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[bookmark: _Toc205889706]Introduction & Purpose

AccountAbility, established in 1995, is a global standards and advisory firm dedicated to advancing the sustainability agenda. The AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (“AA1000SES”), first released in 2005, has since become the leading global standard for stakeholder engagement and is a key part of the AA1000 Series of Standards. Version 2 of the AA1000SES was released in 2015.  
The AA1000SES v3 will provide a robust and future-focused approach to identify, prioritize and action stakeholder engagement, which is aligned to relevant sustainability frameworks, leading practices, local stakeholder engagement guidelines / standards and regulatory requirements. This ensures there is a high-level focus on producing tangible results that benefit both the organization and their stakeholders. 
The purpose of this exposure draft is twofold, it presents: 
1. Rationale for the proposed changes as informed by consultation findings. 
2. Proposed revisions in response to the determined case for change. 


[bookmark: _Toc205889707]Case for Change

From consultations with key stakeholders, the case for change has been determined: 
1. Amended Structure to Ensure Strategic Stakeholder Engagement 
Stakeholder engagement is an ongoing, guided process that, when aligned with organizational objectives, delivers lasting value. 
The AA1000SES v2 was written prior to the AA1000 AccountAbility Principles (“AA1000AP”) introducing the fourth principle of ‘Impact’. The new version must outline how best to evaluate individual engagements as well as ensure organizational alignment to create value. A key recommendation is to include guidance on developing an organization-wide stakeholder engagement approach that directs individual activities and informs the evaluation process.
2. Contemporary Stakeholder Engagement 
Stakeholders noted that since the release of the AA1000SES v2 in 2015 amendments are needed to ensure the standard remains up to date in an evolving and complex environment. This includes: 
· Consistent terminology to unify the stakeholder engagement landscape and updating the definition of stakeholder engagement. 
· Guidance related to changing engagement practices / needs including considering due diligence and duty of care, the inclusion of all stakeholders (silent stakeholders, non-human stakeholders, future stakeholders) and digital mechanisms. 
3. Guided Prioritization Methodology 
Stakeholders request greater guidance on how to prioritize stakeholder engagement activities. 
· The suggestion was to include a framework for understanding the purpose and intention of stakeholder engagement at an organizational (or in some cases functional level) and use this to communicate what stakeholders and topics/projects/activities will be prioritized accordingly.
MHR:	While I fully agree with a desire to provide sufficient guidance, this ought to be in a separate document from the Standard. Things such as identifying the difference between ‘Active’ versus 'Passive’ engagement, and how one might identify a threshold between these two levels, would be useful but not fodder for the Standard. AccountAbility needs to be careful not to be too prescriptive in its guidance so as to guard against accusations of leading practitioners to incomplete and/or inadequate conclusions regarding what is/is not sufficient with respect to quantitative and/or qualitative levels of engagement with specific stakeholders. That is, AccountAbility should not create a scenario by which a company, for example, could state something like, “Based on AccountAbility’s AA1000SES we have met reasonable expectations for engaging our unions”.

4. Mechanisms to Test Conformance to Standard 
Users of the AA1000SES v2 requested further guidance to gauge whether they are interpreting and implementing the standard correctly. Suggestions included:
· Examples integrated throughout the standard
· Supplementary resources 
· Mechanisms to test alignment with the standard for either self-testing or third-party purposes. It was thought the AA1000AP could be used for assurance purposes. 
MHR:	I’m not sure what is meant by this comment, as the AA1000AP is already meant to be used for assurance purposes. With respect to Stakeholder Engagement, specifically, the principle of Inclusivity is to be reviewed to ensure that formal policies, procedures, systems and controls are in place, and that these items result in the effective identification, prioritization and engagement of the organization’s stakeholders in a priority-driven manner. 
Users recommended a concerted use of the AA1000AP (including the new consideration of ‘Impact’) in AA1000SES v3 to provide a strong principles-based approach to stakeholder engagement.  
MHR:	The assessing of “impact” of stakeholder engagement is not limited to that which falls under the principle of ‘Impact’, but rather all four principles…not least of which being both ‘Inclusivity’ and ‘Responsiveness’, which are both almost entirely focused on stakeholders. For example, an assurance provider ought to be able to confirm or refute whether the principle of ‘Materiality’ has been reasonably addressed with due consideration and/or participation by key internal and external stakeholders.
5. Increased Flexibility 
The consultation affirmed the need for enhanced flexibility, enabling the standard’s application across organizations with varied maturity levels, capacities, and operational contexts.
MHR:	I’m confused by this comment, noting that the current language used by AccountAbility does not appear to be prescriptive in any way. In fact, the language used tends to offer too much ambiguity and/or insufficient guidance, thus allowing users of the Standard to self-regulate how to interpret the Standard for their own purposes.
It was recommended that the AA1000SES v3 introduce a scale to allow users to determine the requirements based on their context and apply the appropriate level of engagement planning and assessment. 
· This would place the onus on the organization and individual to grade the level of engagement required and determine the appropriate response. 
· A third-party assessment of this response would review all relevant inputs to confirm if the organization’s response was appropriate. 
MHR:	I’m of the belief/understanding that this should be included in guidance materials, that are cautious to be interpreted as non-prescriptive, and cautious not to become daunting in its detail. AccountAbility’s guidance should be careful not to get caught up in the weeds of spelling out how one might/might not choose to engage with specific stakeholders as this may become difficult given specific contexts of national, industry-specific and/or organization-specific cultural norms and standards.

