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EDITORIAL

Welcome to the June edition of the APCEA
News Journal for 2001. If you have articles
that you wish to be considered for publication
in the journal we would like to hear from you.
Your commitment to the journal over the
course of the year is greatly appreciated.
Readers are reminded of our homepage at;

http://www.accg.mq.edu.au/apcea/index.html

In this edition, the first article by Jane Andrew
analyses the recent breakdown in the Kyoto
Protocol, and the concern over the nature and
interpretability of the agreement.

The second article from Groundwork
magazine, details the World Wildlife Funds
(WWF) 2nd annual scorecard on the quality of
environmental reports produced by 32
signatories of the Australian Minerals Industry
Code for Environmental Management. Using
9 quality criteria, the report reveals
widespread disparity in the content of
environmental reporting across signatories.

The third article details the recent European
Commission recommendation on the
recognition, measurement and disclosure of
environmental information in annual reports.
The objective is to provide clarity to existing
EU accounting rules, and to improve the
quality, transparency and comparability of
corporate environmental data.

The fourth article provides an overview of
International Accounting Standard (IAS) 41
on Agriculture, recently passed by the
International Accounting Standards Board in
December 2000.

The final article by Roger Burritt overviews
the World Business Council for Sustainable

Development’s (WBCSD) report titled
“Sustainability Through the Market: Seven
Keys to Success”. A summary is provided of
the recently released books on the
environment, and as usual, our environmental
extra section provides short information on
recent environmental events.

Readers wishing to contribute environment
related articles or news, can contact me at:

Mr. Lorne Cummings
Editor, APCEA News Journal
Email: Lorne.Cummings@mq.edu.au
Ph: +61 2 9850 8531
Fax: +61 2 9850 8497

Articles should be submitted in word format
as an email attachment.

Editorial Board:

Lorne Cummings (Editor) –

Macquarie University, Australia

Geoff Frost –

University of Sydney, Australia

Roger L Burritt –

Australian National University, Australia

Kathy Gibson –

University of Tasmania, Australia

Professor M.R. Mathews –

Massey University, New Zealand

Gary O’Donovan –

Victoria University of Technology, Australia

mailto:cmgrf@cc.newcastle.edu.au
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THE KYOTO PROTOCOL: WILL CHEATERS PROSPER?

Dr Jane Andrew
University of Wollongong

Of all global environmental issues, climate
change has emerged as the most prominent
and publicly contested. Many of the
contributors to this journal have also felt
compelled to participate in the discussion
with Cummings’ (2000), providing insights
into the possibilities and limitations of
carbon accounting; Ahmed (2000) has
discussed policy choices available to
Australia in order to meet its emissions
commitments; Gibson (1999) has
investigated national emissions trading; and
Martin (1998; 1998a) has provided a review
of the Government’s interim report on
emissions trading and the National
Greenhouse Strategy – and this only names
a few. The attention climate change has
received within this forum shows that
environmental accounting researchers see a
need to be involved in the formulation of
national and international greenhouse gas
policy in order to help ensure that there is an
acceptable level of international
accountability for actions that have climatic
affects.

The intensity of debate over climate change
arises in part because it is inexplicably
linked to economic growth. The pollutants
causing global warming can’t be divorced
from the material and industrial expansion
of the modern ‘west’. In turn, the future of
nations who are increasingly orienting
themselves towards material goals also
appears to rest heavily on the same
environmentally hazardous energy sources
(O’Riordan & Jager, 1996).

The Kyoto Protocol

The Kyoto Protocol, negotiated in 1997, was
supposed to orient individual nations
towards the global environmental objective
of reducing overall global greenhouse gases
by at least 5% below 1990 levels in the
commitment period of 2008 to 2012 (Kyoto
Protocol, 1997). It has been well
documented that only three countries were
allowed to increase their emission,
Australia, Iceland, and Norway. In order for
the Protocol to be binding, 55 Parties need
to ratify the agreement, and at this stage 84
countries are signatories, but only 30 have
ratified it (all of which are ‘developing’
nations).

