken-engels/listed-companies-integrated-reporting.ashx?la=en
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2013/themaonderzoeken-engels/listed-companies-integrated-reporting.ashx?la=en
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companies forming part of the AEX and AMX indices. In 2014 the AFM carried out an exploratory 

review10 of the scope and quality of disclosures in the financial statements and a thematic review 

of the risk paragraph11. These reviews revealed that companies still need to make progress with 

respect to these items. The framework of norms is also undergoing intensive development. For 

this reason, the AFM carried out a further exploratory review in 201612 of 39 companies on these 

items, which also included interviews with companies. Firstly, with the aim of encouraging 

companies to make further progress, and secondly to give companies the opportunity to further 

explain their situation with respect to these items.  

Sections 3, 4 and 5 present the results of our review of integrated reporting, the risk paragraph 

and the scope and quality of disclosures. 

Appendix 1 describes the objectives, the review methodology and the review population. 

During the interviews, it emerged that companies were experiencing difficulty with some 

elements of reporting. We have accordingly included a number of good practices in Appendices 2, 

3 and 4. These are examples of specific disclosures from recent financial statements and 

management reports of companies involved in this review. The AFM hopes that other companies 

will be inspired by these good practices to make further improvements. The good practices should 

not be seen as a standard or as the only correct formulation. Other formulations are also possible.  

Appendix 5 contains a list of abbreviations. 

 

  

                                                           
10 https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-
verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-scope-quality-
disclosures.ashx?la=en 
11 https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-
verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-risk-paragraph.ashx?la=en 
12 The AFM did not look at all the aspects of these items in its further exploratory review, but restricted 
itself to certain elements thereof. 

https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-scope-quality-disclosures.ashx?la=en
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-scope-quality-disclosures.ashx?la=en
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-scope-quality-disclosures.ashx?la=en
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-risk-paragraph.ashx?la=en
https://www.afm.nl/~/profmedia/files/doelgroepen/effectenuitgevende-ondernemingen/financiele-verslaggeving/2014/themaonderzoeken/english/thematic-review-fv-2014-risk-paragraph.ashx?la=en
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3. Integrated reporting 

Summary 

Investors and other stakeholders increasingly need non-financial information. This trend is 

expected to continue and strengthen, both internationally and nationally. The AFM also notes 

that self-regulation is being replaced by regulation and that the FSB, the banking supervisors and 

the EU are leading the way in the further formulation of this regulation. The AFM also expects 

that the implementation of the EU non-financial information directive in Dutch law, which will 

take effect from the 2017 financial year, will encourage companies to adopt integrated reporting. 

The review shows that companies are participating in this trend and have made good progress 

with respect to integrated reporting. We see that in comparison to previous years, companies are 

increasingly reporting on their value creation model, their stakeholder dialogue and their 

materiality analysis. Another positive trend is that companies in the AMX and AScX indices are 

beginning to adopt (aspects of) integrated reporting as well as the AEX companies. On the other 

hand, the AFM notes that there are still too few companies reporting on certain aspects of non-

financial information. These companies can make further progress on translating their strategy 

into targets and relevant KPIs. 

The AFM also notes that almost half of the AEX companies and some of the AScX companies 

report their financial and non-financial information in a separate sustainability report. In common 

with many other stakeholders, the AFM takes the view that non-financial information should 

always be considered in combination with financial information. In other words, the relevant non-

financial information should form part of the annual report. Publication in a separate report or 

elsewhere makes this information less accessible. Separate publication leads to fragmented 

reporting, while what is needed is compact, integrated and consistent reporting.  

Appendix 2 lists a number of good practices with respect to integrated reporting. 

After the introduction and a description of the national and international developments, this 

section deals with the review results in more detail, starting with paragraph 3.3. 

3.1 Introduction 

Integrated reporting, whereby non-financial aspects are also reported, provides further insight 

into a company’s actual value and value creation. It also explains the consequences of the 

implementation of the company strategy in the short, medium and long term.  

Integrated reporting can play an important part in the transition to a more sustainable business 

model and a sustainable economy. The integrated reporting concept challenges companies to 

think about their role in society, such as what value the company creates, what is its impact on 

the environment and how the interests of its various stakeholders are considered, and to report 

on these matters. This promotes transparency with respect to the strategy and policy of the 

companies, the effects of their policy and the risks associated with that policy. 
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The AFM made a baseline measurement in 2013 of the status of integrated reporting at the 

companies under its supervision. This revealed that listed companies had made a start on non-

financial reporting, but that they needed to make further progress to achieve truly integrated 

reporting. The room for improvement was mainly in the areas of relevance and the connectivity 

of information, together with the stakeholder dialogue, value creation and the translation of 

strategy into targets and relevant (non-financial) KPIs. We have included these aspects in our 

review this year. 

In 2015 the AFM carried out a review of companies included in the AEX and AMX indices13. The 

principal conclusions from this review were that an increasing number of companies stated that 

they were adopting integrated reporting or forms thereof and that this reporting could be useful 

in providing better information to stakeholders, but that integrated reporting involves more than 

combining the sustainability report and the traditional annual report.  

Integrated reporting is also an item in the AFM’s multi-year agenda for 2016-201814. The AFM 

supports the concept of integrated reporting, since this enables companies to provide more 

relevant information to their investors and other stakeholders. It is important that investors can 

rely on the quality of information and can make informed choices on that basis. The AFM intends 

to contribute to this with its supervision. 

3.2 National and international developments 

The IIRC published a framework for integrated reporting in 2013. Listed companies around the 

world have adopted this concept since that time. Most companies have done this in combination 

with other framework regulations, such as the GRI. 

