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EDITORIAL

This issue represents another milestone for our
Newsletter.  As a result of our association with
the Asia Pacific Centre, this Newsletter has now
become the News Journal of the Asia Pacific
Centre for Environmental Accountability.  This
will be of benefit to all our readers, as
information will be contributed from and
disseminated to all areas of the Asia Pacific
region, and will result in a stronger network and
valuable resource for all of us with an interest in
environmental accountability.

We welcome feedback from all our readers
throughout the region.  Please let us know how
we can better meet your needs and continue to
make a positive contribution towards improved
accountability for our environment.

We are delighted, also, to acknowledge and thank
our sponsor for  1997/98, the National Institute
of Accountants.  Their support is very much
appreciated, and we look forward to a mutually
beneficial relationship this year.

Kathy Gibson,
Editor.
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Due Diligence Step 3 - Implementation of
Policies and Strategies to Minimise

Identified Risks

In the last issue we examined the
formulation and establishment of
pol ic ies and strategies to
minimise environmental risks.  The
Australian Standards AS/NZS ISO
14001 :1996  and  AS/NZS ISO
14004:1996 were seen to provide
valuable guidance.  They also
assist with the implementation of
policies and strategies and
accordingly a brief examination
of relevant provisions in the
Standards will be undertaken in
this article.  As
stated previously,
e v i d e n c e  o f
compliance with the
Standards may be
considered by a court
when an environmental
o f f e n d e r  i s
prosecuted and such
evidence can increase
the likelihood of a
successful ‘ d u e
diligence’  defence.
Copies of the Standards are
available from Standards Australia
and should be consulted.

P r o g r a m  f o r  A c h i e v i n g
Environmental Objectives and
Targets

The establishment and effective
operation of an Environmental
Management System (EMS) is
required for the implementation
of environmental policies and

strategies.  An environmental
audit will have identified the
environmental aspects of the
organ isa t ion ’s  ac t i v i t ies ,
products or services and the
S t a n d a r d s  r e q u i r e  t h a t
‘ objectives and targets’  will be
established by the EMS in relation
to these aspects. 1  Examples
include: reduction of pollution;
design of products to minimise
their environmental impact in
production, use and disposal;

p r o m o t i n g
e n v i r o n m e n t a l
awareness within the
organisation; etc.
The EMS should also
provide performance
i n d i c a t o r s  t o
m e a s u r e
e n v i r o n m e n t a l
performance towards
the objectives and
targets.  Examples
of measures include:

quantities of emissions and waste
produced; number of environmental
incidents/accidents; percentage
of waste recycled; etc.

The Standards require the EMS to
contain a ‘ Program ’ for achieving
objectives and targets.  It is
recommended that the program be
i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e
organisation’s strategic plan and
revised regularly so as to ensure
its effectiveness.  It should
i n c l u d e  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f
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responsibility for achieving the
objectives and targets at each
relevant function and level of
the organisation together with
the means and time-frame by which
they are to be achieved. 2  The
Program should identify ‘specific
actions’  in order of their
priority to the organisation and
these actions may deal with
individual processes, projects,
products, services, sites or
facilities within a site. 3

It will be recalled from an
earlier issue of the Newsletter
that ‘due diligence’  requires
‘concentration on likely risks’ .
Requirements of environmental
legislation will not be satisfied
by precautions merely as a general
matter unless they are also
d e s i g n e d  t o  p r e v e n t  t h e
contravention in question [ SPCC
v. Kelly  (1991)].  Accordingly,
the identification, documentation
and implementation of ‘specific
actions’  is essential if it is
to be proved under the Tasmanian
environmental legislation that
‘all reasonable and practicable
measures’  have been taken to
p r e v e n t  t h e  s p e c i f i c
environmental incident/s which
give rise to the contravention
in question (the general criminal
defence). 4  Whether the offender’s
pr ior i t isat ion of  speci f ic
actions is  ‘reasonable’  will be
a question for the court to
determine.

Ensuring Capability - Resources

T h e  S t a n d a r d s  r e q u i r e  a n
organisation to develop the
c a p a b i l i t i e s  a n d  s u p p o r t
mechanisms necessary to achieve

t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p o l i c y ,
objectives and targets contained
in the EMS.  This will be done in
stages and the first step is to
define and make available the
appropriate human, physical (eg:
f a c i l i t i e s ,  e q u i p m e n t ,
t e c h n o l o g y )  a n d  f i n a n c i a l
resources. 5  Many organisations
will be unable to meet the costs
of compliance.  In cases such as
SPCC v. TJ Bryant Pty Ltd  (1991)
t h i s  h a s  n o t  p r e v e n t e d  a
conviction.  However, it remains
to be seen whether cost might be
cons ide red  when  the  cour t
determines what is ‘reasonable and
practicable’.  Also, there is the
question of whether compliance
costs could be a mitigating factor
in determining the penalty to be
imposed for an offence.