There are a number of issue that have yet to
be resolved to the satisfaction of many of the
signatories, such as the design of flexibility
mechanisms, the quantity of sink credits
allowed through sink activities, the
consequences for not complying with the
Protocol and, most importantly, the role of
‘developing’ countries. Although
significant, these issues have also proved to
be effective stalling devices (Joint Standing
Committee on Treaties, 2001). As pointed
out by Cummings (2000), the failure of
COP6 to settle these disagreements reflects
the divisions in the international community
over strategies to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

Beyond these technical sticking points, the
Protocol has been racked with criticisms
from outside government and corporate
circles. It has been argued that by focusing
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on the determination of a tolerable degree of
climate change, many moral and political
issues associated with the differential use of
the environment have been ignored
(O’Riordan & Jordan, 1996). There are also
philosophical problems because the Protocol
reduces nature to scientific explanations and
economic solutions; it is devoid of
alternative ways of understanding nature and
articulating an opinion on its changes and
future; part of the Protocol’s main charter is
to ensure that material well-being is not
sacrificed as a result of climate change; and
island nations who face immanent
destruction if climate change is not
addressed have felt excluded from the
discussions.

There are also issues of equity that have
been superficially addressed by the concept
of ‘differentiation’ relating to who
contributed most to the current state, who
has benefited most from abuses of the
environment, who will be affected first, who
can afford to stave off some of the effects,
and who will emit the most greenhouse
gases in the future (O’Riordan and Jordan,
1996). Along with this, there have been
significant criticisms of the way that the
Kyoto Protocol mimics the assumptions of
global capitalism as though environmental
issues don’t require any reconsideration of
the assumptions that underpin our society,
but that they require a reorientation of them
(Gibson, 1999).

To many, the Kyoto Protocol’s targets are
too little, too late (Beck, 1996). There is no
denying that the Protocol is a conservative
agreement and although it attempts to veil
its economic orientation, it is obvious that
the environment is being viewed as a
business issue. It is generally accepted that
the agreement in itself is not going to solve
global warming. Whatever the problems

with the Kyoto Protocol, the general
consensus is that climate change is real and
it requires a comprehensive international
approach if it is to be addressed.
Considering the conservative nature of the
Protocol, it is disconcerting that even it has
proven almost impossible to mandate.

Can Cheaters Prosper?

From the perspective of government
negotiators it is imperative that the aspects
of the Kyoto Protocol mentioned previously
are clarified. Much of these negotiations are
taking place in an attempt to limit the
Protocol’s impact on national economies.

Although much of the focus has been on
how nations can trade emissions and how
the clean development mechanisms can be
put into operation, non governmental
organisations have also been working hard
to clarify these issues in order to try to limit
the ability of industrialised and post-
industrial nations to cheat.  At the moment
there are a number of key areas that are open
to interpretation in a way that may not
favour the environment or honour the
commitment to greenhouse gas reductions
(Hare and Meinshausen, 2000). Here is a
brief outline of the areas of concern:

1. The ability to manipulate data relating to
sinks and sources means that the
comparability of this information could be
meaningless and its contribution to the
reduction in CO2 could be overstated. As
plantations and reforestation are
considered to be sinks, the ability to
measure the reduction in CO2 is limited by
the fact that trees only store carbon
temporarily and this carbon can be
discharged if there is a fire or as the trees
naturally go through their life cycle.
Another issue associated with plantations
as sinks is that the cheapest option may
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lead governments to plant fast growing
monocultures. Resources diverted to this
project may have been better spent on the
development of clean technologies
(Cummings, 2000).

2. Countries are applying pressure to
ensure that the type of carbon accounting
adopted will be beneficial to them. The
Kyoto Protocol outlines the benefits of
reforestation programs undertaken since
1990, but many countries have been trying
to manipulate the definition to include
credit for regenerating trees after
harvesting, without considering the
emissions that result from the harvesting.

3.  Changing land use can result in less
CO2 being released into the atmosphere
and this can be counted towards emissions
reduction. The problem with the
arrangement is that many nations will be
able to meet a significant portion of their
reduction commitment through this
activity, thereby requiring little action to
limit fossil fuel emissions and change the
nature of the energy structure of national
economies.