The topic is also of interest to stakeholder groups such as Eumedion, the VBDO and individual 

institutional investors, which are calling on companies to increase their application of integrated 

reporting. The ICGN published its report ‘ICGN Guidance on Integrated Business Reporting’ in 

201515, which contained guidelines for companies with respect to non-financial information and 

integrated reporting that are important for investors. The developments in this area are expected 

to take further shape in the coming years, thus improving comparability between companies with 

regard to non-financial performance. 

On 27 September 2016, the Dutch Senate approved the parliamentary bill for the implementation 

of the EU directive on non-financial information16. The related (draft) decree on the provision of 

non-financial information will state that, with effect from the 2017 financial year companies with 

more than 500 employees will have to include information in their management reports on policy, 

results and risks with respect to the environment, their employees, human rights and anti-

corruption measures. If a company has not formulated a policy with respect to these issues, it will 

have to explain why. From the interviews conducted, it emerged that not all companies were yet 

aware of the requirements that will apply as a result of the implementation of the EU non-

                                                           
13 https://www.afm.nl/en/professionals/nieuws/2015/okt/rapport-in-balans 
14 https://www.afm.nl/nl-nl/verslaglegging/agenda  
15 https://www.icgn.org/sites/default/files/Integrated%20Business%20Reporting.pdf 
16 https://www.eerstekamer.nl/wetsvoorstel/34383_implementatie_eu_richtlijn. Only available in Dutch. 

https://www.afm.nl/en/professionals/nieuws/2015/okt/rapport-in-balans
https://www.afm.nl/nl-nl/verslaglegging/agenda
https://www.icgn.org/sites/default/files/Integrated%20Business%20Reporting.pdf
https://www.eerstekamer.nl/wetsvoorstel/34383_implementatie_eu_richtlijn
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financial information directive with effect from 2017. The AFM calls on companies to apply the 

requirements pursuant to this Act correctly and in a timely manner. 

In connection with the EU directive on non-financial information, the European Commission 

published its ‘Non-binding guidelines on methodology for reporting non-financial information’ for 

consultation in early 2016.17 The European Commission is expected to publish its definitive ‘non-

binding guidelines’ before the end of this year. 

3.3 There is a high level of awareness of integrated reporting among 

companies 

The interviews we held revealed that integrated reporting is an agenda item for the vast majority 

of the companies and that the topic is under discussion by management boards and audit 

committees. Many of the companies had already started with integrated reporting or aspects 

thereof. A positive development is that the companies in the AMX and AScX indices are moving 

towards integrated reporting as well as the AEX companies. 

Companies stated that they were engaging in integrated reporting as a result of the public 

attention to the issue and the interest in it from stakeholder groups and institutional investors. 

What other companies are doing (whether or not belonging to the peer group) and the attention 

to the issue from supervisors and regulators have also played a role. We expect what is initially 

mainly extrinsic motivation to be followed by intrinsic motivation (from employees and directors). 

We do note that some parties have already taken the lead. Other parties may perhaps need to be 

prompted by external pressure to apply the generally accepted principles. 

Some companies stated that while investors and analysts are not specifically demanding 

integrated reporting, they are asking for important elements of integrated reporting such as 

strategy, targets, risks of non-financial aspects, prospects, the earnings model and opportunities. 

Even if the term integrated reporting is not used, the elements of it are in demand. 

  

3.4 A number of companies are still reporting non-financial 

information in a separate (sustainability) report  

For investors and other stakeholders to have a complete view of a company’s targets and 

performance in both financial and non-financial terms, it is desirable to have one document in 

which this information is easily accessible. The regular annual report is still the most suitable 

document for this purpose. Nearly half the AEX companies and some of the AScX companies 

publish a separate (sustainability) report. We did not include these reports which were published 

separately by the review population in our review. This concerns six companies in the AEX index 

and three in the AScX index. These separately published (sustainability) reports can devote 

attention to certain aspects considered by the AFM in its review. The figures in this section do not 

take account of this.  

                                                           
17 http://ec.europa.eu/finance/consultations/2016/non-financial-reporting-guidelines/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/finance/consultations/2016/non-financial-reporting-guidelines/index_en.htm
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In the interviews, the companies publishing separate (sustainability) reports stated that they did 

so in order to satisfy the wishes of all their stakeholders. If all this information were to be included 

in the annual report, in their view the annual report would become extremely lengthy.  

The AFM appreciates this point, but considers that only a reference to a separate sustainability 

report in the management report is not enough to qualify as integrated reporting. The non-

financial information included in the separate sustainability reports is then not considered in 

combination with the financial information as stated in the annual report. In addition, the 

sustainability reports are not published at the same time as the annual reports in all cases. The 

statutory auditor therefore has not compared the information included in the sustainability report 

to ensure that it is consistent with the information in the financial statements. The AFM takes the 

view that the annual report should include all the material financial and non-financial information 

so that a complete picture of the company is presented. The upcoming implementation of the EU 

directive on non-financial information in Title 9 Book 2 of the Dutch Civil Code will require in any 

case that part of this information is included in the management report. In our view, this will 

make a positive contribution to the further development of integrated reporting, since integrated 

reporting is a good way of presenting information on all relevant financial and non-financial items 

cohesively. 

3.5 The number of companies describing their value creation is 

increasing, but most of them are not yet doing so 

Value creation is an essential aspect of integrated reporting: how does a company create value, 

both commercially and in other areas? This involves more than simply the financial return. It also 

concerns the positive or negative effects on the environment and society. In its consultation 

document published on 10 February 201618, the Corporate Governance Code Monitoring 

Committee devoted attention to value creation in its proposals for a revision of the Dutch 

Corporate Governance Code. The Monitoring Committee called on companies to focus more on 

value creation in the long term. It also stated that this focus by the management board and the 

supervisory board requires that they act in a sustainable manner in the performance of their 

allotted tasks by focusing on long-term value creation and devoting attention to opportunities 

and risks, including consideration of the interests of the stakeholders involved. 

