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E D I T O R I A L

EDITORIAL

This issue of your Newsletter is unfortunately a
little late, but your Editorial Board hopes that
the relevance and currency of the articles will
compensate for this.

Catherine Rundle, who was to have taken over
as Editor, has taken up an opportunity to advise
the Tasmanian government on taxation issues for
a year, but, as  you will see from her contributions
to this issue, she is maintaining a close
association with the Centre, and we are delighted
that this will continue.

In the past few months, staff of the Centre have
been working hard to secure a sound
management and funding structure.  We now
have our Advisory and Management Boards in
place, and are most appreciative of the
willingness of the members of those Boards to
participate in managing and setting future
directions for the Centre.  Our Strategic Plan has
been finalised, and we are looking forward to
expanding our research efforts in future.

This issue will be the last under the sponsorship
of the Oil Spill Cleanup Company, and we thank
them most sincerely for their support.  Without
the assistance of firms such as this, the research
effort of the Centre would be much reduced.  We
are also grateful for the support of the
Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania.

The next edition is already in preparation, and,
as always, we warmly welcome comments and
suggestions from our readers.

Kathy Gibson,
Director.
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In the last issue of the Newsletter we examined
the use of environmental audits to identify and
assess environmental risks.  The next step
required to increase the likelihood of a successful
due diligence defence is the formulation and
establishment of policies and strategies to deal
with such risks.  The Australian Standards AS/
NZS ISO 14001:1996 and AS/NZS ISO
14004:1996 referred to in the last issue provide
‘guiding principles’ for those undertaking this
process and should be consulted.

Environmental Policies

An ‘Environmental Policy’ is recommended by
the Standards because it establishes an overall
sense of direction and sets the principles of action
for a business or organisation.  It sets the goal as
to the level of environmental responsibility and
performance required of the organisation, against
which all subsequent actions will be judged.1

Defining a policy and ensuring commitment to
the policy is the first of five principles or elements
for an Environmental Management System
(EMS) that are identified by the Standards.2  It
will also be a vital step in the process of taking
‘all reasonable and practicable measures’ to
prevent the commission of offences, as required
by the Tasmanian Environmental Management
and Pollution Control Act 1994.

In terms of establishing a due diligence defence
when prosecuted, the tendering of a written
environmental policy will provide important
evidence that the offender has ‘actively and
effectively promoted and enforced compliance’
with the Act.3  That is to say, the conduct of an
environmental audit and the subsequent
formulation of the policy in response to the audit

should provide evidence to the court that an
offender clearly identified and accepted its
environmental responsibilities and was
committed to achieving compliance with the Act.
It would further reveal that, from the beginning,
a systematic and ‘effective’ attempt was made to
achieve compliance which, by its very nature,
was more likely to succeed than random actions
and responses to environmental problems
associated with the organisation’s activities.  One
proviso however, would be the need to
demonstrate to a court that the environmental
audit was updated periodically to take account
of changes in environmental impacts and that the
policy was reviewed to ensure its continuing
relevance and effectiveness.

Offenders may seek to show that they have
followed the recommendations of AS/NZS ISO
14001:1996 and AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 when
formulating and establishing their policy.  The
Standards recommend that a policy should
consider: 4

• the organisation’s mission, vision, core values
and beliefs;

• requirements of and communication with
interested parties;

• continual improvement;
• prevention of pollution;
• guiding principles;
• co-ordination with other organisational

policies (e.g.: quality, occupational health and
safety);

• specific local or regional conditions;
• compliance with relevant environmental

regulations, laws and other criteria to which
the organisation subscribes.

It is also recommended that the policy should be

Due Diligence Step 2 - Formulation and
Establishment of Policies and Strategies to

Minimise Identified Risks
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evaluated as follows:

1. Does the organisation have an environmental
policy that is relevant to its activities,
products and services?

2. Does the policy reflect the organisation’s
values and guiding principles?

3. Has the environmental policy been approved
by top management and has someone been
identified and given the authority to oversee
and implement the policy?