4. Emissions trading will allow developed
countries to purchase the right to emit CO2

from other countries who reduce emissions
by more than their targets. Although the
same global reduction should be achieved,
many countries may be able to avoid
significant changes to the nature of their
economy and energy uses. Although
emissions trading could provide an
incentive to reduce emissions, this should
be subject to strict, comparable, verifiable
reporting with heavy penalties on both the
buying and selling of non-existent carbon
credits.

5. The Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) is in the process of being
developed with the overall aim of ensuring
that if a country invests in cleaner
technology in a developing country, this

will count towards emissions reduction at
home. Although these projects need to be
negotiated in more detail, industrialised
countries would like the CDM to include
reforestation projects in developing
countries. This would be cheap, but as
mentioned previously, it does not provide
a permanent carbon store. In many ways
the transfer of sustainable technologies
could be one of the best outcomes from
Kyoto, but the proposals currently being
considered appear to block this transfer. In
order to avoid these problems, there
should be a list of acceptable technologies
that can be used to meet the targets and
this should exclude projects that involve
nuclear technology, coal and large dams
for hydro-electric power generation. It
should include systems that use renewable
energy sources and promote energy
efficiency. (See Greenpeace’s report on
Cheating the Kyoto Protocol, 2000 for
more information).

The idea that countries may be able to meet
their targets most cost-effectively through
mechanisms that allow them to take only
limited action domestically is problematic.
Although industrialised nations are
attempting to ensure that this is possible, the
environmental consequences of such
activities may undermine the purpose of the
Kyoto Protocol.

Bush and Howard’s (Environ)Mentality?

With George W. Bush’s controversial
election to the office of U.S President, the
Kyoto Protocol has come under direct
attack. The President has said that the
‘business of America is business’ and that
nothing should get in the way of economic
growth.  The Presdent indicated that his
government would not even pay lip service
to environmental issues, particularly when
those issues directly impacted on the energy
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sector (O’Brien, 2/4/01,
www.abc.net.au/7.30). The downturn in the
US economy has also provided support for
Bush’s ‘America First’ position on
economic and environmental issues. The
short-sited nationalism illustrated by the
Bush Administration is at odds with the
long-term transnational approach required to
deal with global warming. As the Bush
Administration has indicated its isolationist
position, the commitment to American
issues will remain paramount. This position
shouldn’t be unfamiliar to people in
Australia, as Prime Minister John Howard
has outlined a similar position, evidenced by
the following quote:

As I have demonstrated to date, my
Government will continue to stand up
for our national interest, jobs and
economy in the international
negotiations (Howard, 1997, p.20).

The Australian Parliament’s Joint Standing
Committee on Treaties has just released its
report The Kyoto Protocol – Discussion
Paper (2001), outlining, based on public
consultation, what it sees as the approach
that best reflects that national interest. The
report suggested that until the issues
associated with the design, scope and
implementation of the Protocol have been
resolved, the Australian Government should
not ratify the agreement.

This has been echoed in the Howard
Government’s mixed messages since the
Bush Administration announcement that it
would not support the Protocol. Senator
Robert Hill has said that he is disappointed
in the Bush Administration’s decision to
walk away from the agreement, but that he
would be prepared to work with them on a
new approach if this was to lead to the best
outcome at the lowest price. The approach

of the Australian Government lay in stark
contrast to the reactions of Japan and
members of the EU who have spoken out
strongly against the US abandonment of the
Protocol and reaffirmed their commitment to
the targets.

Whatever the temptation that the US’s
decision provides the Australian
Government, it is unlikely that they will
walk away, as it is well known that Australia
negotiated its way out of tough targets
(O’Brien, 2/4/2001, www.abc.net.au/7.30).
Overall, it is considered to have been a
‘good’ deal for Australia even though the
perception of a good deal is largely based on
the affect such targets will have on the
national economy rather than the global
environment.

The Future

Another round of talks will be held in June,
and it is likely that the US will try to use
their obvious reluctance to participate to
scale back the expectations or change the
parameters of how the goals can be met. It is
still yet to be seen whether they will walk
away altogether or whether the latest
controversy has all been part of a
negotiating tactic. Australia’s position has
always been controversial, and the current
contradictory approach of the government
does not reflect the clear ‘economy and
jobs’ first position that was adopted at the
time of the negotiation. It will be interesting
to see whether Australia does finally ratify
the agreement and under what conditions. It
seems clear from the insights of the Joint
Standing Committee’s Discussion Paper that
those submitting opinions and research are
deeply divided as to the ramifications of the
Protocol.

http://www.abc.net.au/7.30
http://www.abc.net.au/7.30
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ORE OR OVERBURDEN II?