Figure 3.1 shows that over a quarter of all companies include a value creation model in their 2015 

annual reports in which a visual representation of value creation according to the IIRC framework 

was provided. Around 40% of the AEX companies provided this, along with 20-25% of the AMX 

and AScX companies. There was hardly any reporting of a value creation model in 2012, and 

therefore no figures for this year are included. Most of the companies do not describe in a model 

how and in which areas the company creates value or has a negative impact on the environment 

or society.  

                                                           
18 http://www.commissiecorporategovernance.nl/download/?id=2835  

http://www.commissiecorporategovernance.nl/download/?id=2835
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Figure 3.1: % of companies reporting their value creation model 

 

 

The interviews revealed that companies are experiencing difficulty with describing how and in 

which areas they create value or have a negative impact on the environment or society, for 

example. They also have difficulty with expressing this in a single overview in diagram form. 

Several companies stated that a simplified representation of the value creation process was not 

yet possible for them due to the complexity of their business.  

A practical and in some cases more extensive description of how companies create value can be 

useful for investors and other stakeholders. Representing this in diagram form makes this 

immediately visible to readers. The AFM understands that this may be complicated, but calls on 

companies to get to work on this and produce this reporting. 

Good practice 1 in Appendix 2 concerns the value creation model of Philips. In this model we can 

see the value creation process and the quantification of the capital inputs and value outcomes at 

a glance. 

3.6 Companies are providing more information on their stakeholder 

dialogue and materiality analysis  

Reporting on the stakeholder dialogue is an important element of integrated reporting. An 

integrated report has to provide insight into the nature and quality of the organisation’s relations 

with its major stakeholders. 

Figure 3.2 shows that slightly less than 40% of the companies provide information on their 

stakeholders and the dialogue maintained with them on material issues on which the company 

should report. This is an increase in comparison to 2012. The AEX companies report most on this 

aspect, while the AScX companies report the least. We see a clear improvement in comparison to 

2012 regarding the dialogue with relevant stakeholders such as investors, customers, employees, 

special interest groups, governments and other interested parties. There is greater transparency 

on who the stakeholders are, what issues were discussed and the significance of this for the 

company, and the aspects reported. Whereas reporting in the past was restricted to general 
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descriptions, we are now seeing more detail provided. How this reporting is presented does 

however vary: from detailed qualitative descriptions to limited accounts in matrix form. 

In the interviews, the companies stated that they considered a dialogue with a broad group of 

stakeholders to be important. Several companies that do not yet report on their stakeholder 

dialogue stated that they wished to make progress on entering into a dialogue with their major 

stakeholders and that they would report on this. There are also companies for which the dialogue 

is limited to investors, shareholders and customers. Some of these companies stated that they 

would engage in a dialogue with a broader group in future. 

Figure 3.2: % of companies reporting on the stakeholder dialogue 

 

Good practice 2 in Appendix 2 shows the stakeholder dialogue reporting of TKH Group. In an easy-

to-read way, TKH shows for each stakeholder group the nature of the relationship, the relevance 

for TKH, the aimed-for results and expectations and the form of communication used. 

The stakeholder dialogue is also important for the identification of the material issues that 

substantially affect the company’s ability to create value, which have to be reported.  

The information reported has to be relevant for the stakeholders. This can be determined by 

means of a materiality analysis. Here it is important that information is correct and complete and 

that it meets the needs of stakeholders.  

Regarding the materiality analysis, we see that many more companies are including a materiality 

matrix in their reporting than in 2012. A materiality matrix is a means of presenting the issues that 

are material to a company in visual form, and is actually the result of the materiality analysis. Here 

too, the companies in the AEX and AMX indices are taking the lead, see figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3: % of companies reporting a materiality analysis 

 

Good practice 3 in Appendix 2 shows the materiality matrix of DSM. This matrix sets the identified 

relevant financial, environmental and social issues against stakeholder wishes and the impact on 

the business operation. The issues are also explained in more detail. 

3.7 Translating strategy into targets and relevant KPIs is still difficult 

The targets arising from the strategy have to be quantified in KPIs, so that performance is 

measurable and comparable with previous periods and other companies as well. It also shows 

how successful the company has been in implementing its strategy. 

Translating strategy into financial and non-financial targets and KPIs and reporting on this 

continues to be a problem for companies. Users consider this to be important, since it enables 

them to make a good assessment of company performance. Figure 3.4 shows that more than a 

third of the companies quantify their strategy in non-financial KPIs. With scores around 50%, the 

companies in the AEX and AMX are doing much better than the companies in the AScX. We see a 

slight increase compared to 2012. The AFM calls on companies to make further progress in this 

respect. 

Companies are having difficulty with quantifying non-financial targets. The interviews reveal that 

the quality of non-financial data is not adequate for reporting purposes in some cases. Non-

financial data are also sometimes difficult to collect. This makes it difficult for companies to report 

on this. Some stated that detailed internal KPIs are available, but that they are not suitable for 

external publication due to their limited reliability. 
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Figure 3.4: % of companies reporting non-financial KPIs 

 
 

3.8 Limited scrutiny by the statutory auditor of non-financial 

information 

Having reported information reviewed or audited by an auditor can provide assurance with 

respect to its reliability. 

Around one fifth of the companies have assurance regarding their non-financial information 

provided by an auditor, see figure 3.5. Most of these companies are in the AEX index. In 2012, 

12% of the companies had their non-financial information reviewed by an auditor. In one case, 

the non-financial information was audited by the auditor. The other cases involve a review, or 

negative assurance. In all cases, the 3810N standard for assurance engagements19 relating to 

sustainability reports is applied as the norm by the auditor.  