Align and integrate the EMS with
existing management systems

The Standards recommend that the
EMS should be integrated with
organisation policies; resources
allocation; operational controls;
information and support systems;
t r a i n i n g  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t ;
organisation and accountability
structure; reward and appraisal
systems; measuring and monitoring
systems; and, communication and
reporting. 6

Accountability and Responsibility

The Standards require that overall
effectiveness of the EMS should
be assigned to ‘senior persons
or functions with sufficient
a u t h o r i t y ,  c o m p e t e n c e  a n d
resources’. 7   In particular, it
is a requirement of AZ/NSISO14001
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(for certification /registration
purposes) that top management
shal l  appoint (a) specif ic
management representative(s) who,
i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  o t h e r
responsibilities, shall have
defined roles, responsibilities
and authority for:

a. ensuring that EMS system
requirements are established,
implemented and maintained in
accordance with the Standard;
and

b. reporting on the performance
of the environmental management
system to top management for
review and as a basis for
i m p r o v e m e n t  o f  t h e
env i ronmenta l  management
system. 8

The management representative (in
larger organisations it will be
the environmental manager) should
c l e a r l y  d e f i n e  t h e
responsibilities of relevant
personnel in the organisation and
be responsible and accountable
to top managment/the board of
d i r e c t o r s  f o r  e f f e c t i v e
implementation of the EMS and
env i ronmenta l  per formance.
Employees at lower levels should
also be accountable, within the
scope of their responsibilities,
for environmental performance in
s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l
environmental management system. 9

The Standards provide ‘Practical
Help’ for organisations in
a s s i g n i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e
responsibilities. 10

The above requirements of the
S t a n d a r d s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o
delegation are particularly
important for the general criminal
defence ment ioned ear l ier .

Offenders who seek to prove that
‘proper work place systems and
procedures’  were in place at the
time of the offence will need to
demonstrate that there has been
a  p r o p e r  d e l e g a t i o n  o f
responsibilities to appropriate
levels of management and to
employees, al l  of whom are
adequately qualified and trained
to discharge their responsibility.
This is particularly important for
large corporations.  Cases such
as Daniels v. Anderson  (1995) have
h i g h l i g h t e d  t h e  i m p o r t a n t
responsibility of directors in
relation to establishing and
monitoring internal controls.
Environmental awareness and
motivation

The Standards highlight the key
role of top management ‘ in
building awareness and motivating
employees by explaining the
organisation’s environmental
values and communicating its
commitment to the environmental
policy.’ 11   The general criminal
defence gives legal effect to this
important role.  It provides that
if an organisation is to rely on
‘proper workplace systems and
p r o c e d u r e s ’ ,  i t  m u s t  b e
accompanied by proof that ‘the
governing body of the body
corporate or the employer actively
and effectively promoted and
enforced compliance with the
legislation and with the workplace
systems and procedures established
within all relevant areas of the
workforce’ . 12

In view of this provision, it will
be insufficient for management to
point to systems and procedures
they have developed and documented
if there is no supporting evidence
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employees wil l  be of vital
importance in proving the general
c r im ina l  de fence  when the
estab l ishment  o f  ‘ p r o p e r
workplace systems and procedures’
is relied upon.  Interestingly,
the Standard also refers to the
need to ensure that contractors
provide evidence that they have
requisite knowledge and skills
t o  p e r f o r m  w o r k  i n  a n
environmental ly responsible
manner.  This requirement became
important in a NSW case of  SPCC v
Australian Iron and Steel Ltd
(1992).  Independent contractors
were retained but the company
f a i l e d  t o  p r o v i d e  p r o p e r
instructions and supervision.  As
a result it was held liable for
the environmental damage caused
by its contractor.

Operational Control and Emergency
Preparedness

The general criminal defence
requires proof of proper systems
and procedures for the prompt
reporting of contraventions or
the risk of contraventions of the
Act to the governing body of the
organisation or the employer.  The
standards also deal with this
important requirement.  It is
stated that ‘implementation of
pol ic ies and strategies is
a c c o m p l i s h e d  t h r o u g h  t h e
establishment and maintenance of
operat ional  procedures and
controls to ensure that the
organisation’s environmental
policy, objectives and targets
can be met’. 14  In particular the
Standards require that emergency
plans and procedures should be
established to ensure that there
will be an appropriate response
to unexpected or accidental
incidents. 15  The Tasmanian Act
prov ides for  the issue of
‘Emergency Authorisations’  in
limited circumstances when an

to show that they have actively
and effectively promoted them.
Clearly, environmental awareness
must become part of the culture
of the organisation at all levels
from top management down to
employees in the workplace.

Knowledge, skills and training

The Standards require that
knowledge and skills necessary
t o  a c h i e v e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l
objectives should be identified
a n d  t h a t  t h e s e  s h o u l d  b e
considered by management in
personnel selection, recruitment,
development of skills and ongoing
education.  It is also stated
tha t  app rop r i a te  t r a i n i ng
relevant to the achievement of
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p o l i c i e s ,
objectives and targets should be
provided to all personnel in the
organisation. 13   Again, evidence
of skills and the training of

CSEAR NEWS

The latest Newsletter from the Centre for Social and Environmental Accounting Research (Vol 17 No.1) is
an extra large edition, full of good news and information.