Editorial – Groundwork Magazine

Environmental and Social Performance is
Crucial

In terms of reputation, no issue has
influenced public opinion of the mining
industry more than environmental
performance. A number of incidents over
the last 12 months, including the tailings
spill at Baia Mare, Romania and the
accidental loss of a load of cyanide in PNG,
only reinforces community and stakeholder
concern about the environmental
performance of the mining industry.

In response, some mining companies are
evaluating their standards of environmental
performance. WMC has stated that it “will
not undertake riverine disposal of tailings”
and acknowledges that “the potential impact
of tailings disposal in a riverine environment
is an unacceptable practice for WMC"

The problem BHP is encountering with its
stake in Ok Tedi has prompted comments by
Paul Anderson, BHP Chief Executive
Officer, that “the mine is not compatible
with our environmental values and the
Company should not have become
involved."

The key to the success of mining companies
will be continued access to resources. WWF
believes that environmental and social
performance will increasingly be taken into
account as companies compete for high
quality mineral deposits; those companies
that can demonstrate a high standard of
environmental and social performance will
have a strategic advantage in the industry.

Central to the advancement of
environmental and social performance will
be how the industry addresses key
environmental and social issues associated
with mining. In particular, mining in areas
of high conservation value, riverine and
submarine tailings disposal, impact on local
communities and product stewardship.
Environmental reporting has an important
role in communicating environmental and
social performance to stakeholders.

Ore or Overburden II? is WWF’s 2nd annual
scorecard of the quality of environmental
reports produced by signatories of the
Australian Minerals Industry Code for
Environmental Management.

As it currently stands, WWF believes that
such a wide spectrum of environmental and
social performance complies with the Code
– from very poor levels of performance to
industry leaders – that stakeholders such as
WWF are unable to use compliance with the
Code as assurance that an acceptable level
of environmental and social performance is
being met.

The Code does not direct poor performers to
rapidly improve, nor can it provide
recognition and reward for the best
performing companies, who must seek other
ways of credibly conveying that they have
attained a high standard of environmental
and social performance. Whilst the Code
requires signatories to produce an annual
environmental report, it provides little
direction as to how environmental and social
matters should be reported.
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WWF has developed reporting criteria and
undertaken this assessment of the reports
produced by the Code signatories as its
contribution to improving the quality of
environmental reports produced by the
mining industry.

Results

This Scorecard is an assessment of the
environmental reports produced by mining

companies and is not an assessment of
environmental and social performance.

The performance indicators used and their
weighting are shown in Table 1 (below).
The assessment criteria are presented in
detail in the Scorecard.

Table 1: Description of performance indicators selected by WWF against which the
environmental reports were assessed

Performance Indicator and Weighting Description

 15% External Verification Environmental reports should be an accurate reflection of the
company’s environmental and social performance. The report
should provide sufficient information to enable an assessment
to be made of the environmental and social performance of the
company. WWF believes external verification of the data and
the company’s environmental & social performance will assist
stakeholders in evaluating whether the report is consistent with
the company’s environmental and social performance.
Providing space in the environmental report for stakeholders,
such as community groups, to give their views on company
performance, also enhances the credibility of the report. Such
input not only publicly demonstrates transparent engagement
with stakeholders, but also provides an independent view of the
progress made by the company to engage with its stakeholders.

 10% Environmental Policy The environmental policy should detail the company’s
commitment towards the environment and how it will
undertake its activities to meet this commitment.

 15% Environmental and Social
Performance

The report should detail the environmental and social impact of
its mining and exploration. There should be sufficient
information to provide assessment of the extent to which the
company has identified environmental and social issues
associated with its operations and the extent to which these
have been or are being addressed. The report should detail the
level of environmental and social performance of the company
and describe the practices implemented to achieve this level of
performance. The report should include information on inputs
(resource consumption) and outputs (emissions, tailings, and
other waste), impact at the mine site, biodiversity, the views of
local communities and the environmental performance targets
set by the company.
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Performance Indicator and Weighting
(cont)

Description (cont)

 10% Environmental Management The report should describe how environmental and social
management is incorporated into the company’s activities. The
report should describe the environmental management system
or plan in place (or proposed) and how this is addressing
environmental and social issues and meeting the commitment
made in the environmental policy.