The interviews revealed that one company that has its non-financial information reviewed is 

considering having this audited by an auditor. The companies that do not have their non-financial 

information reviewed by an auditor stated that they were not planning to do so in the near 

future. Some stated that they would not have their non-financial information audited because 

there was no pressure on them from stakeholders to take on this additional work. Others 

mentioned the cost involved, the fact that non-financial data could not be audited and the lack of 

an adequate internal control model for non-financial data as reasons. 

  

                                                           
19 https://www.nba.nl/HRAweb/HRA1/201405/4646.html. Further Regulations on Auditing and Other 

Standards (Nadere voorschriften controle- en overige standaarden, or NV COS) are established in the 

Accountancy Regulations Manual (Handleiding Regelgeving Accountancy, or HRA), in force since 1 January 

2015. These can be consulted at www.nba.nl. 
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The provision of a certain degree of assurance regarding non-financial information raises a 

number of questions, such as what degree of assurance is necessary for users. There is also the 

question of whether in the current situation the parties are in a position to provide this degree of 

assurance. Lastly, there is the question of whether auditors should normally provide this 

assurance or whether other parties could also do this. 

Figure 3.5: % of companies whose non-financial information is provided with an auditor’s 

statement  
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4. Risk paragraph 

Summary 

We note that companies have made progress with respect to the risk paragraph. Most of the 

companies made a number of improvements to their risk paragraphs after 2013, varying from 

changes to the structure to the addition of new elements such as the risk appetite. A large 

number of the companies now disclose their risk appetite and a number of them are looking at 

how risk appetite can best be disclosed in the management report. The quantification of risks and 

the inclusion of sensitivity analyses with respect to risks is another area of development. The AFM 

recognises that reporting sensitivity analyses with respect to major risks is complex and 

potentially competition-sensitive, but it recommends that companies should provide a sensitivity 

analysis since such analyses are relevant to the users. Without this relevant information, users 

have to make their own assumptions and will infer that the management is not sufficiently aware 

of it or does not wish to provide it. The description of the evaluation of the operation of the risk 

management system has improved. Reporting is increasingly provided on major failings, 

significant changes and scheduled improvements. 

Appendix 3 lists a number of good practices in relation to the risk paragraph. 

The following paragraphs deal with the review results. 

4.1 Companies focus on the major risks. Prioritisation is still difficult 

Under Section 2:391 (1) of the Dutch Civil Code, companies have to include a description of the 

principal risks and uncertainties facing them in their management report. This statutory 

requirement is elaborated in the Guidelines issued by the Dutch Accounting Standard Board (RJ 

400.110a). This does not have to be an exhaustive description of every possible risk and 

uncertainty; it should be a selection and representation of the major risks and uncertainties that 

the company faces.  

 

Almost all the companies reviewed focus on the principal risks. Only two companies gave an 

exhaustive account of all potential risks (more than 30 in number). Most companies describe 

between 10 and 15 risks, and most of them divide the principal risks into categories.  

A limited number of principal risks are then identified in each category (in most cases, between 

two and four risks per category). Nearly 40% of the companies have taken things further by 

prioritising the principal risks, see figure 4.1. The AEX companies are the forerunners in this 

respect. 
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Figure 4.1: % of companies that prioritise risks 

 
 

The interviews revealed that many companies have difficulty with prioritising risks. The reasons 

cited included the following: 

 In a situation where only a limited number of risks are stated in each category, further 

prioritisation is difficult. The principal risks in each risk category are usually stated first, 

without any explicit prioritisation.  

 Prioritisation is applied internally but not externally, since companies find it difficult to 

communicate their prioritisation externally. Risks develop through the course of the year, 

and risks that may be low on the list at the beginning of the year may become more 

pressing at a later stage. 

 Risk management is not managed on a top-down basis; it is embedded in all the layers of 

the organisation, depending on the region and the business concerned. Aggregation at 

group level involves estimation. According to the companies, this makes it difficult to 

prioritise risks.  

A number of companies stated that while the major risks are not explicitly stated, risks are 

described in order of importance, beginning with the strategic risks. In the opinion of the AFM, 

the company does not have to limit itself to listing its top 5 risks (for example), since this may lead 

to information on significant other risks being lost. To avoid this, the principal risks could be 

shown in a different way: they could be put in front, listed in order of importance or printed in 

bold type. Also, in cases where companies do not explicitly state their major risks but list them in 

order of importance, the AFM recommends that the sequence should also be explicitly stated.  

 

Good practice 4 in Appendix 3 regarding good practices for the risk paragraph concerns the top 

risks of DSM. DSM has identified its four most important risks and also provides an indication of 

their financial impact. Good practice 4 by DSM also provides a visual overview to clearly represent 

its risk appetite. See paragraph 4.2. 
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4.2 The disclosure of risk appetite has greatly improved 

Companies have to devote attention to their risk appetite pursuant to RJ 400.110c and BP II.1.4 of 

the Corporate Governance Code20. The extent to which companies are prepared to assume risks is 

very important information for users. It shows the degree of risk a company is prepared to take in 

order to achieve its goals. The degree of risk appetite is also a guide as to whether or not 

measures should be taken to manage risks and uncertainties.  

The disclosure of the risk appetite has greatly improved. Figure 4.2 shows that 64% of the 

companies provided a disclosure of their risk appetite in 2015. Most of the companies catching up 

in this respect are in the AMX and AScX indices. 

Figure 4.2: % of companies describing their risk appetite 

 
 

During the interviews, the companies gave several reasons for including a description of their risk 

appetite: 

 The publication of the AFM report devoting attention to risk appetite in 2014. 

 In some cases due to rotation of the auditor, the statutory auditor has drawn the 

attention of companies to the disclosure of their risk appetite. 

 Increasing awareness that risk appetite is an important element of risk management. This 

process begins with the question of how much risk does the company consider to be 

acceptable.  

