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Summary. Introduction. There is a lack of international empirical research analysing the factors that influence the need for,
and depth and quality of, audits of non-financial reporting, particularly in the field of sustainable development. Despite the
existence of common standards (e.g. GRI, ISSB and ESRS), the auditing mechanisms for such reports remain heterogeneous in
terms of scope and methodology.

As one of the world’s leading economies with a developed system of non-financial reporting regulation, the United Kingdom
is an exemplary case for research. However, there is currently a lack of systematic analytical approaches that can identify the
main determinants of sustainability reporting audits in the British context.

Purpose. The study aims to critically analyse the approaches to disclosing information on sustainable development in United
Kingdom companies’ corporate reports, identify current auditing standards for relevant reports, and substantiate the author’s
concept of their formation and audit in the context of unifying and standardising sustainable reporting practices.

Materials and methods. The study is based on the scientific works of Ukrainian and foreign authors on sustainability report-
ing and its audit, as well as analytical reviews from international institutions.

During the study, the following general scientific and special methods of researching interconnected and developing process-
es and phenomena were employed: analysis, bibliographic and bibliometric analysis, induction and deduction, formalisation,
grouping, generalisation, synthesis, graphical and tabular methods.

Results. Overall, the study’s findings show that the United Kingdom is gradually transitioning from a fragmented to a system-
atic approach to sustainability reporting. This change is accompanied by modifications to the regulatory framework, assurance
practices and audit standards. These changes lay the groundwork for further unification, digitalisation, and strengthening of
regulatory oversight in the field of non-financial reporting.

Perspectives. We believe that the experience of Asian countries in the formation and audit of sustainability reporting is
a promising area for further research.

Key words: audit, reporting, sustainability, sustainability reporting, United Kingdom, management reporting, annual report-
ing, integrated reporting, auditing standards, corporate social responsibility, corporate governance, audit consulting

AHoTauif. BcTyn. Ha MiXkHapogHOMY piBHI cnocTepi2aeTbcst gePiLimT emMnipudHNX goCaigykeHb, WO AHANI3YIOTb YUHHIKM
(geTepMiHaHTH), SIKi BIIMBAIOTL HA HEOOXIGHICTb, 2IMOMHY Ta SIKICTb ayguTy HeiHaGHCOBOI 3BITHOCTI, 30Kpema y cdepi cTan020
po3BUTKY. [Tonpyu HAABHICTb 3a2a/IbHMX CTAHGApPTIB (Hanpukaag, GRI, ISSB, ESRS), MexaHi3mu ayguTopCbKoi nepesipku TaKmx
3BITiB 3A/1MLIAIOTHCS HEOGHOPIGHUMM K 30 0OCA20M, TAK | 30 METOJOJI0RIE.
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BennkobpuTaHis, sik 0gHA 3 MPOBIGHNX eKOHOMIK CBITY Ta IOPUCGMKLIisl 3 PO3BUHEHOIO CUCTEMOIO pe2y/IloBAaHHS HeiHaHCOBOI
3BITHOCTI, € MOKA30BMM KelCOM gsl goCnigokeHHs. BogHodac 6pakye cMcTeMHUX aHAITUYHMX MigXOGiB, O gO3BO/SIOTb BUSBUTH
OCHOBHI geTepMiHaHTH ayguTy 3BITHOCTI 3i CTA1020 PO3BUTKY Came Y OPUTAHCbKOMY KOHTEKCTI.

Meta. MeToko gocnigxeHHs € KpUTUYHe OCMUCTEHHS NigX0giB go po3KpUTTS iHPopmavii mpo cTanmii po3BUTOK y KOPNOpaTHB-
Hiii 3BITHOCTI MignpUEMCTB BeamkobpuTaHii, igeHTudikavis YuHHX CTAHGapTiB ayguTy BIgnoBigHOI 3BITHOCTI T 06 PyHTYBAHHS
aBTOPCbKOI KOHLienuii il popMyBaHHs it ayguTopcbKoi nepeBipku B KOHTEKCTI yHiikauii Ta cTaHgapT13awii NpakTuK cTanozo

3BITYBAHHS.