4. Does the policy guide the setting of
environmental objectives and targets?

5. Does the policy guide the organisation
towards monitoring appropriate technology
and management practices?

6. What commitments are embodied in the
environmental policy, for example, support
for continued improvement, support for the
prevention of pollution, monitoring, meeting
or exceeding legal requirements, and
consideration of the expectations of
interested parties?

By tendering a policy document that addresses
issues including the above, an offender can
reasonably expect that the foundation for a
successful due diligence defence has been laid
provided the policy commitments it contains are
aimed specifically at the firm and its
environmental impacts and they have been
translated into effective strategies designed
specifically to prevent contravention of the Act.
Indeed, if the process of policy formulation and
documentation has been thorough it can be hoped
that it will have clearly identified the risks that
gave rise to the offence/s in question.  The matter
in dispute will then be whether the actions taken
by the offender to address those risks are
accepted by the court as being ‘reasonable and
practicable’.

Strategies

The next step is to design a strategy to
operationalise the commitments in the policy
document and ‘effectively’ implement the
strategy so as to further demonstrate that

‘reasonable and practicable measures’ have been
taken to avoid contraventions.  This requirement
will be largely satisfied by tendering to the court
documentary and other evidence of the
establishment of an EMS that has been
developed, implemented and maintained in
accordance with the ‘Principles’ laid down by
the Standards (mentioned above).  Principle 2
‘Planning’ requires an organisation to ‘formulate
a plan to fulfil its environmental policy’.
Principle 3 ‘Implementation’ provides that ‘for
effective implementation, an organisation should
develop the capabilities and support mechanisms
necessary to achieve its environmental policy,
objectives and targets’.  Principle 4
‘Measurement and Evaluation’ requires a
strategy to measure, monitor and evaluate
environmental performance.  Principle 5 ‘Review
and Improvement’ requires a strategy to review
and continually improve the EMS with the
objective of improving its overall performance.
Each of the Principles are detailed in the
Standards.  AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 goes
further and provides ‘Practical Help’ to
implement the principles. It also lists criteria that
may be used to evaluate the actions taken to
implement the principles.

When there has been a contravention of the Act
by an individual or organisation that had an EMS
in operation at the relevant time, it will be
necessary to prove that the EMS could have been
reasonably expected to be ‘effective’ in
preventing contraventions both generally and in
the particular case.  It may be shown for example,
that the failure of the EMS was outside the
control of the offender or that measures designed
to prevent the contravention were not ‘reasonable
or practicable’ in the circumstances.

Section 55 of the Act acknowledges that
offenders may seek to establish a due diligence
defence by proving the establishment of ‘proper
workplace systems and procedures designed to
prevent contravention’.  Clearly, any EMS that
is devised and operated to effectuate the policy
commitments will be based upon ‘systems and
procedures’ and these will be relied upon to make
out the defence.  However, the relevant systems



5

and procedures will be carefully examined and
evaluated by the court.  It is an express
requirement of s.55(3)(a)and (b) that they must
provide mechanisms for prompt reporting of
environmental incidents or the risks thereof to
those in control and such persons must show that
they have ‘actively and effectively’ promoted
compliance with the ‘systems and procedures’.
These particular requirements, together with
many others, are found in the ‘Principles’ for an
EMS provided by the Standards.  Consequently,
if offenders have conscientiously followed these
Principles in developing and operating their
EMS they should be able to provide adequate
evidence to the court of the existence of
appropriate ‘systems and procedures’.

The Standards provide ‘Practical help’ in
developing an EMS.  They can be used by
organisations of any size and specifically take
into account the needs of small and medium
sized enterprises.  They also accommodate
diverse geographical, cultural and social
conditions.  Further assistance may be required
however and this should be sought.