CSEAR’s 1997 Research Summer School will be held at the University of Dundee this year, from 15-17
September, and information is available from csear@dundee.ac.uk or on their web page at http://
www.dundee.ac.uk/accountancy/csear.htm.  Also enclosed within the Newsletter was a list of CSEAR
publications, and an introductory reading list in social and environmental accounting.  This is a useful
resource for those with an interest in the area who would like to gain more information.  We can provide a
copy to any of our readers who would like one.

Included in the many articles are those concerning
• the work of the environmental accounting group of the French Institute of Chartered Accountants,
• UK corporate voluntary disclosures,
• the implementation of cleaner technology,
• Swedish environmental reporting legislation,

and a treasure trove of book and article reviews.  There are also eleven pages of news items and notices,
which have some news relevant to every interest.

Congratulations to Rob and the team at Dundee - the news just keeps getting better!
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The 1997-98 Budget Papers included a
Ministerial Statement, "Investing in Our Natural
Heritage”, setting out the Commonwealth’s
Environment Expenditure 1997-98.  It begins:

“This year’s Budget realises the Government’s
vision of devising and implementing a
comprehensive, self-funding strategy to restore
and conserve Australia’s natural heritage - its
land, its rivers, its flora and fauna and its coastal
and marine environments.

In 1997-98, the Government
will draw on the expected
proceeds of the partial sale of
its telecommunications
operator, Telstra, to turn the
vision into reality.”

The vehicle to put this
strategy into place is the
Natural Heritage Trust, a
structure established by the
Natural Heritage Trust of
Australia Bill 1996
introduced into the Senate at
the end of October 1996.
Through this trust the
Government will spend $1.7 billion over the
period from 1996-97 to 2001-02.  The Trust
integrates the mutually supporting goals of
biodiversity conservation and sustainable
agriculture.  It promotes integration of the efforts
of individual landholders, community groups,
industry and the three tiers of government to
manage the landscape in an ecologically
sustainable way.  The measures which aim to
integrate the efforts of the various stakeholders
to manage the environment in an ecologically
sustainable way include the following:

• Deductions from taxable income for primary
producers and rural businesses for capital

expenditures for storing and conveying water
and for preventing and treating land
degradation are provided under Sections 75B
and 75D of the Income Tax Assessment Act
1936.  In particular, Section 75B provides
primary producers with a deduction over three
years for capital expenditures on storing or
conveying water where this is part of
operating a farm business.  This is estimated
as a $13 million benefit to these taxpayers.
Section 75D allows rural businesses to

immediately deduct capital
expenditures for
preventing and treating
land degradation where
this is a part of earning an
income from the land.  As
part of the Trust, the
Government proposes to
allow farmers to choose
between claiming the
Section 75B and 75D
deductions and claiming a
tax rebate/credit.  Since a
rebate is deducted from tax
payable while a deduction
is offset against assessable
income, a rebate will

reduce tax payable for these taxpayers by a
much greater amount than a deduction.  The
Government has committed $80 million of
Trust funding for this purpose.

• Almost half of the Trust’s funding is
committed to the National Vegetation
Initiative and the Murray-Darling 2001
programmes.  Both these projects seek to
redress the land and river degradation caused
by the mining, timber and farming industries
operations over long periods of time.  $513.6
million dollars of public funds have been
allocated for this purpose.  An example of a
smaller Trust commitment is funding the

The 1997 Budget and the Environment
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Tasmanian Regional Environmental
Remediation Programme, which aims to
address off-site environmental problems
caused by past mining practices.  Tasmania
has historically attracted industry to the State
to exploit the natural resources available.  One
outcome of this is a legacy of polluted
waterways.  Trust funds will be used to
improve water quality in certain Tasmanian
rivers.  Commonwealth funding of $8.8
million is to be used for the Mt Lyell,
Macquarie Harbour, Derwent, Huon and
Tamar regions.

• Funds for environmental expenditure are
dependent on the proceeds of the partial sale
of an efficient, world competitive, public asset
(Telstra) to the private sector.  Future
dividends from this public business will be
lost with sale proceeds used to redress the past
neglect by industry to include environment
cost as a factor of production.

• State Environment Laws now ensure that
polluters are held accountable for
environmental degradation.  However, Trust
funding will not be used to directly increase
resources in State Departments of
Environment and Land Management, which
administer these laws.

• Community groups will continue to provide
unpaid expertise and labour in continuing
environmental projects under the Land Care

Programme, also funded through the Natural
Heritage Trust.

• Cuts of $25.4 million to present
environmental programmes were outlined in
the Budget.  For example, the Government
has decided to abolish the Energy Research
and Development Corporation, a body
responsible for funding new technologies to
make energy use more efficient and
ecologically sound.

In summary the 1997-98 budget measure of
setting up and funding the Natural Heritage Trust
of Australia really seeks to redress past, rather
than future, environmental costs and to fund this
from the sale of a productive and efficient public
asset which will deny future revenue to
Australians.  Neither does it seek to make
accountable the perpetrators of environmental
degradation.  The Ministerial Statement
concludes:

“In establishing the Natural Heritage Trust and
setting about the task of restoring our natural
heritage we are meeting a major national
challenge that is long overdue.  To be part of the
solution, rather than just the problem, should be
a source of satisfaction for all of us.”

For further information contact: Catherine
Rundle, Department of Treasury (03) 6233 2835.

ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY RESEARCH

We often receive correspondence from people who are interested in carrying out research in
environmental accountability, either as individual projects, or as part of graduate studies.  In our
next issue, we will be publishing information about people who are working on masters or doctoral
theses and their supervisors, together with the topic of their research.  We hope that this will assist
in linking people who have similar interests, and also indicate the availability of supervisors for
those who are considering graduate studies.

If you are involved in research or supervision in this area, please let us know in time for the next
issue, due in early October.
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Investment

On the 18 April there was a book launch at the
Degrees Restaurant, University of Tasmania,
Launceston.  The book, Investment Cycles in
Capitalist Economics, is a detailed analysis of
business fixed capital investment in plant and
equipment.  Such investment provides the means
of production which results in economic
development.  The research coming out of this
book shows how investment has been strongly
cyclically unstable, leading to business cycles of
boom and bust.  Historically based empirical
patterns are identified in manufacturing
industries to support the cyclical behaviour
described in the theoretical investment model of
the book.

Drawing on this cycle model, the book concludes
by providing some guiding propositions for
corporate and government strategic planners in
how better to design policies to mitigate the
instability that investment exhibits.

Innovation

Technological innovation is the crucial element
in the nature of the means of production that are
developed in the investment decision-making
process.  The work developed in the book
indicates that there is a “technology problem”
arising from the need for firms to find ways to
harness such innovation that can provide stable
growth and employment.

“Regularisation” strategies by private and public
policy would lead to confidence and strong
innovations based entrepreneurial activity.  In the
context of this need for an investment strategy,
the long term perspective requires a strongly
innovative environment which would require
flexible strategies in respect to structural changes
(e.g. from manufacturing to a service based
economy).

Sustainable Development

My current research project takes the work in
the book described above and incorporates the
conclusions on the need for investment planning
into the “environment” problem.  Having
established that investment in technologically
innovative capital goods (or means of
production) at a high and stable level will
produce long term secure employment (hopefully
at reduced hours of work and with better income
distribution), the problem now arises that the
resultant strong economic growth has the
potential to threaten the sustainability of the
ecosystem.

Ecological economies attempt to break this
standard nexus that has been drawn in the
‘popular mind’ between economies and ecology.
My new line of research extends the research
done on the need for investment planning with a
technologically innovative perspective into
whether this technology creates ecosystem
sustainability in the private market place.  The
answer depends on how effective the market
system is in incorporating ecological concerns
into private property rights.  To put it another
way: is it profitable to introduce technology
which is ecologically sensitive?

This question relates to the extent of market
failure in the ecosystem.  Markets on their own
have historically failed to understand and
appreciate that a sustainable society must be
defined in terms of maintaining the biodiversity
of the planet so that life as we understand it is
perpetual (although it is inevitable that, and we
must let, nature adapt and change over time).
This research will draw out the historical market
failures and draw out the need to develop subtle
public policy tools that will allow for the
economic and technology imperatives to flourish
within the constraint of a sustainable society.

Investment, Innovation and Sustainable
Development
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The Tasmanian-Commonweatlh Regional
Forest Agreement - Grappling with

Sustainability

This line of “sustainable development through
investment planning” research has recently
gained a School of Commerce & Law Research
Development Grant consistent with two major
themes of the University: “National and State
Development” and “Wilderness and the
Environment” (there are 3 other major themes).
I am keen to involve any other academic staff
within any discipline into this research project.
Please do not hesitate to contact me about your
own research interests and how this project can
tap into your expertise and extend the viability
of the research further.

I am attending the 6th International Conference
of the Greening of Industry Network on the 16-
19 November 1997 at the University of
California, Santa Barbara, U.S.A. to present a
paper covering the above themes.  The paper is
entitled “Investment Planning Towards an
Innovative and Sustainable Environment”.  If

there is anyone who would like to read and
comment on a draft copy of this paper before it
is submitted to the conference organisers at the
end of September, please contact me.  I would
be grateful for any support.  Also, if anyone is
interested in the conference itself, I have details
of it which can be distributed to you.

Book Launch Details

Courvisanos, J. (1996), Investment Cycles in
Capitalist Economies: A Kaleckin Behavioural
Contribution, Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elger
Publishing.  ISBN 1 85898 420 6.  (There are a
few copies of the book still available from the
launch at a discount price of $70, if anyone is
interested.)

For further information contact: Jerry
Courvisanos, Department of Economics,
University of Tasmania, E-mail: Jerry
Courvisanos@utas.edu.au

The RFA process has produced vast quantities
of information on many aspects of Tasmania’s
forests and forest industries (see last issue of the
Newsletter - May 1997, p11 - for overview of
the process), held forums and invited
submissions.  Forests and forestry have been
dissected under three main titles - Environment
and Heritage, Social and Economic and
Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management
(ESFM) - along with some more specific
background reports.  This article is mainly
concerned with management of lands used for
forestry activities.  Apart from sustainable
forestry practices and management systems, the
other major goal of the RFA process is the
establishment of comprehensive and adequate
reserves of different forest eco-system types.  The
Background Report E on assessing ESFM draws

together most of the sustainability aspects.
(Many of the reports are on the Web at
www.environment.gov.au/land/forests/cra or
www.delm.tas.gov.au/plus)

Sustainability Requirements

Sustainable forest management is rather a new
concept for Tasmanian forestry but is
incorporated into two broad goals for forestry
management under the 1992 National Forest
Policy Statement (NFPS) on which the RFA
agreements are based.  The NFPS specifies three
requirements for sustainable forest use:

• maintaining ecological processes (soil
formation, energy flows, carbon, nutrient and
water cycles);

• maintaining biological diversity; and
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• increasing net social benefits, within
ecological constraints, and maintaining
options for the future.