6. A Simple Standard Accompanied by Additional Guidance Materials 
To ensure universal applicability of the standard, stakeholders, including existing users, requested accompanying materials to the standard to provide specific guidance and help with usability. This includes: 
· Topic / sector specific guidance.
· Templates.
· Case studies.
· Document(s) linking the AA1000SES v3 to existing sustainability disclosures.
MHR:	CAUTION!
	AccountAbility has never demonstrated a capacity equal to that of the GRI or SASB, and therefore shouldn’t assume that topic and/or sector-specific guidance can be developed with the capacity that currently exists. Consider only the sector-specific guidance provided by the GRI… how long this has taken to be developed… how AccountAbility differs from the GRI at the organizational level… etc. 
	For what it’s worth, I… as a CSAP training provider… already provide Stakeholder Engagement templates and case studies to my learners, which I believe is not only an appropriate mechanism for sharing this information, but a responsibility of CSAP training providers.
	While more case studies could potentially offer useful guidance, the onus would need to be on AccountAbility to both vet and acknowledge any/all case studies that would be linked to the AA1000SES. The problem here is, who would do this… particularly given the already limited/stretched capacity within AccountAbility?
7. Greater Emphasis on Evaluation
Stakeholder feedback requested more assessment and evaluation mechanisms to ensure that engagement owners can highlight the value of stakeholder engagement that produces tangible benefits and strategic value to the organization. This will create an organizational culture that places value on stakeholder engagement as an ongoing process, not a one-off activity.
MHR:	While this is already covered under the “Act, Review, Improve” stage, it’s possible that these three elements could be separated and expanded upon accordingly to provide greater detail. However, it’s my experience – as someone with 28 years’ experience conducting stakeholder engagement exercises – that any/all guidance with respect to identifying “tangible benefits” must remain ‘indicative’ rather than ‘prescriptive’, as any/all assessments of “benefits” tends to be highly subjective. 
	I believe that the statement, “This will create an organizational culture that places value on stakeholder engagement as an ongoing process, not a one-off activity”, appears to be somewhat misguided (or redundant), in that the entire premise of the AA1000SES is that having a formal process for stakeholder engagement will ensure that value is placed on stakeholder engagement and that it will lead to tangible benefits. While one might suggest that enhancements to the SES could increase the level of benefit, one must be careful not to assert that the absence of the SES implies a lack of benefit from SE.