 15% Data WWF encourages benchmarking between companies on the
basis of their environmental and social performance. The
inclusion of data enables a quantitative assessment of the
company’s environmental performance and comparisons to be
made with the environmental performance of other companies.
Company-wide and individual site data, covering a wide range
of environmental performance indicators, environmental
performance targets, progress and trends, should be provided.

 10% Compliance Compliance information indicates the extent to which the
company is meeting the requirements of its operating licence(s)
and its own internal standards, and how it addresses incidents
of failure. Inclusion of non-compliance incidents in the
environmental report demonstrates commitment on this issue
by allowing for transparent public assessment and monitoring
of performance.

 10% Stakeholder and Community
Participation

The report should provide information on the consultation
process and the extent to which it is incorporated into the
company’s planning, development, operation and
decommissioning of its sites. Examples of the stakeholder
consultation process, the issues raised by stakeholders, how
these were addressed, and feedback from stakeholders
including their views on the process and the company’s
performance should be detailed in the report.

 10% Environmental Performance
Targets

Environmental performance targets with accompanying
timelines, set for a wide range of environmental indicators,
demonstrate a commitment to improving environmental
performance. They demonstrate the level of performance the
company wishes to attain, the extent to which it exceeds
regulatory requirements, and how quickly the company intends
to improve its environmental performance.

 5% Format, Dissemination and
Feedback

The report should be easy to understand with text that is well
supported by tables and graphs. The style should be transparent
and open, such that it seeks to inform rather than to obscure, i.e.
it covers successes and failures. The report should be readily
available, both in hardcopy and on the internet, and have a
feedback mechanism.
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Table 2: Summary of Company Results

Company External
Verification

Environmental
Policy

Environmental
and Social

Issues

Environmental
Management

Data Compliance Community
Participation

Environmental
Performance

Targets

Format,
Dissemination
and Feedback

Overall
Score

OUT OF 15 10 15 10 15 10 10 10 5 100

Acacia
(Anglogold)

1999
 Environmental
 Performance

 Report

0 8.8 7.2 4.7 1.7 8.9 5.6 0 2.5 39.4

Alcoa World
Alumina

Environment,
 Health & Safety
 Report 1998-99

0 10 10.2 5.8 15 3.3 6.7 6.7 2.9 60.6

Batson Sand &
 Gravel

Environmental
 Report 1999

0 1.3 3.6 3.2 4.2 7.8 4.4 0 2.5 27

Bendigo
Mining
Annual

 Environmental
 Report 1999

0 8.8 7.2 7.9 7.5 5.6 4.4 5.3 3.3 50

BHP
Environment and

 Community
Report
 1999

3.8 7.5 11.4 7.4 15 10 4.4 8 3.3 70.8

Consolidated
 Rutile
Public

 Environmental
 Report

5.6 10 7.2 3.7 8.3 10 3.3 0 4.6 52.7

Curragh QLD
 Mining

Environmental
 Report 1998

0 5 3 3.7 4.2 4.4 1.1 0 2.1 23.5
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Table 2: Summary of Company Results (continued)

Company External
Verification

Environmental
Policy

Environmental
and Social

Issues

Environmental
Management

Data Compliance Community
Participation

Environmental
Performance

Targets

Format,
Dissemination
and Feedback

Overall
Score

OUT OF 15 10 15 10 15 10 10 10 5 100

Cyprus
 Australia Coal
Inaugural Annual
 Environmental
 Report 1998/99

0 8.8 3.6 3.7 6.7 6.7 2.2 0 1.7 33.4

Goldfields
Our Environment

 Report 1999

1.9 8.8 9 4.2 10 7.8 3.3 7.3 2.9 55.2

Hazelwood
 Power
Annual

 Environmental
 Report

 1st July 1998 –
 30th June 1999

3.8 6.3 8.4 7.9 14.2 5.6 8.9 7.3 3.8 66.2

Henry Walker
 Eltin (1)