 

  

                                                           
20 http://www.commissiecorporategovernance.nl/dutch-corporate-governance-code 
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Among the companies that do not yet describe their risk appetite, some of them stated that they 

were currently engaged in deciding how best to disclose their risk appetite. The interviews also 

revealed that a number of companies are still debating whether or not to include this item and 

what form it should take. The following issues are involved from the company’s point of view:  

 Stating the risk appetite raises all kinds of questions and can also be competition-

sensitive. Companies are thus cautious in this respect.  

 The risk appetite will not be published, since not every stakeholder has adequate context 

in order to be able to interpret this information properly. For this reason, some 

companies prefer to omit this information.  

 Risk appetite is difficult to define in practice and, according to them, adds little value for 

stakeholders. 

The AFM concludes that companies are rapidly increasing the reporting of their risk appetite and 

that some of them are engaged in deciding how risk appetite can best be disclosed. The AFM 

recommends that companies disclose their risk appetite because of the relevance of this item for 

investors and other stakeholders. In addition, companies are obliged to devote attention to their 

risk appetite pursuant to RJ 400.110c and BP II.1.4 of the Corporate Governance Code. 

Good practice 5 in Appendix 3 concerns the management report by Corbion. Corbion states its 

risk appetite for each risk category and also states how risk appetite is addressed internally. 

4.3 The quantification of risks and the inclusion of a sensitivity analysis 

are under development 

According to BP II.1.4 of the Corporate Governance Code and RJ 400.110c, companies have to 

describe the expected impact on their result and/or financial position if one or more of the 

principal risks and uncertainties were to occur, as far as possible based on a sensitivity analysis. 

Our review did not include the sensitivity analyses provided based on IFRS 721. Figure 4.3 shows 

that there is a slight improvement regarding this item. The main improvement is among the AMX 

and AEX companies. The AScX companies are clearly lagging. 

                                                           
21 We did include consideration of IFRS 7 in the case of financial institutions. This concerns sensitivity 
analyses for currency risk, interest rate risk and other price risks. 
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Figure 4.3: % of companies including a sensitivity analysis 

 
 

The following points were mentioned in the interviews: 

 Scenario analyses are available and risks are quantified internally. This however uses 

assumptions and views at a very high level. In addition, analyses are time-bound. This 

means that an internal sensitivity analysis is not reliable enough to be included in the risk 

paragraph. 

 Risks are quantified internally, but are not disclosed in quantified form in the risk 

paragraph for competitive reasons. 

 Companies also have difficulty in providing a sensitivity analysis for risk categories, such 

as strategic and operational risks. This particularly applies to companies operating globally 

with a range of products. Some also doubted whether such analysis was actually useful. 

 A number of companies were studying how sensitivity analyses could be included in the 

future, either together with an external consultant or independently. 

 

The AFM recognises that reporting sensitivity analyses is complex and may be competition-

sensitive, but recommends that companies should provide a sensitivity analysis. These analyses 

are relevant to users, as they make the effect of principal risks visible to users. Without this 

relevant information, users have to make their own assumptions and will infer that the 

management is not sufficiently aware of it or does not wish to provide it. 

Good practice 6 in Appendix 3 originates from Fugro. In addition to a sensitivity analysis for 

financial risks, Fugro also discloses its sensitivity with respect to strategic and operational risks.  
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4.4 The description of the evaluation of the operation of the risk 

management system has improved, but further progress is needed  

Under BP II.1.4b of the Corporate Governance Code, the management must assess the design and 

operation of, and any major changes to, the internal risk management and control systems at 

least once a year. The management report must include a description of the design and 

operation, deficiencies, significant improvements and planned changes. RJ 400.110c states that 

companies must state whether, and if so which, improvements to the risk management system 

have or will be made by the company.  

Two companies stated that they could not conclude that their risk management and control 

systems had operated satisfactorily in 2015. Looking at the reporting of deficiencies and 

significant changes and/or improvements made, we see that there has been some progress, but 

further progress is possible as shown in the following paragraphs. 

4.4.1 Major failings in risk management systems 

Figure 4.4 shows that 23% of the companies reported on whether they had identified major 

failings in their systems during the financial year. Most of the companies in this group describe 

the deficiencies in question. The remainder state that there were no deficiencies. The interviews 

with the companies revealed that there had been no deficiencies in most of the cases in which no 

statement was provided regarding major failings. However, this was not stated as such. If there 

are no major failings, we recommend that this should be explicitly stated so that it is clear that 

there are no deficiencies. 

 

Figure 4.4: % of companies reporting on major failings 
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4.4.2 Significant changes to risk management systems 

As shown in figure 4.5, an increasing number of companies report on significant changes made to 

their risk management systems. In the case of some companies that did not report on changes, 

the interviews revealed that there had in many cases been changes and amendments during the 

year but that these were not considered to be significant in the view of the companies concerned.  

 

Figure 4.5: % of companies reporting significant changes

 

 

The environment, the risk profile and the risk trend of the company may change to some extent 

each year. The systems may also therefore change as well. Although such changes are not always 

significant, reporting on this may be relevant to users.  

 

Good practice 7 in Appendix 3 comes from TMG and deals with a number of changes made during 

the financial year.  

4.4.3 Planned improvements to risk management systems 

We also see good progress with respect to reporting on planned improvements, see figure 4.6. 

Nearly half of the companies reviewed described the improvements they were planning to 

introduce. The picture is most positive among the AMX companies. In the interviews, a number of 

companies stated they were planning to devote more attention to the reporting of planned 

improvements. A number of companies cited their planned improvements designed to limit the 

effects of cyber crime in this context. 
 