An essential difference between the policy
document and the EMS will be that the latter
allocates responsibility to persons within the
organisation or business at all levels to undertake
necessary tasks to effectuate the environmental
policy.  The Standards provide guidance as to
the appropriate allocation of responsibility:

Responsibility for the overall
effectiveness of the EMS should be
assigned to (a) senior person(s) or
function(s) with sufficient authority,
competence and resources.  Operational
managers should clearly define the
responsibilities of relevant personnel and
be responsible and accountable for
effective implementation of the EMS and
environmental performance.  Employees
at all levels should be accountable, within
the scope of their responsibilities, for
environmental performance in support of
the overall environmental objectives.

Regular review and monitoring of delegations is
necessary.

In addition to establishing appropriate
delegations, it will be essential to have a strategy
to identify and provide the knowledge and skills
required by the delegates so as to achieve the
objectives stated in the environmental policy.
The Standards recommend that ‘knowledge and
skills should be considered in personnel selection,
recruitment, training, development of skills and
ongoing education.’5

The EMS should establish and maintain
‘Operational procedures and controls’ to ensure
that the organisation’s policy, objectives and
targets can be met.  The Standards again assist
with the development and implementation of
such procedures and controls and should be
consulted, particularly because of the help they
provide in making out the required proof of
‘proper systems and procedures’ under s.55(3)(a)
of the Act.6

For a successful defence under s.55 there must
be a strategy for dealing with environmental
incidents and emergency situations when they
occur.  Again, this will take the form of systems
and procedures in the EMS which take account
of accidental emissions to the atmosphere,
accidental discharges to water and land, specific
environment and ecosystem effects from
accidental releases and incidents arising, or likely
to arise, as consequences of abnormal operating
conditions, accidents and potential emergency
situations.  The Standards provide practical help
in relation to emergency preparedness and
response and should be consulted.7

A further strategic requirement addressed by an
EMS is the need to establish systems and
procedures that measure, monitor and evaluate
environmental performance.  ‘Measuring,
monitoring and evaluating are key activities of
an EMS which should ensure that the
organisation is performing in accordance with the
stated environmental management programme.’8

A defence under s.55 will require evidence of
adequate monitoring of the ‘systems and
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Heading

procedures’ that have been established and
maintained.

Conclusion

It is apparent from the above that the
establishment of environmental policies and
strategies is essential if a due diligence defence
is to be made out successfully.  The policies and
strategies provide outward signs of the
recognition of environmental risks and the
commitment to deal with them effectively.
However, they also provide an internal
framework for the operation and maintenance of
a successful EMS.  Both are required if
contraventions are to be avoided.

1 AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 para 4.1.4.
2 AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 para 4.
3 Environmental Management and Pollution

Control Act 1994 (Tas) s.55(3)(b).
4 AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 para 4.1.4.
5 id.
6 Environmental Management and Pollution

Control Act 1994 (Tas) s.55(1).
7 AS/NZS ISO 14004:1996 para 4.3.2.5.
8 ibid para 4.3.3.3.
9 ibid para 4.3.3.4.
10 ibid paras 4.4.1 - 4.4.5.

For further information contact: Barry Hicks,
Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania (03) 6226 2802.

Tax Deductibility of "Rehabilitation"
Expenses

There are expenses necessarily incurred by
business taxpayers in deriving assessable income
which are not tax deductions.  Business
commentators lament the non-deductibity of
certain environmental expenses; in particular
rectification costs, such as the demolition, clean
up and removal of business plant and building
structures.  These are denied deductibility under
recent specific provisions dealing with
environmental expenditure but may be
deductible under the general deduction provision.

Specific Environment Provisions of the
Income Tax Assessment Act

Rehabilitation is not defined under the Income
Tax Assessment Act 1936.  However, it is defined
in the rewritten Act (currently being considered
as Income Tax Assessment Bill  1996 in the
Senate) under the mining and quarrying
provisions.