Marepianw i meTogu. IHpopmaviriHoto 6a30t0 gocnigKeHHs € HayKOBi NpaLi YKPAiHCbKMX Ta 3apyOixKHUX aBTOPIB 3 MUTAHD
3BITHOCTI 3i CTAJ1020 PO3BUTKY Td ii yguTy, QHAAITUYHI 02/19g1 MDKHAPOGHMX IHCTUTYLIIN.

B npoueci npoBegeHo20 gocnigxeHHs 6yan BUKOPUCTAHI 302a/1bHOHAYKOBI i CriewianbHi MeTogu goCaigxeHHs! NPoLeciB i
ABULY Y IXHbOMY B3AEMO3B'I3KY i pO3BUTKY, 0 came: aHani3, 6ibaiozpagiynmii i 6ibnioMeTpuyHmi aHanis, iHgyKkLis i gegykuis,
popmanizauis, epynyBaHHs, y3a2anbHeHHs, CMHTe3, 2pagiuHmii i TabanuHuii MeTog.

Pe3ynbTat. 3aeanom, pe3yabTaTv qocaigxeHHs geMOHCTPYIOTb MOCTYNOBWIA nepexig BenmkobpuTaHii Big ppaemeHTapHo20
go CMCTeMHO20 Migxogy B ayguTy 3BITHOCTI 3is1 CTA/1020 PO3BUTKY, LLIO CYMPOBOGXKYETLCS 3MIHAMM Yy HOPMATUBHIV 6a3i, Npak-
TMKax 3abe3rneyeHHs BNeBHEHOCTi Ta CTaHgapTax ayguTy. Lie cTBOPIOE NigypyHTs gs noganbLuoi yHigikauii, umdposizauii Ta
NOCUNIeHHS pe2yNISTOPHOR0 Ha2nagy y cepi HediHaHCOBOI 3BITHOCTI.

[NepcriekTBn. [lepcrnekTMBHUM HaNPSIMOM MOGanbLLUMX HAYKOBUX §OCTigKeHb, BBAXKAEMO, € HEOOXIGHICTb BMBYEHHS §OCBIgy
KpdiH A3ii 1l0go GopMyBaHHS Ta AyguTy 3BITHOCTI 3i CTA/I020 PO3BMTKY.

KnioyoBi cnoBa: ayguT, 3BiTHICTb, CTAMMI PO3BUTOK, 3BITHICTb 3i CTA1020 PO3BUTKY, BesMKoOPUTaHIs, yNpaBaiHCbKa 3BiT-
HICTb, PiYHA 3BITHICTb, IHT@2POBAHA 3BITHICTb, CTAHGAPTH AYgUTY, KOPMOPATUBHA COLIAIbHA BIgNOBIGA/IbHICTb, KOPNOPATUBHE

YNpas/liHHS, ayguTOPCbKMii KOHCANTUHR

ntroduction. In today’s business environment,

sustainability reporting has become a key tool for
transparency with regard to environmental, social,
and governance (ESG) impacts. Given the growing
demands of investors, regulators and the public, such
reporting is gradually becoming mandatory rather than
a voluntary declaration. In this regard, the evolution
of sustainability reporting requires a transformation
in the way it is verified to ensure its reliability and
compliance with specified standards.

One of the most effective ways to confirm the re-
liability of this information is to audit sustainability
reports. An independent audit reduces the risk of ‘gre-
enwashing’ and increases the credibility of published
data. This is particularly important in developed econ-
omies that have a significant impact on global markets.

The United Kingdom, with a gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP) of USD3.381 trillion in 2023 accounting
for about 3.21% of the global economy, is an example
of a country where mandatory ESG reporting and its
independent verification are systematic. Consequently,
there is an increasing demand for auditors who are
competent in both financial and non-financial (sus-
tainable) reporting.