Environment
 Annual Report

 1999

0 8.8 1.8 5.8 4.2 5.6 1.1 0 2.5 29.8

Iluka
 Resources

Annual Report to
 Shareholders

1999

0 0 3 0.5 9.2 3.3 1.1 0 1.7 18.8

Leighton
 Contractors (1)
(no date on report)

0 8.8 4.8 8.9 2.5 10 0 0 2.1 37.1

Loy Yang
 Power

1998
 Environmental

 Report

0 6.3 7.8 9.5 9.2 4.4 4.4 6 1.3 48.9

MIM Holdings
1999

 Environmental
 Report

0 10 7.2 4.7 6.7 8.9 3.3 4.7 4.6 50.1
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Table 2: Summary of Company Results (continued)

Company External
Verification

Environmental
Policy

Environmental
and Social

Issues

Environmental
Management

Data Compliance Community
Participation

Environmental
Performance

Targets

Format,
Dissemination
and Feedback

Overall
Score

OUT OF 15 10 15 10 15 10 10 10 5 100

Mt Wellington
 Gold

Environmental
 Progress Report

0 0 6 5.3 6.7 5.6 2.2 6 2.1 33.9

Nabalco
Safety, Health &

 Environment
 Report

 October 1999

1.9 8.8 12.6 5.3 10.8 4.4 2.2 0 2.5 48.5

New Holland
 Mining (2)

Environmental
 Progress Report

0 3.8 3 3.2 0 0 0 0 1.7 11.7

Normandy
 Mining

1999 Environment
 Report

3.8 8.8 7.2 9.5 12.5 6.7 8.9 7.3 4.6 69.3

North
Environment,
 Safety, Health

 and Community
 Relations 1999
 Annual Report

5.6 10 7.2 6.8 10.8 0 4.4 4 3.3 52.1

Oceanic Coal
1998/1999

 Environmental
 Report

0 6.3 3.6 2.1 4.2 3.3 1.1 0 2.1 22.7

Pasminco
Environment
 Report 1999

2.8 8.8 9.6 7.9 10.8 10 6.7 5.3 4.6 66.5

Peabody
 Resources

Environmental
 Performance
 Report 1998

3.8 5 9 8.4 10 8.9 7.8 6 4.6 63.5

Perseverance
2000 Report 1.9 7.5 5.4 5.3 2.5 10 4.4 0 1.7 38.7
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Table 2: Summary of Company Results (continued)
Company External

Verification
Environmental

Policy
Environmental

and Social
Issues

Environmental
Management

Data Compliance Community
Participation

Environmental
Performance

Targets

Format,
Dissemination
and Feedback

Overall
Score

OUT OF 15 10 15 10 15 10 10 10 5 100

Placer Dome
1999

Sustainability
 Report

0 10 13.2 3.2 10 10 5.6 3.3 4.2 59.5

Powercoal
Community

 Environment
 Report 1998/99

1.9 8.8 6.6 7.4 11.7 10 3.3 5.3 2.5 57.5

Rio Tinto
1999 Social and
 Environment

 Report

1.9 6.3 9 5.8 14.2 10 7.8 7.3 5 67.3

Shell Coal
Health, Safety &

 Environment
 Report 1998

3.8 7.5 9 6.3 13.3 5.6 2.2 6.7 2.9 57.3

Thiess
 Contractors (1)
Health, Safety and

 Environment
 Report 1998/99

0 7.5 4.8 9.5 0 5.6 3.3 1.3 2.9 34.9

Wesfarmers
Environment,

 Safety and Health
 1999 Progress

 Report

0 0 6.6 5.8 10 6.7 3.3 3.3 4.2 39.9

WMC
Environment

 Progress Report
 1999

6.6 10 13.2 6.3 15 10 5.6 8.7 5 80.4

Yallourn
 Energy

Environment
 Report 1998

0 0 3 6.3 10 4.4 3.3 0 2.1 29.1

Average
Score

1.5 6.8 7 5.8 8.5 6.7 3.9 3.4 3.1 46.7

Footnotes: (1). Contractors to the mining Industry . (2). Companies not currently mining
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The Scorecard results show that there is a
wide range in the quality of environmental
reports as assessed against WWF’s criteria.
WMC received the highest score (80 out of a
total of 100), followed by BHP (71),
Normandy Mining (69) and Rio Tinto (67).