Section 330-440 of the Bill  defines rehabilitation

as ".. an act of restoring or rehabilitating a site or
part of a site to, or to a reasonable approximation
of, its pre-mining condition.”

Subdivision 330-I of the rewritten Act replaces
Division 10AB - Rehabilitation and
Restoration of Mining, Quarrying and
Petroleum Sites.

Under the existing law expenditure on
enhancement or redevelopment of the site is not
deductible as rehabilitation expenditure.  Whilst
the rewritten tax law gives us a definition of
rehabilitation the new provisions will continue
to deny a deduction for demolition of structures
for the mining business sector.

Sections 82BH - BR are the specific provisions
of the Act which allow the deductibility of
environmental protection expenditure.  Such
expenditure is that incurred in “preventing,
combating or rectifying pollution of the
environment.”  (Section 82BM(a))
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The Treasurer’s explanatory memorandum
makes it clear that improving the aesthetics of a
site or removing an obsolete or redundant
structure because it is unattractive or likely to
collapse would not be included.  Visual pollution
is not toxic!  Under these specific provisions a
business taxpayer will be denied a deduction for
expenditure on rehabilitation of a site to the
extent that the expenditure includes removal of
structures.

General deduction provision - Section 51(1)

The general deduction provision of the Income
Tax Assessment Act allows business taxpayers a
deduction for “all losses and outgoings to the
extent to which they are ......necessarily incurred
in carrying on a business......except to the extent
to which they are losses or outgoings of....a
capital.....nature.”

If outgoings on rehabilitation are:

(1) necessarily incurred in carrying on a business
and

(2) are not classified as capital costs,

then a deduction is available under Section 51(1).
Judicial precedent may seem at first to deny a
deduction.  In Mt Isa Mines Ltd v FCT the Full
High Court judgement was that the taxpayer’s
demolition expenditure was of a capital nature
and therefore not deductible under Section 51(1)
of the Act.

“In the light of the evidence and the findings of
fact, the established purpose of the demolition
was to eliminate a disadvantageous asset and to
confer a positive and enduring advantage on the
premises on which the taxpayer’s business was
carried on.”  (92 ATC p4760)  It is the
characteristic of  expenditure being of “enduring
benefit” that has distinguished it as capital rather
than revenue expenditure.

However, two years later in  Associated Minerals
Consolidated Limited v FCT the Full Federal
Court  took into consideration environmental
policy in its judgement of whether expenditure

incurred by the company on rehabilitation of a
sand mining site was deductible:

“...In the late 20th century, part of the recurring
costs of mining businesses is expenditure upon
the amelioration of any adverse effects upon the
environment of the mining activity. .....None of
this is properly to be seen as unrelated to the
ongoing cost of the mining activity.  Nor does it
procure for the mining company, once and for
all, some enduring benefit.”  (94 ATC p4506)

This lends support to rehabilitation expense
being both non-capital and ongoing.  As to
whether rehabilitation expenses are necessarily
incurred as a cost of doing business the
judgement in FCT v  Snowden & Willson Pty
Ltd  gave a very generous interpretation:

“within the limits of reasonable human conduct,
the man who is carrying on the business must be
the judge of what is ‘necessary’....” (99 CLR
p444)

This will particularly be the case where
Environmental Statutes impose certain
conditions on a taxpayer’s activities when a
licence to operate the business is renewed.  The
conditions referred to are those requiring
rehabilitation of the site.  In response to demands
by the Australian community all Australian states
and territories and the Commonwealth under the
various Environmental Protection Acts and other
legislation require all business taxpayers (not just
miners) to comply with the legislation.  The
financial penalties imposed on non-conformers
encourage taxpayers to attain the set
environmental standards, including
rehabilitation.  Fines and penalties are
specifically excluded from deductibility under
Section 51(4) of the Income Tax Assessment Act.

Expenditure made by business to comply with
legal environmental standards are arguably
unavoidable outgoings in the normal course of
business.