25%

40%

50%

38%

46%

75%

57% 59%

AEX AMX ASCX Totaal

Significant changes

2013 2015



26 

Figure 4.6: % of companies reporting on planned improvements 

 
 

Good practice 8 in Appendix 3 comes from Heijmans and concerns planned improvements. In 

addition to an evaluation of its risk management system and the measures introduced in 2015, 

Heijmans provides an overview focusing on its measures and actions for 2016.  
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5. Scope and quality of disclosures 

Summary 

The review of the scope and quality of the disclosures revealed a mixed picture. From the 

interviews, it emerged that a large number of the companies had made changes to their 

disclosures in the context of the regular process of preparation of the financial statements. Some 

companies had however gone further and made changes to the design and structure of their 

disclosure. A few companies stated that they had not addressed the scope and quality of their 

disclosures or that they planned to do so in the near future. The AFM calls on companies to follow 

the ‘Disclosure Initiative’ and the ‘Better Communication’ theme of the IASB and to use the 

results of these projects to further increase the quality and limit the scope of disclosures in the 

financial statements in the coming years. The upcoming introduction of a number of new and 

important IFRS on financial instruments (IFRS 9), revenue recognition (IFRS 15) and leases (IFRS 

16) can be used by companies for this purpose. The AFM notes that it has remarked in the past 

that when new IFRS come into effect and/or existing standards are amended, the reporting 

standards are frequently not applied correctly. Our reviews of the financial reporting of listed 

companies have previously identified problems in the application and disclosure of these new 

and/or amended standards, and therefore this matter requires additional attention by the 

companies and their statutory auditors. 

Appendix 4 includes a number of good practices in relation to disclosures. 

After the introduction and a description of the national and international developments, this 

section deals with the review results in more detail, starting with paragraph 5.3. 

5.1 Introduction 

As stated previously, the AFM carried out an exploratory review of the scope and quality of 

disclosures in 2014. This gave the AFM insight into the opinions of companies, auditors and users 

on this issue. In its ‘In Balance 2015’ report, the AFM noted that various companies such as 

TomTom and Vopak had responded to the AFM’s call for improvement to quality of their 

disclosures in the financial reporting for 2014. 

5.2 International developments 

Attention to the scope and quality of disclosures has increased around the world in recent years. 

On 27 October 2015, ESMA published its public statement ‘Improving the quality of disclosures in 

the financial statements’22. ESMA also devoted attention to the importance of effective 

communication in its supervisory priorities for the financial reporting for 2016, which it published 

on 28 October 201623. 

 

                                                           
22 https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-1607_press_release_-
_improve_quality_of_disclosures_in_financial_statements.pdf 
23 https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-2016-
1528_european_common_enforcement_priorities_for_2016.pdf  

https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-1607_press_release_-_improve_quality_of_disclosures_in_financial_statements.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/2015-1607_press_release_-_improve_quality_of_disclosures_in_financial_statements.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-2016-1528_european_common_enforcement_priorities_for_2016.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma-2016-1528_european_common_enforcement_priorities_for_2016.pdf
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In its public statement of 27 October 2015, ESMA called on companies to observe a number of 

principles in the preparation of their financial reporting. ESMA’s intention is to improve the 

quality of the disclosures in financial statements prepared according to IFRS. Like the AFM, ESMA 

stresses that it is crucial that the company tells its own story and that the relevant information in 

financial statements is presented in an accessible and readable way. In this context, it is important 

that companies take materiality aspects into consideration. Finally, the information in other 

documents such as the management report must be consistent with the information in the 

financial statements. 

 

The IASB has recently stated that it will focus on the theme of ‘Better Communication’ in the next 

five years24. The aim of this theme is to make the financial statements a more effective means of 

communication. 

 

The IASB’s ‘Better Communication’ theme consists of a number of projects, such as the 

‘Disclosure Initiative’, ‘Primary Financial Statements’ and ‘IFRS Taxonomy’.  

 

Disclosure Initiative 

The ‘Disclosure Initiative’ aims to improve the quality of disclosures. In this context, the IASB 

issued its exposure draft ‘Practice Statement Application of Materiality on Financial Statements’ in 

October 2015, in which it puts forward proposals to provide better support to companies in their 

assessment of whether information is material or not. The IASB is currently analysing the 

responses from the consultation process. The IASB hopes to make a decision regarding the 

direction of this project by the end of 2016. The IASB also expects to publish a Discussion Paper 

designed to establish a set of principles for disclosures in the financial statements in the first half 

of 2017.  

 

The IASB published the amendments to IAS 1 ‘Presentation of Financial Statements’ in December 

2014. The amendments emphasise the importance of correct application of the materiality 

principle and among other things concern the disclosure of the accounting policies, the 

presentation of sub-totals and the structure of the disclosure. The amendments apply to financial 

years starting on or after 1 January 2016. Early application was permitted. 

 

In addition to the amendments to IAS 1, the IASB’s ‘Disclosure Initiative’ published in January 

2016 included amendments to IAS 7 ‘Statement of Cash Flows’. These amendments require 

disclosure of changes in obligations arising from financing activities. Changes in these obligations 

resulting from both cash flows and non-cash flows have to be disclosed. The amendments apply 

to financial years starting on or after 1 January 2017. 

 

 

  

                                                           
24See the IASB press release of 30 June 2016 ‘IASB® Chairman to prioritise communication effectiveness of 
financial statements during second term’ 
http://www.ifrs.org/Features/Documents/2016/Zurich_Conference_PR_June_2016.pdf  

http://www.ifrs.org/Features/Documents/2016/Zurich_Conference_PR_June_2016.pdf
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Other projects 

The ‘Primary Financial Statements’ project is currently still in the analysis phase. Additionally, the 

‘IFRS Taxonomy’ project concerns the improvement of IFRS taxonomy and electronic reporting.  