[bookmark: _Toc205889708]AA1000SES Revisions

1. Amended Structure to Ensure More Strategic Stakeholder Engagement 
The AA1000SES v2 uses an approach that is largely aimed at informing, planning, designing and implementing individual engagements. To respond to stakeholder feedback throughout the consultations, the AA1000SES v3 needs to incorporate instructions on how to build a stakeholder engagement strategy that sets the tone and purpose of stakeholder engagement throughout the organization. The feedback also highlighted the need to view stakeholder engagement as an ongoing process.
MHR:	The current SES already defines SE as an ongoing process, so I’m confused as to what is implied here. 
A new 5-phase approach has been developed by the Working Group for the AA1000SES v3 and tested in early consultation. This 5-phase approach includes: 
Phase 1: Strategy – Establishes an organization wide stakeholder engagement strategy. 
· This involves commitment to the AA1000AP, the integration of stakeholder engagement into governance / strategy / operational management, establishing the purpose and objective of stakeholder engagement at an organizational level and using this to inform prioritization efforts.
MHR:	As with sustainability reporting, it may be useful to include specific reference to “Scope and Boundaries” of engagement, noting that an organization may be limited in terms of who it may engage with and/or who it may need to rely on to engage with specific stakeholders on its behalf. 
	I’m assuming that “Strategy” is meant to replace the “Plan” as defined within the existing SES. If so, does “Strategy” sufficiently address all that needs to be accomplished at the initial stage(s) of engagement? 
Phase 2: Design – Directs the planning of the individual engagement and factors to consider in every engagement. 
· This includes establishing the purpose and scope of the individual engagement, executing planning and preparatory exercises such as stakeholder identification / mapping and accounting for relevant considerations such as the use of digital support to complement engagement approaches. 
· Tools and techniques will be provided to design any engagement and encourage consistency of design steps to be followed. 
MHR:	If my above point is accurate, wouldn’t “Design” supplant “Prepare”, and wouldn’t the development of the strategy include “the planning”, at least from a semantic perspective, and therefore wouldn’t it be useful to retain the term “prepare” at this stage rather than “plan”?
	In my experience, the identification and prioritization of stakeholders (i.e., “mapping”) occurs at the “planning” stage, which differs substantially from the “preparing” stage, as one can only prepare to engage on a stakeholder-by-stakeholder basis once the prioritization and/or mapping has been completed. At the very basis level, one must be able to discern which stakeholders are to be engaged at an “active” level (e.g., via one-on-one meetings or in face-to-face forums, etc.) versus at a “passive” level (e.g., via broadcast emails, press releases, etc.).
Phase 3: Engage – Guides the implementation and required documentation of the individual engagement. 
· Key processes involved are identifying the parameters of the engagement, drafting the engagement plan, establishing key indicators, inviting and engaging relevant stakeholders and documenting the engagement and its outputs. 
· Optional guidance will be provided for higher priority engagement or projects with more significant engagement requirements to respond to requests for a scaled approach.
MHR:	I believe we’re once again conflating matters in what I assume is an attempt to re-design the engagement process as described by the SES. One doesn’t wait until the “Engage” stage to identify anything, including parameters of the engagement and creating the plan, but rather does so in the “Prepare” stage, noting the necessity of having sufficient controls in place to ensure that anything designed for application ought to be reviewed and signed off on by someone other than the engagement practitioner to ensure alignment with the organization’s overall stakeholder engagement policies, procedures and strategy. 
Phase 4: Measure – Outlines how best to assess the individual engagement to determine overall effectiveness against the broader stakeholder engagement strategy. 
· This involves assessing the engagement against predetermined indicators and a list of recommended KPIs, with optional higher maturity KPIs. 
MHR:	Is it safe to assume that AccountAbility and/or the SES will not attempt to offer any specific guidance on “predetermined indicators” and/or specific “KPIs”, as this could potentially expose AccountAbility to no less than reputational risks.
Phase 5: Improve – Provides an evaluation framework to identify whether the existing strategy and / or individual engagements are effective. 
· This includes evaluation of the individual engagement against the strategic objective and indicators to determine the level of success of the engagement and next steps. The actions taken will be one of the following: a continuation of the current approach, a modification of the individual engagement or a strategy review and update. 
Question: Do you agree with this direction? What would you change and how?