It also emphasises the importance of the
‘precautionary principle’ in risk management
(Report E, pp4-5).

Report E distils the three requirements into seven
principles and assesses the commitment and
policy framework, planning, implementation,
and review and improvement procedures for
each.  The principles are:

1. maintain and enhance long-term multiple
socio-economic benefits to meet the needs of
societies;

2. protect and maintain
biodiversity;

3. maintain the
productive capacity of
forest ecosystems;

4. maintain forest
ecosystem health and
vitality;

5. protect soil and water
resources;

6. maintain forest
contribution to global
carbon cycles; and

7. maintain natural and
cultural heritage
values.

Current Management Systems

Traditional forest management has focused on
maximising short term timber revenues with
selective logging in the past giving way to
increased clearfelling in recent times.  Certain
management prescriptions, limitations and
recommendations on forestry practice are
designed to limit negative environmental impacts
and encourage regrowth, and certain areas are
set aside in reserves.  However, accountability
for decisions, achieving goals and managing
‘non-wood’ values appears very limited.
Sustainability has not yet been a significant
consideration in forest practices and there has
not been much research into aspects of

sustainability.  The report highlights the lack of
sustainability indicator data in statements such
as “little information is available …”, “research
and development is required”, “a process of data
collection and modelling should be initiated”,
“research is urgently needed”, and “little or no
quantitative risk analysis is performed at
present”.

The Expert Advisory Group’s basic conclusion
(Report G) is that assessment of ESFM is too
difficult with the curious addition that “such an
assessment would miss the point that community
expectations of what constitutes ecologically
sustainable forest management will vary over
time.  The only practical approach is to determine

the current status of
management systems and
processes and to
recommend actions for
their continual
improvement” (p.vii).  The
report and conclusion
appear not to support the
initial concluding remark
that “The Expert Advisory
Group considers that the
current Tasmanian
environment management
system meets many of the
expectations of a system
designed to achieve

ecologically sustainable forest management”.
The inclusion of only the concluding remarks in
the Summary “Option” report (Report I) may say
more about the desire to justify existing practices
than about their sustainability.

1.   Maintain socio-economic benefits

The discussion focuses on a balance between
‘wood’ and ‘non-wood’ values and makes little
attempt to value net socio-economic benefits.
The Social and Economic report includes data
on gross revenue and employment and some
categorisation under different timber uses but no
information on net figures or contribution of state
forests to state finances.  Current forest
management systems focus primarily on short/
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medium term timber extraction with any ‘non-
wood’ values being treated as residual.  The only
means of incorporating ‘other values’ seems to
be placing areas in permanent reserves.  Report
E seems somewhat contradictory in its
assessments with statements such as “non-wood
values … are generally not measurable”, “data
on non-wood uses and values are scanty, the
values being difficult and expensive if not
impossible to measure” (p30) and “monitoring
of non-wood values in economic terms is
generally not possible” (p91) along with “better
methods of valuing non-wood uses and services
are needed”.  This appears at odds with the fairly
comprehensive publication resulting from a
former inquiry Techniques to Value
Environmental Resources, which emphasises
“By giving a dollar value to the environment,
we are forced into more rational decisions that
will include a more complete consideration of
gains and losses of different resource
management options” (1995, p11). Valuing the
environmental aspects and ‘non-wood’ values
seems essential to satisfy two of the Agenda 21
(Ch.8) requirements for ‘states’:

• incorporating environmental costs in the
decisions of producers and consumers, to
reverse the tendency to treat the environment
as a ‘free good’; and

• to move more fully towards the integration
of social and environmental costs into
economic activities, so that prices will
appropriately reflect the relative scarcity and
total value of resources (quoted in
Rubenstein, 1994).

2.   Protect biodiversity

The report emphasises that although some
excellent research on individual species has been
performed, there is need for development of
coordinated biodiversity strategies and resources
devoted to data collection to support these.
There have been many studies into flora with an
emphasis on rarer species, although “information
on the distribution and abundance of the majority
of species is limited (p34) and for fauna “the
data available for most groups are predominantly
from incidental sightings” (p32).  The lack of a

single focus of responsibility and lack of research
limits accountability for biodiversity
preservation.

3.   Main Productive Capacity

The discussion largely avoids this topic.
Productive capacity (i.e. biomass, soil
organisms), while mentioned initially (p5), is then
ignored, with quotes of existing sawlog yield
plans for next cycle substituted.  Further, the
assessment notes suggest that it matters little if
planned growth yields are incorrect as the next
35 years’ cutting is largely from standing trees
with no growth assumed (pp46-7).  However,
planned future monitoring is expected to result
in reviews of planned yields and therefore cutting
cycles.