A taxpayer who incurs costs of demolition, clean
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up and removal of business plant and building
structures in order to meet both legal and
community standards is therefore more likely to
obtain an allowable deduction under Section
51(1).

If the provisions of the Income Tax Assessment
Act are to encourage taxpayers to respond to
louder and longer calls by the community to be
environmentally responsible, what may be

needed under self assessment are more business
taxpayers (both mining and non-mining) who are
prepared to challenge the Australian Tax Office
policy of classifying some rehabilitation
expenditure as being of a  capital nature and
hence denying deductibility under Section 51(1).

For further information contact: Catherine
Rundle, Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania (03) 62 262313.

Privatisation of Airports -
State Environmental Laws

The Commonwealth proposal to privatise a
number of airports around Australia pose long-
term risks for its states and territories.

Privatisation will be implemented by the granting
of 99 year leases to private operators.  Such long
term leases, which the states and territories will
not have access to, will be private documents
between the Commonwealth and the lessee.

The land on which airports operate will continue
to belong to the Commonwealth which means
state and territory laws can only operate at these
sites if the Commonwealth chooses not to over-
ride such laws.  The states and territories have
offered to purchase the airport land but the
Commonwealth has consistently refused to
consider this option.

Not only does this raise questions about the
states’ and territories’ ability to levy a number
of taxes (including payroll tax, tobacco and liquor
licensing fees and lease duty to businesses
operating on Commonwealth land) but
application of planning and environmental laws
are also called into question.

• Development on airport land will not be
subject to local or state planning controls. One
implication of this is that developments which
may have an adverse effect on social or

commercial activity in surrounding areas, or
be inconsistent with state development
objectives, may be permitted without regard
to the wider implications.

• Environmental planning for a region or a state
will be jeopardised if there are potentially
polluting industries outside the scope of state
controls.  Environmental implications related
to aviation activities include the possibility
of fuel spills and discharge to watercourse of
sewage effluent and chemicals used in aircraft
washdown as well as other activities which
may also have off-site environmental
implications.

There are long term risks for the states and
territories associated with the Commonwealth’s
proposed leasing of major airports, and any other
Commonwealth places, to private lessees.

Ideally there should be similar controls which
apply on airport and off airport, developed
cooperatively by Commonwealth and State
governments.

The present Commonwealth airport legislation
precludes this.

For further information contact Catherine
Rundle, Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania (03) 6226 2313.
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densest pollution near the Taj Mahal is
caused by residential fuel combustion,
diesel trains and buses, and back-up
generators."

A Ring Road and By Pass are planned to divert
the estimated daily 6,500,000 tons of trans-India
truck traffic which passes the Taj Mahal, and
there are also proposals to relocate the existing
industries, particularly foundries, whose
emissions are directly affecting the monument.

According to the petitioner, the foundries,
chemicals and other
h a z a r d o u s
industries, and the
refinery at Mathura,
are the major
sources of damage to
the Taj.  The sulphur
dioxide emitted by
these industries
combines with
oxygen and
a t m o s p h e r i c
moisture to form
sulphuric acid,
which is precipitated

as acid rain.  This has corroded the white marble
exterior, which has yellowed and blackened in
places, but problems are also occurring inside,
where a

“yellow pallor pervades the entire
monument.  In places the yellow hue is
magnified by ugly brown and black spots.
Fungal deterioration is worst in the inner
chamber where the original graves of Shah
Jahan and Mumtaz Mahal lie”.

In an earlier (May 1993) hearing the Supreme
Court had called upon 511 establishments in the

Acid Rain and the Taj Mahal

The Taj Mahal has been described1 as

“...too pure, too holy to be the work of
human hands.  Angels must have brought
it from heaven and a glass case should be
thrown over it to preserve it from each
breath of air”.