MHR:	Rather than re-invent the SES wheel, I’d recommend updating the existing four-stage process from “Plan – Prepare – Implement – Act, Review, Improve” to “Plan – Prepare – Engage – Implement – Review – Respond – Improve”, noting that “Implement” refers to the implementation of any/all recommendations and/or actions identified during the engagement process, as reasonably expected by stakeholders participating in an engagement process, while “Respond” is meant to clarify the need to close-out the engagement loop with stakeholders by providing them with updates on what, if anything, resulted from the engagement process.
2. Contemporary Stakeholder Engagement 
The current standard uses definitions and terminology specific to its release in 2015. To respond to consultation feedback advocating for the AA1000SES v3 to not overcomplicate the existing landscape, the following are the proposed amendments:
An updated definition of stakeholder engagement that meets the evolving market and goals of engagement:
“Stakeholder engagement is engaging with relevant stakeholders to share information, gain insights and facilitate open dialogue leading to better decisions and more tangible outcomes that benefit both the organization and its stakeholders”.  
MHR: 	I’d like to caution against using “stakeholders” and “engaging” in a definition of “stakeholder engagement” in the absence of a clear identification of what a “stakeholder” and/or “engagement” is. I’d suggest changing the definition to:
	“Stakeholder engagement is the process by which relevant interested and/or affected parties are communicated with in order to facilitate open and meaningful dialogue to ensure a participative approach to enhancing decision-making and outcomes management that benefit both the organization and its stakeholders."
The inclusion of terminology that aligns with existing stakeholder engagement guidance (examples from consultations include the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, the Investor HREDD Precision Tools: Stakeholder Engagement Guide and TISFD’s upcoming developments).
The increase in non-financial reporting since 2015 has led to many organizations developing processes to meet global standards and reporting frameworks. The AA1000SES v3 is intended to complement these standards and frameworks and, where possible, align with terminology to allow organizations to streamline reporting obligations. The intention is for the AA1000SES v3 to support disclosures related to stakeholder engagement and management. 
Ensure alignment with current engagement practices. This includes guidance related to digital tools such as recommendations for their use (examples from consultations include AI, stakeholder engagement platforms and social media) and necessary considerations (equitable participation and data privacy in line with GDPR regulations).
MHR:	Perhaps a word of caution on the use of AI, noting that any use/reference to AI must be clearly defined as a complement to direct engagement with stakeholders rather than an alternative to such engagement. Just because “AI” is the buzzword of the day doesn’t mean AccountAbility ought to force its inclusion in the SES without due consideration of how some stakeholders – particularly those highly unlikely to ever rely on AI to influence their specific positions on matters pertaining to an organization wishing to engage with them – may interpret AI as a threat to their own interests.
3. Guided Prioritization Methodology
To address comments related to a lack of consistency in frameworks and an organization’s inability to extend resources to every stakeholder group equally, the following is proposed: 
A guided approach to setting the purpose of the organization’s stakeholder engagement strategy. This will include a series of questions embedded into a scoring mechanism which allows organizations to rank their purpose. This score will fall under one of the following categories (brief descriptions provided below for concision, more explanation will be provided): 
· Reactive: minimal / ad hoc engagement 
· Tactical: planned engagement that is mostly one-way / consultative 
· Integrated: ongoing engagement where stakeholder inputs are considered in decisions
· Strategic: engagement is embedded within strategy so stakeholders shape programs
· Transformative: engagement drives transformation, so stakeholders co-decide 
Using results from this exercise, organizations can determine their level of engagement and map stakeholders accordingly using the salience model which categorizes stakeholders as either dormant, dominant or dependent. 
MHR:	While the above “scoring” can be useful from an assurance perspective, one must be cautious of the need to avoid the deployment of any scoring mechanism in a manner that might result in a perception of argumentation between the assurance provider and the assured organization. To do so, the standards for what qualifies for each level within the engagement taxonomy – from “Reactive” to “Transformative” – must be extremely well laid out, as objectively as possible, to ensure that both parties within an assurance discussion regarding the ranking of engagement are almost obliged to agree on the determined level.
4. Mechanisms to Test Conformance to Standard 
Increasing requirements for non-financial disclosures have led to organizations seeking more guidance to outline their stakeholder engagement approaches. To meet and streamline these requirements, there is a market need for a stakeholder engagement standard aligned with existing disclosure frameworks and terminology. The AA1000SES v3 is designed to meet this need, with additional demand for mechanisms enabling organizations to self-assess or be externally reviewed against the standard. 
To respond to this demand, the following will be introduced: 
A series of testing mechanisms incorporated throughout the standard. This includes instructions on how to implement the standard and tests to ensure the engagement is commensurate with organizational capabilities. 
· These ‘tests’ will be based on the AA1000AP (Inclusivity, Materiality, Responsiveness & Impact). These principles form guidelines for assessing, managing, improving and communicating on accountability and long-term sustainability performance. By extending their use as a guiding and testing mechanism, there is a consistent focus on carrying out meaningful and high-quality stakeholder engagement. 
· These testing mechanisms will utilize the following illustrative approach: STEPS FOR TESTING AGAINST AA1000AP
[AA1000AP being tested]
Testing Measure 1
Testing Measure 2