4.   Maintain Eco-System Health

This section describes current pest, disease and
fire risk management with the note that “lack of
information on both positive and negative
environmental impacts of fire regimes hinders
… developing optimal strategies”.

5.   Protect Soil and Water

Current practices focus on categorising streams
mainly as to size and setting minimum buffers
and care with roading in erosion prone areas, but
with no evaluation of damage, eg “broad land
use planning has generally not specifically
considered soil and water values”.  The recent
draft state policy on water quality recommends
integrated catchment management which the
advisory group include in their recommendations.
There has been little research into the effects of
logging on soil - for example the 1996 review of
steep country logging recommended as its highest
priority a research project into site disturbance,
soil erosion, soil properties, forest regeneration
and site productivity over several years.  Research
into water quantity/quality is more extensive.

6.   Maintain Carbon Cycles

The discussion notes that carbon cycles will not
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be maintained for long, although there is need
for much research.  No accounting for carbon
releases is evident.  Regarding agricultural land
clearance and conversion of forests to
plantations, “these activities will result in a large
release of carbon from biomass and soil in the
short term.  The degree of loss in the longer term
is unknown, but still likely to be large even in
plantations that will be harvested on relatively
short rotations”.  This is followed by statements
on existing practices such as “Judgement by land
management agencies that current practices do
not have a major impact on carbon budgets” and
expectations “that conversion of mature native
forest to regrowth will maintain carbon storage”
(p65).  Considering Australia has perhaps the
worst record for a developed country in
contributing to greenhouse gases from land use
change (WRI, 1996), these latter statements may
be perceived in some quarters as an attempt to
obscure the facts.

Recommendations and the Future

A large portion of the advisory group’s final
recommendations (Report G) concern
implementing policies that will enable the future
development of sustainable forestry management
practices.  Notably these include:

1. the infrastructure - facilitating integrated
policy and strategic planning across forest
management agencies and land tenures.  The
recent establishment of the Resource
Management Planning System including the
Public Land Use Commission should help
significantly;

2. implementing the research - research
programs incorporating a plethora of
environmental indicators to be monitored over
time.  This is also a requirement of clauses
49(c), 4(h) and 4(i) of the Tasmania-
Commonwealth scoping agreement, and
recommended by the UNCTAD Case Study
“Accounting for Sustainable Forestry
Management” (1994, p.40), for a timber/pulp
company, using performance indicators for
some of the key environmental components
of natural capital such as animal populations

and habitats; plant life and habitats;
wilderness; soil and fertility; carbon storage
and biodiversity;

3. somewhat increased accountability - through
some increases in published data, increased
public consultation and development of
auditing systems.

However, the “Options” report implies that many
of the expert group’s recommendations may not
be implemented due to cost (section 4.5.1).  This
options report also appears quite selective in its
use and explanation of data as well as
misrepresenting the substance of the ESFM
report.  Two examples are, firstly, obscuring the
contribution of mining by including mineral
processors and - for 1995-96 “.. 6060 were
directly employed in Tasmania’s minerals
industries …most of the direct employment in
the mining industry is attributable to five major
mines” (3.2.6), this compares with a figure of
3700 for 1994-95 in the background report, and
the ABS 1994-95 figure for mining industries
alone of 1500; and secondly Tourism’s gross
contribution is listed at $578 million (1994-95)
in the background report (the same as ABS
figure) but this reverts to a figure of $322 million
(1992) in the ‘options’ report.

Conclusion

The Regional Forest Agreement process appears
to be a commendable attempt to publicise and
discuss the issues of forestry and land
management.  Some suggest that traditional
forestry management has not concentrated on
long-term sustainability, except perhaps as an
afterthought.  Measurement of values other than
timber has been extremely limited and even
deemed impossible.  The transition to sustainable
forestry management is likely to be a slow
process, as current practices appear to fall short
of satisfying the three NFPS requirements plus
the over-arching precautionary principle.  Lack
of research and baseline data may further slow
this process.  The ESFM report contains
extensive descriptions of current forestry
practices and summaries of information in
relation to some aspects of sustainability but
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there are some apparent omissions and
contradictions.  The recommendations, if fully
implemented, would encourage the development
of sustainable practices in the future.  However,
the final “options” paper may not bode well for
sustainability in the short to medium term - as it
appears to misrepresent the substance of the
ESFM report, implies that many
recommendations may not be implemented, and
emphasises the benefits of resource extraction.
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Accountability for the Administration of
Australia's Land, Water and Vegetation

Resources

In June 1997 the Australian National Audit
Office (ANAO) published the results of their
Performance Audit of programs in Environment
Australia and in the Department of Primary
Industries and Energy (DPIE) in a report entitled
“Commonwealth Natural Resource Management
and Environment Programs.  Australia’s Land,
Water and Vegetation Resources”.  These two
agencies of the Commonwealth government are
responsible for programs related to the physical
environment and natural resource management
in Australia.  Programs include the National
Landcare Program (administered by DPIE), Save
the Bush, One Billion Trees, National Corridors
of Green, River Murray Corridor of Green,
Grasslands Ecology, and Waterwatch
(administered by Environment Australia).  As

the sum of A$400 million has been spent on these
programs between 1993 and 1997 an assessment
of their administrative processes is timely,
particularly as the Commonwealth government
has embarked on the provision of a further
A$1.25 billion in financial assistance for
conservation and sustainable management of
Australia’s land, water and biodiversity over the
next six financial years.  This is being achieved
through creation of a Natural Heritage Trust
funded from the sale proceeds of part of Telstra,
the government telecommunications group, with
the aim of encouraging ‘a more rapid and
effective shift to ecological sustainability in
Australia’.