Problems. There is a lack of international empir-
ical research analysing the factors that influence the
need for, and depth and quality of, audits of non-fi-
nancial reporting, particularly in the field of sustain-
able development. Despite the existence of common
standards (e.g. GRI, ISSB and ESRS), the auditing
mechanisms for such reports remain heterogeneous
in terms of scope and methodology.

As one of the world’s leading economies with a de-
veloped system of non-financial reporting regulation,
the United Kingdom is an exemplary case for research.

However, there is currently a lack of systematic analyti-
cal approaches that can identify the main determinants
of sustainability reporting audits in the British context.

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. The study of sustainability reporting audits
reveals a wide variety of approaches, depending on
the geographical, institutional, and economic context.
In particular, K. V. Bezverkhyi analyses practices in
the Americas and the specifics of the implementation
of the European Sustainability Reporting Standards
(ESRS) in two separate papers [1; 2]. The author em-
phasises that, while most South American countries
are at the stage of voluntary reporting, North Amer-
ican countries (particularly Canada) are already im-
plementing limited forms of external verification. In
Europe, meanwhile, the process of audit standardisa-
tion is becoming more systematic.

The work of M. Elaigwu et al. shows that reporting
quality significantly depends on the choice of auditor
and the workload of the partner signing the audit re-
port. This confirms the idea that the quality of the au-
dit and the resources allocated to auditing non-financial
aspects are as important as the presence of an audit.

Gotoh R. proposed an approach to the quantita-
tive analysis of non-financial report content, opening
up new opportunities to assess its completeness and
transparency without human intervention. Such a tool
could be used as an additional method in the audit of
non-financial information.

Kuzey C. et al. [6] demonstrate the relationship be-
tween the presence of an audit committee and external
audit, and shareholder attitudes towards sustainabil-
ity reporting. I. Meutia et al. [10] came to a similar
conclusion in their study of the banking sector in Indo-
nesia, finding that stronger control mechanisms (such
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as an audit committee and internal audit) improve the
quality of ESG reports.

0. Pasko et al.’s study of the Chinese market [13]
found that Big Four companies’ participation in fi-
nancial audits has a positive impact on non-financial
reporting. This indicates trust in large audit firms,
as well as possible integration of reporting audits in
different areas.

Conversely, A. Padilla-Rivera et al. [11] and
D. Gallardo-Vazquez [4] et al. emphasise the role of
sustainable reporting as a mechanism for improving
ESG performance, particularly within social enterpris-
es and the circular economy sector. This broadens the
traditional understanding of audit objectives, shifting
the focus from control to the integration of sustainabil-
ity values into business strategy.

O. Lubenchenko [7] and I. Makarenko et al. [8]
highlight the barriers to developing reporting audits,
including staffing shortages, a lack of regulatory clar-
ity, and inconsistent standards. Similar issues have
been identified in the Ukrainian context in a study
by V. Metelytsia et al. (2025), in which the audit of
ESG information is a prerequisite for accessing green
finance.

Paranita E.S. et al. [12] draw attention to the re-
lationship between the quality of ESG reports, cor-
porate governance, and financial performance. This
once again confirms the importance of verifying such
information when making investment decisions.

F. Zutiiga-Pérez et al. [16] use the example of Chile
to demonstrate that auditing non-financial reporting
can improve stock market liquidity, indicating the im-
portance of transparent ESG information for financial
system stability.

Overall, most studies agree that auditing sustain-
ability reports positively impacts their quality, stake-
holder trust, and the investment attractiveness of com-
panies. However, the effectiveness of auditing depends
on various factors, ranging from the role of the audit
committee to the involvement of major audit firms and
adherence to regional standards. In this context, the
United Kingdom’s experience deserves special attention,
given its progressive legislative framework and active
implementation of TCFD- and ISSB-oriented practices.

Formulation purposes of article. The study
aims to critically analyse the approaches to disclos-
ing information on sustainable development in Unit-
ed Kingdom companies’ corporate reports, identify
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Fig. 1. Share of United Kingdom companies disclosing sustainability information, categorised by reporting type, %
Source: created by the author based on [17; 18]
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current auditing standards for relevant reports, and
substantiate the author’s concept of their formation
and audit in the context of unifying and standardising
sustainable reporting practices. Based on the goal, we
have identified the following tasks: 1) analysing Unit-
ed Kingdom companies that disclose information on
sustainable development in different types of report-
ing; 2) determining the proportion of United Kingdom
companies that undergo an audit of sustainable devel-
opment reporting; 3) assessing the auditing standards
for sustainable development reporting used by United
Kingdom audit firms.