MHR:	CAUTION!
	One must be careful not to ignore the pre-existing criteria established by the AA1000AP for assurance purposes when establishing assurance criteria for testing “conformance the standard” (i.e., the SES).
	At the outset, one must confirm whether specific adherence to the SES would be a requirement for reasonable assurance over the principle of Inclusivity (and/or the reasonable stakeholder expectations specified and/or implied by the other principles), noting that in 16 years of my experience with use of the AA1000 suite of standards, only ONE of my 50 assurance clients has actually even attempted to apply the AA1000SES.
	If application and/or adherence to the SES is not meant to be an assurance requirement for deemed adherence to the AP, then any/all assurance guidance must clearly state how, if at all, assurance over the SES differs from meeting the assurance requirements of the AP, and therefore adherence to the AS. 
NOTE:	In my 28 years of stakeholder engagement experience, inclusive of specifically targeted research into stakeholder engagement policies and procedures, I’ve identified that fewer than 1% of all organisations have “formal” stakeholder engagement policies, procedures and/or strategies…even though ALL organisations clearly engage stakeholders on a regular basis (most not as effectively as they’d hope and/or assume).
	In order for the SES to maximise its utility among companies other than multinational companies with massive budgets for engagement and/or companies who’ve found themselves amid a massive stakeholder engagement catastrophe (Google “Marikana Massacre” for an example of stakeholder engagement gone WAY wrong!), AccountAbility must be careful not to be over-prescriptive in its guidance and/or over-critical of what does/does not meet reasonable expectations for strategic stakeholder engagement…including any/all assurance parameters.
 5. Increased Flexibility
The intention of both the current and updated version of the AA1000SES is to be universally applicable. To accommodate this, the following measure is proposed: 
A new scaled approach throughout the standard. Prior to following the standard, organizations will use a self-assessment tool to determine the maturity level of their current stakeholder engagement approach and the purpose of their stakeholder engagement strategy. Using findings from this mechanism, they can either follow a full or limited level throughout the standard dependent on their identified goals / capacity. This approach is designed to be integrated within the individual engagement level (in the 5-phase model this is phase 2, 3 and 4). 
As identified above, testing mechanisms will be integrated into this scaled approach to ensure that organizations execute the standard in line within their capacity. They are intended for third party verification purposes to assess whether the justification was appropriate based on the context. 
MHR:	While ideal and/or potentially useful, a scaled approach is likely to only further exclude organisations from applying the SES as a pre-assessment could be potentially deemed a luxury exercise, unless the intention of the SES is to make this process extremely quick and under-analytical (i.e., not require a great deal of analysis in order to come to a reasonable conclusion). Also, one may need to assume that different organizations will not wish to “mature” from an existing level of SE formalization, settling rather on an acknowledgement that “what we currently do is deemed sufficient for us.” 
NOTE:	Any/all organizations who intend to place their stakeholder engagement under the scrutiny of an independent third party assurance provider is likely to already be “mature” in its engagement, thus leading to somewhat of a self-fulfilling prophecy, whereas anyone considering applying the SES for the first time may balk if they interpret the standard to mean that their application of the SES must be accompanied by assurance. This will be an important tightrope upon which the authors of the new SES must walk to reduce the risk of ‘avoidance by design’ (i.e., people ignoring the SES because it is deemed too demanding).  
 6. Simplified Standard Accompanied by Additional Guidance Materials 
In response to consultation feedback requesting the development of accompanying materials to the AA1000SES v3, the following options are proposed: 
Development of a self-assessment tool to inform users’ implementation of the AA1000SES v3. The tool will guide user adoption of the standard and assist the understanding of the scaled approach. The self-assessment tool is a recommended voluntary mechanism to maximize efficiency in use of the AA1000SES v3. 
Release of supplementary materials providing more targeted guidance. These include: 
· Sector specific guidance documents
MHR:	Disagree. 
This is likely to be too expensive, and well beyond AccountAbility’s current capacity (and presumed future capacity…assuming the past couple of years is to be deemed indicative of things to come).
· Topic specific guidance documents
MHR:	Disagree… for the same reason. 
· Templates
MHR:	As discussed earlier in this document, any/all templates should be the responsibility of CSAP training providers to supply to learners who are paying for access to specific knowledge and experience.
· Case studies
MHR:	As discussed earlier in this document, any/all case studies will need to be vetted and approved/supported by AccountAbility.
· A document to highlight additional sources that organizations can reference for various aspects of the AA1000SES v3
· A bridging document on the link between the AA1000SES v3 and existing sustainability disclosures (examples from consultations include GRI, ISSB, TCFD, CDP, ESRS…).  
MHR:	Disagree. 
This is likely to become an unnecessary expense, noting that the SES ought to be deemed ‘an alternative’ rather than ‘a supplement’ (which is a reasonable objective). 
Where possible, AccountAbility will defer to existing stakeholder engagement guidance materials built for select audiences. AccountAbility will continue sourcing suggestions on required supplementary materials through consultation.
A web-based platform managed by AccountAbility will be released. This will centrally store these supplementary materials. It will also act as a forum for discussion between users of the AA1000SES to ask / answer questions and present examples.
MHR:	AccountAbility should support and encourage the development of additional training courses specifically designed to assist practitioners within companies, and consultants, with the specific How To’s of Stakeholder Engagement as per the AA1000SES. While Day 1 of the CSAP course is already designed to meet this requirement, it’s not specifically directed at persons only wanting to learn about stakeholder engagement (i.e., learners are wanting to either become SPs or CSAPs). 
	One recommendation would be for AccountAbility to support and encourage a SES-specific training course that could be deemed both “stand alone” and a “prerequisite for CSAP” (i.e., meeting the requirements of Module A of the CSAP course). At present, this may be implied, but not adequately explicit. 
7. Greater Emphasis on Evaluation
To respond to findings demonstrating a need for more explicit and practical guidance on the assessment and evaluation of stakeholder engagement, the following inclusions are proposed: 
Metrics to measure engagements. The AA1000SES v3 will include recommended KPIs to best assess engagement(s). These KPIs will be scaled from basic to more involved to help all organizations understand the depth of evaluation that can be considered.  
MHR:	In my experience, this could be a potential rabbit hole of endless possibilities that may need to cover multiple conceivable scenarios in order to be fully effective. 
Who will pay for this to be developed? 
How will AccountAbility ensure sufficient agreement among its own stakeholders? 
Who will act as judge and jury of what’s included/excluded as recommended KPIs?
[bookmark: _Hlk208467720]An evaluation framework. This framework will be to assess the overall stakeholder engagement strategy and deem whether individual engagements are delivering the expected or intended impact or value. This will inform a consistent and collaborative evaluation that informs iterative and ongoing stakeholder engagement. The evaluation will inform which of the following actions are taken: 
· Option 1: No action required: continued engagement using the same approach. 
· Option 2: Minor action required: small triggers have been identified resulting in amendments needed at the individual engagement level. 
· Option 3: Major action required: significant triggers have been identified leading to a refresh of the stakeholder engagement strategy.
MHR:	Won’t this be extremely subjective?
	Would stakeholders be expected to participate in the evaluation process?
What grievance and/or conflict resolution mechanisms would need to be developed to address differing stakeholder opinions and who’d be mandated to address any/all concerns?