A judgement was recently handed down in the
Supreme Court of India on a Civil Petition begun
over a decade ago (M.C.Mehta v Union of India
& Ors, No 13381 of 1984), which was concerned
with protecting the Taj from the effects of
e n v i r o n m e n t a l
pollution.

The petitioner charged
that that Taj is
threatened with
deterioration and
damage caused not only
by the normal ageing
process, but also by
“changing social and
economic conditions
which aggravate the
situation with even
more formidable
phenomena of damage or  destruction".

In a Report last year which identified the 100
most endangered sites in the world, the World
Monuments Fund said:

“The Taj Mahal, marble tomb for Mumtaz
Mahal, wife of emperor Shah Jahan, is
considered the epitome of Mughal
monumental domed tombs set in a garden.
The environment of Agra today is beset
with problems relating to the inadequacy
of its urban infrastructure for
transportation, water and electricity.  The
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area, identified as polluters, to install pollution
control devices and effluent treatment plants.
However, it was reported in December 1993 that
many industries were not meeting the prescribed
emission standards.

This final (1997) judgement is in respect of  “292
industries located and operating within Agra”.
They have been ordered to cease using coal and
coke and to change over to natural gas as an
industrial fuel.  Any industries not in a position
to obtain gas connections, for any reason, have
been ordered to cease functioning until they have
relocated themselves outside the Taj Mahal area.

This judgement is interesting in that the issue of
cost was not considered relevant.  In fact, the
presiding Judge stated that the atmospheric

pollution had to be eliminated “at any cost”.

He also confirmed the legal standing of the
precautionary principle, in requiring
environmental measures to “anticipate, prevent
and attack the causes of environmental
degradation”.  He placed the onus of proof upon
companies to show that their operations are
environmentally benign, rather than upon other
parties to show that they are harmful.

1 The Indian Express, New Delhi, 6 February
1997, p.12

For further information contact Kathy Gibson,
Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania (03) 6226 2758.

Water Quality Management

The Tasmanian Sustainable Development
Advisory Council (SDAC) has recently issued
its Report1 on the Draft State Policy on Water
Quality Management.  The Policy applies to “all
surface waters, including coastal waters and
ground waters, other than privately owned
waters....”.  However, private ownership is
defined very narrowly,
and the overall effect is to
make the Policy
applicable to “virtually all
surface waters and
groundwaters in
Tasmania, including farm
dams” (p.20).

The modified Policy recommended in the SDAC
Report provides water quality guidelines and
objectives, and guidelines for determining
protected environmental values.  It also covers
the management of point source and diffuse
sources of pollution, and monitoring
responsibility.

Of particular interest from an accountability point
of view is the range of measures recommended
for achieving policy objectives.  Governments
and other decision-makers are required to
examine “the most appropriate mix of regulatory
measures, economic instruments and
communications strategies...”.  Several economic

instruments which are
specifically identified as
potentially useful are
“accredited licences,
taxation relief, rate relief,
grants for innovation and
grants to assist
c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d
groups...”.  No doubt

once the Policy is implemented, these will be
fertile areas for cost/benefit analysis as part of
the monitoring and feedback program.

1   Report on the Draft State Policy on Water
Quality Management,  Sustainable
Development Advisory Council, Hobart,
February 1997.
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Tasmania -
Commonwealth Regional

Forest Agreement

Two reports published this month concern the
Tasmania-Commonwealth Regional Forest
Agreement.  They are:

• Options for the Tasmania-Commonwealth
Regional Forest Agreement: A strategic
approach, from the Tasmania-
Commonwealth Joint Steering Committee,
and

• Inquiry into areas to be reserved under the
Tasmania-Commonwealth Regional Forest
Agreement, from the Tasmanian Public Land
Use Commission, Hobart.

Public submissions are invited on both reports.

The Regional Forest Agreement is intended to
be finalised by June 30 this year and to operate
for the next twenty years.  It will define
commitments made by Tasmania and the
Commonwealth regarding forest conservation,
use and development, and the development of
industries based on forest resources.