The main material. In the United Kingdom, sus-
tainability reporting has gradually become an integral
part of corporate governance. Under pressure from
investors, society, and regulators, companies are re-
quired to report not only on financial results but also
on the environmental, social, and governance (ESG)
impact of their operations.

In 2022-2023, the United Kingdom introduced
new requirements for mandatory climate reporting
for large companies (e.g., TCFD-aligned disclosure),
which significantly changed the approach to auditing
non-financial statements.

Next, it will be useful to show the share of United
Kingdom companies that disclose information on sus-
tainable development in various types of reporting
(Fig. 1).

According to the statistics (see Fig. 1), the United
Kingdom experienced a significant transformation in
companies’ reporting approaches, particularly in sus-
tainability reporting, between 2019 and 2023.

In 2019, 60.0% of companies published sustain-
ability reports, 33.0% published annual financial
statements and 6.0% published integrated financial
statements; meanwhile, only 1.0% did not report at
all. Over the following years, this structure changed;
in 2020, the proportion of companies reporting on
sustainable development decreased to 56%, while the
proportion of integrated reporting increased to 8%. In
2021, there was partial stabilisation: 57.0% of compa-
nies continued to publish sustainability reports and
the proportion of annual reports increased to 40.0%.

However, from 2022 onwards, there was a sharp
turnaround in the reporting structure: only 3.0% of

companies reported on sustainable development sepa-
rately, while the proportion of annual reports increased
rapidly to 91.0%. This may indicate the gradual inte-
gration of ESG indicators into financial statements,
or a shift towards more unified reporting formats. In
2023, no companies published separate sustainability
reports, while 94.0% published annual reports and
6.0% published integrated reports. The proportion of
companies not reporting at all decreased to zero.

The shift from separate non-financial reporting to
integrated or extended financial reporting indicates
a change in approach to ESG disclosure. This is like-
ly due to increased regulatory requirements and the
implementation of international standards, such as
the TCFD and the ISSB, as well as the development
of integrated thinking in corporate governance.

Having studied the proportion of United Kingdom
enterprises disclosing information on sustainable
development by type of reporting, it is advisable to
consider the proportion of such enterprises auditing
sustainability reports (see Table 1).

According to the data, 53.0% of companies provided
assurance on their sustainability reporting in 2019,
indicating a relatively high level of auditor involvement
in the review of non-financial information. However,
this figure dropped significantly to 42.0% in 2020 and
remained unchanged in 2021-22. There was a mod-
erate increase to 47.0% in 2023, which may be due to
increased attention being paid to the quality of ESG
reporting in response to changes in the regulatory
environment.

Meanwhile, the proportion of companies providing
limited assurance remained consistently high during
the study period, ranging from 94.0% to 97.0%. This
confirms that most companies opt for limited assurance,
which is less in-depth than an extended audit but still
ensures an appropriate level of reporting reliability.

The Assurance lag indicator is of particular note,
as it measures the number of days between the pub-
lication of the report and the issuance of the audit
opinion. While this delay was 27-28 days in 2020-21,
it decreased to 9 days in 2022 and to just 3 days in
2023. These figures suggest an improvement in audit
process efficiency, possibly due to their integration into
the broader corporate reporting system.

Table 1
Sustainability reporting audits for United Kingdom companies
Yo
Ne 3/ Indicator name cars
2019 2020 2121 2022 2023
1 Providing assurance on sustainabili- 53,00 42,00 42,00 42,00 47,00
ty reporting, %
2 Limited assurance on sustainability 97,00 94,00 94,00 87,00 92,00
reporting, %
3 Time to provide assurance on sus- - 27 28 9 3
tainability reporting, days

Source: created by the author based on [17; 18]
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Next, it would be useful to present the auditing
standards used by United Kingdom firms to confirm
the accuracy and reliability of reports, particularly
sustainability reports (Fig. 2).