Questions

Feedback on the questions posed in this Exposure Draft is welcomed and strongly encouraged. A full list of questions is provided below. For any questions or concerns, please contact standards@accountability.org. 
Do you agree with this direction? What would you change and how?
Do these proposed changes create additional value for stakeholders, such as improving clarity, efficiency, or usability? If so, to what extent?
Which aspects of the proposed changes are unclear and that might lead to confusion, misinterpretation, or unintended consequences? 
Please provide examples by noting the clause and /page from the exposure draft? 
Which of the existing sustainability disclosure standards and frameworks are most important for interoperability, and why?
· UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights
· GRI
· ISSB
· TNFD
· TISFD
· ESRS
· BCorp
· Other – please specify

[bookmark: _Toc205889709]Next Steps

This Exposure Draft has been released on X September 2025. 
The deadline to submit feedback on the Exposure Draft is X October 2025.
To submit your response, please send either a PDF or word document with your response to standards@accountability.org using the subject line “AA1000SES v3 Exposure Draft – [Insert Name]”.
All comments on the Exposure Draft will be collated, made anonymous and shared with the following parties: 
The AA1000SES v3 Working Group
The AccountAbility Standards Board Subcommittee
The findings from the Exposure Draft will be used to inform AccountAbility’s revisions, specifically the development of the first draft of AA1000SES v3. 
For more information on the project plan and updates please see the AccountAbility Project Update Webpage and the projected timeline below:  
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