Regional forest agreements are
intergovernmental agreements that recognise the
various social, economic, environmental and
heritage obligations of State and Commonwealth
governments in relation to the long term
management and protection of forest values.
They are intended to establish a sustainable

resource base for industry and a more secure
climate for investment.  At the same time they
attempt to ensure “appropriate protection of
Australia’s biodiversity, old-growth, cultural
heritage and wilderness values”.  This is to be
achieved by establishing a reserve system and
complementary off-reserve management based
on national criteria.

The regional forest agreement process is based
upon the 1992 National Forest Policy Statement,
which established three broad goals for the
management of native forests.  These were:

• to maintain an extensive and permanent native
forest estate in Australia;

• to manage that estate in an ecologically
sustainable manner, so as to conserve the suite
of values that forests can provide for future
generations; and

• to develop internationally competitive and
ecologically sustainable forest-based
industries that maximise value-adding
opportunities and efficient use of resources.

An update on these issues will be included in
our next edition.

For further information please contact Kathy
Gibson, Department of Accounting & Finance,
University of Tasmania (03) 6226 2758.

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

The Federation des Experts Comptables Europeen (FEE), the regional organisation for the
accountancy profession in Europe, has produced a Research Paper on Expert Statements in
Environmental Reports.  The paper argues that expert statements should add value to corporate and
site environmental reports, and provides detailed recommendations on suggested contents and
wording.

Source:  IFAC Quarterly, April 1997.
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CSEAR NEWS

Social & Environmental Accounting, Vol 16, No. 2 is, as usual, a treasure trove of interesting and
informative articles.

John Gannon’s paper Environmental Accounting in an Agricultural Context, concludes that the
successful adaptation of farms to a future situation where environmental factors will assume greater
importance, may depend as much on financial information as on agricultural science.  He points out
that organisations who already have an active policy of improvement will be in a better position to
make the transition.

This is followed by Colin Dey’s Brief Guide to the Web for Accounting Researchers, and then, to
whet researchers’ appetites, a selection of abstracts of papers which were presented at the last
CSEAR Summer School in Dundee.  The Summer School is now an annual event, and we
wholeheartedly recommend any researchers with an interest in social and environmental issues to
attend at least one!

The review section discusses 18 new books and 13 articles.  These reviews are in themselves a very
useful environmental accountability resource.

REGIONAL DEPENDENCY ON FOREST-BASED INDUSTRY EXPENDITURE

The Public Land Use Commission has recently provided the results of a study1 assessing the locational
impact of forest-based industry within nine case study areas in Tasmania.  The objective of the
study was to enable assessment of the extent of industry expenditure within local areas.  In this way,
towns and other regional centres within Tasmania who are dependent upon expenditure by forest-
based industries could be identified.  It will also enable assessment of how changes in forest land
use might impact upon specific towns and regional centres, including the impacts upon other local
suppliers and industries.

A useful summary table shows dependency levels upon forest based industries, ranging from highest
in the Circular Head area to lowest in the North Midlands and New Norfolk areas.

1   The locational impact of forest based industry expenditure within nine case study areas in
Tasmania.  Executive Summary available from Public Land Use Commission, Hobart.

GREEN TAXES AT WORK

According to a recent edition of New Scientist (5 April 1997, p.6) the effects of green taxes in
Sweden have been a dramatic reduction in acid rain, the switching of power stations to burning
coppiced wood rather than fossil fuels, and a cleanup of diesel emissions.

The success of the taxes, which were phased in from 1984 onwards, has been attributed to the fact
that they are used to achieve specific improvements, rather than simply forming part of consolidated
revenue.  For example, sulphur tax revenues helped pay for desulphurisation equipment, and this
led to an estimated 30 per cent reduction in acid rain between 1989 and 1995.  Other Swedish green
taxes cover nitrogen fertilisers, pesticides, the scrapping of cars, water pollution and gravel extraction.