 

The AFM calls on companies to follow the ‘Disclosure Initiative’ and the ‘Better Communication’ 

theme of the IASB and to use the results of these projects to further increase the quality and limit 

the scope of disclosures in the financial statements in the coming years. A number of new 

standards will also come into effect in the coming years. The first application of IFRS 9 ‘Financial 

Instruments’ in 2018, IFRS 15 ‘Revenue Recognition’ in 2018 and IFRS 16 ‘Leases’ in 2019 can in 

the opinion of the AFM be used by companies to take a critical look at their accounting policies 

and other disclosures.  

5.3 General observations 

The review revealed that one company had applied the change to IAS 1 as a result of the 

‘Disclosure Initiative’ early. This company referred to the presentational changes it had made in 

2014 in this respect.  

The interviews revealed that there is sometimes a conflict between only disclosing items that are 

relevant and complying with legislation and regulation. Some of the companies stated that they 

were looking for a dialogue and that the statutory auditor in their view had taken a constructive 

attitude, while others stated in the interviews that they thought the statutory auditor had focused 

primarily on compliance. 

The AFM thinks that a dialogue between companies and their statutory auditors is a good thing, 

because it helps companies to include relevant and company-specific information in their financial 

statements and remove information that is not material.  

In response to the question of whether investors asked questions regarding the scope and quality 

of disclosures, a few companies said the questions they had received mostly concerned specific 

disclosures in the financial statements. 

5.4 A limited number of companies had made changes to the design 

and structure of their disclosures 

Five companies had made changes to the design and structure of their disclosures. They had 

moved the description of some of their accounting policies and in some cases also the main 

judgements and sources of estimation uncertainties used in the financial statements to the 

disclosures relating to the balance sheet items. Two companies had also structured their 

disclosures in thematic form. In the interviews we conducted with these companies, most of them 

stated that they had taken the initiative in this respect and that their main motivation was to 

make the disclosures more concise, relevant and readable. One company also said that this had 

led to the removal of irrelevant accounting policies.  
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Most of the companies had not made any changes to the structure. The following reasons for not 

changing the structure were cited in the interviews: 

 Consistency: some companies had intentionally not changed the structure in order to 

retain consistency in the reporting from one year to the next.  

 Added value: some companies had considered changing the structure, but they did not 

see that this would add value. 

 Scope of the financial statements: the inclusion of accounting policies in the relevant 

disclosures would lead to lengthier financial statements, since accounting policies applied 

to multiple disclosures and these companies did not consider this to be desirable. 

The AFM’s view is that it is a good thing for companies to check regularly whether a change to the 

structure would be appropriate in order to make the disclosures more concise, relevant and 

readable (see also paragraph 5.5). Appendix 4 contains the following three good practices 

regarding changes to the structure of the disclosures: 

 Good practice 9 shows that PostNL provides a convenient framework at the beginning of 

the section ‘Result for the year’ to explain the content of this section. The disclosure of 

revenue includes a statement of the accounting policies and numerical information is also 

provided.  

 Good practice 10 comes from RELX. RELX has added the main judgements and estimates 

used in the financial statements to specific disclosures. The example concerns the 

disclosure of pensions in which the main sources of estimation uncertainties are stated. 

 Good practice 11 shows that TomTom has divided its disclosures into six sections. This is 

shown in the contents. 

5.5 A few companies stated that they had not addressed the scope 

and quality of their disclosures or that they planned to do so in the 

near future 

The interviews revealed that a very few companies had not addressed the scope and quality of 

their disclosures or that they planned to do so in the near future.  

During the interviews, the companies stated that they looked at their accounting policies and 

disclosures each year as part of the normal process of preparation of the financial statements. 

Most of the companies had made changes during the past two years as a result of this process. 

Some examples: 

 Improving readability: changes to the design and structure (see paragraph 5.4) or the 

presentation of figures in a table instead of text.  

 The inclusion of more relevant (company-specific) information: additions to specific 

disclosures such as inventory and segmentation of revenue. 

 The removal of immaterial information: the removal of disclosures as a result of the 

disposal of business divisions and the limiting of certain disclosures on the basis of 

materiality. 
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The AFM takes the view that the financial statements have to be adjusted in line with changes to 

facts and circumstances. In addition, we wish to call on companies to take another fresh look to 

establish whether the information that is repeated every year in the financial statements is 

company-specific and relevant and a suitable basis on which investors can make decisions. 

More than a quarter of the companies stated during the interviews that they were addressing the 

scope and quality of their disclosures in the current financial year in addition to their normal 

processes or that they intended to do so in the coming years (either in phases or not). This 

concerned for instance the removal of standard texts, the reformulation of the accounting policies 

and looking at certain disclosures that the company considered to be too lengthy. Some 

companies stated that they would be looking at their disclosures as a result of the mandatory 

rotation of the statutory auditor, or that they would take the opportunity of the rotation to do so 

and that they would discuss the disclosures that, in their opinion, were too lengthy with their new 

statutory auditor.  

Standard texts that reappear without change in the financial statements year after year offer less 

valuable information to users of the financial statements. The accounting policies would appear to 

be a good example of this. The review shows that a couple of companies have made their 

accounting policies more relevant to users by adopting a different content or structure of their 

accounting policies. These companies have specifically stated the option they have chosen in 

cases where options are available within IFRS. Or, in the description of their accounting policies 

they have stated the policies that are most relevant to the company. 

Good practice 12 in Appendix 4 concerns NN Group and shows that the accounting policies are 

divided into critical policies and general policies. In its critical accounting policies, NN Group has 

listed the policies that are most relevant to its operations and for understanding its results, while 

the other important policies are listed in the general section. 
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Appendix 1 Objectives, review and population 

1.1 Objectives 

This review contributes to the long-term objective that all companies continue to report relevant 

information. This will be supported if companies (i) apply integrated reporting to a greater extent 

and ii) prepare financial statements and a risk paragraph that is more readable, more accessible 

and more company-specific. Integrated reporting, the risk paragraph in the management report 

and the disclosures in the financial statements will thus become more relevant and better meet 

the wishes of investors. We hope the findings of this review will encourage companies to make 

further progress in these areas and continue to devote attention to them. By talking to 

companies, we aim to raise awareness so that these items become and remain part of their 

agenda. The AFM also contributes to the discussions on these issues in international forums, so 

that supervisors and standard setters recognise their importance and can fulfil their role now and 

in the future. 