Analysis of the data presented in Fig. 2 indicates that
the structure of auditing standard usage for sustainabil-
ity reporting audits in the United Kingdom has evolved
between 2019 and 2023, reflecting shifting priorities in
auditing practice and a growing emphasis on climate
and environmental aspects of sustainable development.

Notably, ISAE 3000 (Assurance Engagements Oth-
er Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial In-
formation) [19] remained the most commonly used
standard among British audit firms, despite being
universal in the field of non-financial audit. However,
its usage decreased from 78.0% in 2019 to 70.0% in
2023, a decline of 8.0 percentage points. This may in-
dicate a shift in the audit market towards more specific
standards tailored to climate reporting requirements.

The share of ISAE 3410 [19] assurance engage-
ments on greenhouse gas reports remained unchanged
at 40.0%, confirming the stable interest of auditors in
verifying carbon footprints and related disclosures.

Use of the AA1000 standard [20], which focuses
on stakeholder and social responsibility principles,
decreased slightly from 5.0% in 2019 to 4.0% in 2023.

This may indicate a gradual shift away from the em-
phasis placed on non-financial aspects of social re-
sponsibility, or a move towards more formalised and
regulated standards.

Conversely, the ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases stan-
dard [21], which specialises in emissions verification,
demonstrated positive growth, increasing from 21.0%
in 2019 to 25.0% in 2021. This may suggest a growing
interest in auditing climate performance and aligning
practices with global decarbonisation commitments.

Interestingly, the proportion of alternative stan-
dards not classified separately also increased, rising
from 5.0% in 2019 to 9.0% in 2023. This suggests an
expansion of the audit toolkit and a possible adapta-
tion of United Kingdom companies’ audit practices to
new regulatory or industry requirements.

Insights from this study and perspectives
for further research in this direction. The study
confirms the transformation in approaches to prepar-
ing and auditing sustainability reports in the United
Kingdom between 2019 and 2023. ESG reporting has
gradually become institutionalised as a component of
corporate governance, driven by regulatory pressure
and the expectations of investors and society.

Changes to the reporting structure indicate the
incorporation of sustainability indicators into finan-
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Fig. 2. Sustainability Reporting Audit Standards Used by United Kingdom Audit Firms
Source: created by the author based on [17; 18]

102



// International scientific journal «Internauka».
Series: «<Economic sciences» // N2 7 (99), vol. 2, 2025

// Accounting and taxation //

cial statements. While most companies prepared
separate sustainability reports in 2019, this form of
reporting had completely disappeared by 2023, having
given way to annual or integrated reporting. This re-
flects the unification of information disclosure forms
adapted to modern standards, particularly TCFD
and ISSB.

Analysis of audit practices in reporting showed
that, although the proportion of companies providing
audit assurance fluctuated (42-53%), the level of limit-
ed assurance consistently exceeded 90%. This suggests
that a less costly but formally acceptable level of audit
is prevalent in non-financial reporting.

The reduction in assurance lag from 27-28 days
in 2020-21 to three days in 2023 indicates increased
efficiency in audit procedures and integration of audit
processes into the corporate reporting system.

The way auditing standards are used has also
changed. While the universal standard ISAE 3000
[19] continues to play a leading role, the importance of
specialised standards such as ISO 14064 [21] is grow-
ing. This reflects the shift in audit practices towards
the climate aspect of ESG reporting, which is becoming
increasingly important in light of global challenges.

Overall, the study’s findings show the UK’s gradual
shift from a fragmented to a systematic approach to
auditing sustainability reports, alongside changes in
the regulatory framework, assurance practices, and
audit standards. This lays the groundwork for further
unification, digitalisation, and strengthening of regula-
tory oversight in the realm of non-financial reporting.

We believe that a promising area for further re-
search is studying the experience of Asian countries
in preparing and auditing sustainability reports.
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