The purpose of the ANAO’s performance audit
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was to examine and benchmark the
administrative processes established for the
above programs.  ‘Performance accountability’
and ‘financial accountability’ of the programs
are given close scrutiny.  Each of these is
examined briefly below.

Performance Accountability

Performance accountability examines whether
the stated aims of a particular government
program are achieved.  The following elements
are considered essential to performance
accountability:

• how program objectives are designed;
• the respective roles and responsibilities of

parties to the agreements (e.g.  involvement
of non government organisations);

• the appropriateness of the performance
information;

• the quality of the needs assessment process;
• the strategic focus on outcomes;
• the program focus on the customer or client;

and
• the adequacy of the monitoring, review and

performance reporting mechanisms.

Anyone with a basic understanding of a systems
based approach to management control will be
startled by the ANAO findings.  The main
performance accountability findings of the audit
were:

• program objectives were generally too broad,
and where they have been made specific, they
have not been reported against.  Hence,
without concise, realistic, outcome-orientated
objectives being established it is difficult to
find out whether programs are achieving their
intended outcomes.  For example,
Environment Australia has no operational
objectives for the programs it administers;

• roles and responsibilities of different program
stakeholders have been duplicated rather than
complemented, particularly in the respective
activities of Commonwealth and State/
Territory governments.  For example, it is not
clear whether Commonwealth or State/
Territory are responsible for contracted

outputs and outcomes of the Waterwatch
program.  Also, some non government
organisations, such as Greening Australia,
have used Commonwealth funding to
promote their own position.  The ANAO lists
four projects valued at almost $250,000 which
appeared predominantly to be orientated
towards the enhancement of Greening
Australia’s prospects;

• the available performance information is not
adequate for managers to assess the quality
of the outcomes being achieved.  Performance
information is criticised as being neither
comprehensive nor consistent.  For example,
one project with the aim of ‘establishing an
estimated 5 million trees and shrubs by local
groups’ did not report how progress towards
this target was being met; instead it used the
number of groups supported, number of
projects assisted, and number of labour market
program participants trained through
Greening Australia assisted projects, as the
performance indicators.  Similarly, vegetation
programs used hectares and people involved
rather than effectiveness indicators;

• program priorities should be based on an
assessment of the relative community needs,
but the ANAO pointed out that a rigorous
needs assessment has not been undertaken
either for the National Landcare Program or
for the newly established National Heritage
Trust (even though its programs and
expenditure on them have been determined).
For example, dryland salinity is a critical
problem in rural Australia, but in spite of the
several control techniques available the
problem is getting worse not better and
agencies have little confidence that the
techniques will reduce salinity.  Evidence is
required as to whether the communities where
dryland salinity is an issue are becoming more
sustainable;

• program administration is overly input
focussed as inputs are easier to measure than
outputs.  For example, over 44% of
expenditure on the National Landcare
Program is devoted to administration of input
controls relating to project application and
contract negotiation between stakeholders.
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Programs endeavour to link community needs
and government policy with inputs, processes,
outputs, and through to outcomes.
Admittedly, some of these facets of a program
are harder to measure than others.
Environmental outcomes are hard to measure
because of the long lead times involved with
redressing environmental damage, and there
is an absence of certain types of data which
could be used for benchmarking outcome
performance.  Little emphasis seemed to be
placed on benchmarking using international
experience with environmental issues.  The
Commonwealth needs to identify the risks for
which it is responsible and introduce an
appropriate risk management strategy to help
promote a strategic, integrated focus on
desired program outcomes.  Funding would
then be directed towards strategic planning,
monitoring, review and evaluation processes,
rather than on input controls;

• monitoring, review and performance
reporting has not been adequate to help
management of potential risks.  Problems
include: an overemphasis on reporting
activities rather than outcomes; overdue
project reports (over 50% in the case of DPIE
program projects, many caused by inadequate
records management by DPIE); performance
reporting by States/Territories has been based
on individual projects rather than each
Schedule to Partnership Agreement thereby
reducing the value of reported information as
a way of assessing program outcomes.

Financial Accountability

Purchaser/ provider arrangements are contracted
for the delivery of particular services by agencies
of the Commonwealth government.  For
example, service delivery for the One Billion
Trees program is ‘provided’ by the Australian
Trust for Conservation Volunteers and Greening
Australia and ‘purchased’ by the Australian
government.  One of the ANAO’s major findings
was that the acquittal of grants received by
service delivery agencies and other grant
recipients is unsatisfactory, and that service
delivery was uncompetitive.