 

1.2 The review 

The review has two elements: quick scans of the financial reporting and interviews with 

companies. The review findings are based on the quick scans and the interviews. 

 

1.2.1 Quick scans of the financial reporting 

We have carried out a quick scan of the 2015 financial reporting of the 39 selected companies 

(see paragraph 1.3) and compared this with the financial reporting for 2012 (integrated reporting) 

and 2013 (the risk paragraph and disclosures) of the companies concerned. A quick scan means 

that we have assessed a number of specific elements for each of the three items. We have not 

assessed the financial reporting as a whole. Separately published sustainability reports were not 

included in the review of the integrated reporting element25. 

 

1.2.2 Interviews with companies  

Telephone or personal interviews were conducted using a questionnaire with 35 of the 39 

selected companies to establish whether the items were on the agenda and to establish the 

extent to which companies were making progress with respect to these items. It was not possible 

to hold an interview with four companies during the review period. 

 

                                                           
25 See paragraph 3.4. 
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1.3 Population 

We selected companies in the AEX, AMX and AScX indices whose 2015 financial reporting was 

subject to supervision by the AFM as the review population, since these companies have the 

largest trading volume on Euronext Amsterdam and therefore have the greatest market impact in 

the Netherlands. This concerns 6326 companies with a total market capitalisation of around €400 

billion as at 31 December 2015.  

39 companies are selected in order to obtain a representative sample of this group of 63 

companies. These 39 companies were randomly selected and proportionally spread across the 

indices. The review population included 13 companies in the AEX, 12 in the AMX and 14 in the 

AScX. The financial reporting for 2013 and 2012 of 5 and 6 of the selected companies respectively 

was not included in the review, since these companies were not subject to supervision at that 

time. Only the financial reporting for 2015 for these companies was assessed. This means that the 

review findings with respect to the 2013 and 2012 financial reporting are not representative of 

the population as a whole in these years. 

 

  

                                                           
26 Two companies were delisted in 2016 and were therefore not included in the population.  
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Appendix 2 Good practices Integrated Reporting 

The AFM hopes that companies will be inspired by the following good practices to make further 

improvements. The good practices should not be seen as a standard or as the only correct 

formulation. Other formulations are also possible. 

Good practice 1: The value creation model (Koninklijke Philips N.V., financial reporting 

2015 page 13): 
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Good practice 2: Reporting on stakeholder dialogue (TKH Group N.V., financial reporting 

2015 pages 24-25): 
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Good practice 3: Materiality matrix (Koninklijke DSM N.V., financial reporting 2015 page 

24): 
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Appendix 3 Good practices Risk Paragraph 

The AFM hopes that companies will be inspired by the following good practices to make further 

improvements. The good practices should not be seen as a standard or as the only correct 

formulation. Other formulations are also possible. 

Good practice 4: Top risks and risk appetite (Koninklijke DSM N.V., financial reporting 

2015 pages 97-99): 
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Good practice 5: Disclosure of risk appetite (Corbion N.V., financial reporting 2015 pages 

31-32): 

 



42 

Good practice 6: Sensitivity analysis (Fugro N.V., financial reporting 2015 page 66): 

 

Good practice 7: Reporting on changes to the risk management system (Telegraaf Media 

Groep N.V., financial reporting 2015 pages 65-66): 
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Good practice 8: Reporting on planned improvements to the risk management system 

(Heijmans N.V., financial reporting 2015 page 101): 
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Appendix 4 Good practices Disclosures 

The AFM hopes that companies will be inspired by the following good practices to make further 

improvements. The good practices should not be seen as a standard or as the only correct 

formulation. Other formulations are also possible. 

Good practice 9: Accounting policies (PostNL N.V., financial reporting 2015 pages 90-91): 
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Good practice 10: Judgements and estimates (RELX N.V., financial reporting 2015 page 

104): 
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Good practice 11: Division of disclosures (TomTom N.V., financial reporting 2015 page 

75): 
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Good practice 12: Division of accounting policies into critical and general (NN Group N.V., 

financial reporting 2015 pages 47-49): 

 

[…] 
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Appendix 5 List of abbreviations 

AEX - Amsterdam Exchange Index 

AMX - Amsterdam Midcap Index 

AScX - Amsterdam Smallcap Index 

BP - Best Practice 

BW - Burgerlijk Wetboek, the Dutch Civil Code 

DNB - De Nederlandsche Bank, the Dutch Central Bank 

ESMA - European Securities and Markets Authority 

EU - European Union 

FICE - Financial Instruments with Characteristics of Equity 

FSB - Financial Stability Board 

GRI - Global Reporting Initiative 

IAS - International Accounting Standards 

IASB - International Accounting Standards Board 

ICGN - International Corporate Governance Network  

IFRS - International Financial Reporting Standards 

IIRC - The International Integrated Reporting Council 

IOSCO - International Organization of Securities Commissions 

KPI - Key Performance Indicator 

RJ - Guidelines issued by the Dutch Accounting Standard Board 

VBDO - Vereniging van Beleggers voor Duurzame Ontwikkeling, the Dutch Association for 

Sustainable Development 
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This text has been compiled with due care and is for information purposes only. No rights may be 

derived from it. It is possible that national and international decisions mean that the text is no 

longer up to date by the time you read it. The Dutch Authority for the Financial markets (AFM) is 

not liable for any consequences – such as loss suffered or lost profit – caused by actions taken on 

the basis of this text. 

 

 