Financial accountability requires management,
and transparency about management, of funds
entrusted to agencies to achieve program
outcomes.  cash management is a perennial topic
of conversation in circulars moving between the
Department of Finance and agencies; and
acquittal of grants has received prominence in
the Natural Resource Management (Financial
Assistance) Act 1992, which provides the basis
for activities conducted under the National
Landcare Program.

Demonstration of financial accountability
requires consideration of:

• grant acquittals
• incentives and sanctions;
• cash management;
• Commonwealth funded administrative costs;
• competitive tendering;
• other financial risks such as fraud, cost-

shifting and double-dipping.

The ANAO’s key findings about financial
accountability of natural resource and
environment programs were:

• given that there is a requirement that grant
recipients annually acquit their grant
expenditure to the Commonwealth, 62.2 %
of all Landcare grants, worth A$151 million,
had not been acquitted, and 74.2% of the One
Billion Trees and Save The Bush community
grants, valued at A$5.7 million, had not been
acquitted.  Hence, the Commonwealth
government cannot be assured that taxpayers’
funds allocated to grant recipients have been
spent for their intended purposes;

• encouragement of compliance with contract
conditions is rarely applied by DPIE or
Environment Australia.  Lack of acquittal
should lead to the cessation of further
payments until actual performance against
specified milestones, including meeting
annual reporting requirements, as laid down
in Partnership Agreements and other service
delivery contracts, has been demonstrated by
the service provider;

• cash management practices of Environment
Australia and DPIE also came in for criticism.
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Cash payments were made under a number
of arrangements: some were paid 100%
annual in advance (e.g.  Waterwatch); some
quarterly in advance (e.g.  National Landcare
Program payments from Commonwealth to
States); some when milestones have been
achieved, such as the submission of a
satisfactory report; and some using a
combination of methods.  The ANAO
calculated that scope exists for improving
cash management practices.  For example,
A$9.9 million could be saved for the
Commonwealth over the life of the National
Landcare Program by making quarterly
payments instead of annual payments;

• administrative costs could be reduced if DPIE
and Environment Australia introduce
competitive tendering for their purchased
services.  This would also assist openness and
transparency in
the process of
d e l i v e r i n g
f i n a n c i a l
assistance.  The
ANAO illustrate
this point
t h r o u g h
reference to data
which show that
s m a l l e r
environment programs have a greater
proportion of administrative costs as a
proportion of total program costs than do
larger programs.  On average Commonwealth
administrative costs appear similar to those
of service delivery agencies, and a process of
benchmarking would help ensure value for
money was being achieved;

• management of the risks of fraud appears to
be under control; but cost shifting between
different levels of government appears to be
a problem, especially for DPIE.  There is no
monitoring of aggregate or project based
State/Territory expenditure on programs
which have similar eligibility criteria for
similar environmental programs; likewise,
double-dipping can occur resulting in
recipients receiving a greater amount than
their total expenditure.  A One Stop Shop

process has been introduced for some
Landcare programs and this lowers the chance
of double dipping as there is only one decision
point for fund allocation, but there is a serious
risk of double-dipping by non-government
service agencies as they do not disclose all
sources of funds for projects.

Recommendations and Conclusion

In line with the above findings, the ANAO
Performance Audit report makes fourteen
recommendations of ways to improve program
administration in DPIE and Environment
Australia.  Several of these have already been
included in the draft design of National Heritage
Trust Partnership Agreements which will be
drawn up for the following programs:

(i) vegetation -
Bushcare, Farm
Forestry Program;
(ii) rivers -
Murray darling 2001
Project, National
Rivercare Initiative,
national Wetlands
program, Tasmanian
R e g i o n a l
E n v i r o n m e n t
R e m e d i a t i o n

Program;
(iii) biodiversity - National Reserves System

Program, Endangered Species Program;
(iv) land resources - National Landcare

Program, National Land and Water Audit,
national Weeds Strategy, National Feral
Animal Control Strategy, Property
Management Planning;

(v) coasts and oceans - Coasts and Clean Seas
Initiative;

(vi) human settlement - Waste management
Awareness Program;

(vii) atmosphere - Air Pollution in Major Cities
(viii) Australian heritage - World Heritage Area

management and Upkeep.

From an environmental accounting perspective,
the ANAO has provided a service by
emphasising the need for a more pro-active focus
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on monitoring, review and reporting aspects of
performance and financial administration of
Commonwealth environment and natural
resource management programs.  The need for
identification of specific operational objectives,
international benchmarking of performance, and
competitive tendering in service provision will
all contribute to improved accountability
processes.  Yet, without reporting against targets
and contract specifications, and the use of
enforcement mechanisms or incentives when
there is non-compliance with Partnership
Agreements, environmental outcomes in
Australia are likely to deteriorate further.  The
key to a resolution of these issues is that action

be taken by the parties involved, including
Environment Australia and the Department of
Primary Industries and Energy, to change past
lax practices, not just to comply with
requirements laid down, but to go beyond
compliance in accordance with best practice.  It
is a small comfort to note that both of these
organisations agree with substantially all of the
recommendations made by the ANAO.

For further information contact: Roger L Burritt,
Senior Lecturer, Department of Commerce, The
Australian National University and Co-ordinator,
Asia Pacific Centre for Environmental
Accountability (ANU Branch).
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