Excluding the contractors and non-active
mining companies, the lowest scores were
for Oceanic Coal (23), Curragh QLD
Mining (24) and Batson (27). Iluka
Resources’ score (19) reflects the difficulty
in providing sufficient environmental
information within an Annual Report to
enable an adequate assessment of
environmental and social performance.

None of the reports received a “pass” mark
for External Verification. As with the
inaugural Scorecard (1999), WMC and
North received the highest scores, largely
reflecting the establishment of external
advisory committees. Whilst many of the
reports contained a statement from an
external auditor, few of these statements are
enlightening or provide sufficient
commentary on the company’s
environmental and social performance.

Some progress has been made with
Community Participation, with nine reports
receiving a pass mark compared with none
in 1999. However, few reports provided
space for stakeholders to comment on their
assessment of the company’s consultation
process and environmental & social
performance. Few of the reports could
demonstrate that the company has a strategic
approach to stakeholder and community
relations; instead it appears that an ad-hoc
approach prevails.

Many companies continue to ignore the
importance of setting and reporting on
Environmental Performance Targets with 13
reports having no targets at all. Overall,

there is an improvement since 1999 with the
majority of the reports providing
information on targets.

A few reports contain sufficient detail to
demonstrate that environmental performance
targets are an integral part of environmental
management, and that they have been set
and are reviewed for a wide range of
environmental performance indicators.

Most of the companies that scored well for
Environmental Performance Targets also
received a high score for Data and for
Environmental Management, identifying
those companies that have incorporated
environmental management into all levels of
the company’s activities. Most of the reports
contained sufficient detail on Environmental
Policy and on Compliance to enable an
assessment of current levels of compliance
and the environmental and social objectives
that the company has set.

Conclusion

With 32 reports assessed from a total of 45
Code signatories, the Scorecard captures
most of the Code signatories, including all
of the larger mining houses.

Despite a review of the Australian Minerals
Industry Code since the 1999 Scorecard was
produced, there has been very little
improvement in the quality of the
environmental reports as assessed against
WWF’s criteria.

In 1999, 5 of 11 (45%) reports assessed
scored pass or better, a year later 15 out of
32 (47%) have scored pass or better. Of the
nine performance indicators used in the
assessment, there has been slight
improvement in the average score for four,
however the average has decreased for the
remaining five. This in part reflects the large
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number of first environmental reports from
many of the companies.  However it is
disappointing that the standards of reporting
set by the industry leaders has not been
extensively adopted by other companies.

Of particular concern is the lack of progress
with external verification of environmental
and social performance. In the absence of
any agreed reporting format, WWF believes
that external verification provides assurance
to stakeholders that the company is
addressing the major environmental and
social issues associated with its activities
and that this is accurately reflected in the
report. WWF encourages companies to seek
external verification that goes beyond
auditing of data, and to have independent
assessment and commentary of key
environmental issues associated with the
company. This will greatly increase the
value of the environmental reports to
stakeholders, not only through making it a
more credible account of the company’s
performance, but by also enabling
information on environmental and social
performance to be incorporated into
investment planning, sector benchmarking
and purchasing decisions.

None of the reports received a pass or better
across all nine indicators used in the
assessment. Excluding external verification
(where none of the reports passed), only six
of the reports (Hazelwood Power,
Normandy Mining, Pasminco, Peabody
Resources, Rio Tinto & WMC) received a
pass or better for the other 8 indicators. On
this basis, WWF believes that most of the
companies have not adequately addressed all
of the principles set out in the Australian
Minerals Industry Code for Environmental
Management.

………………………………………………

To obtain a copy of the Scorecard, please
contact WWF on (03) 9853 7244 or visit
WWF’s website www.wwf.org.au

This article was reproduced from the journal
GROUNDWORK (Number 1 Volume 4,
March 2001), with the kind permission of
the Australian Minerals and Energy
Environment Foundation.
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ACCOUNTING: COMMISSION ISSUES RECOMMENDATION

ON ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES IN COMPANIES' ANNUAL

ACCOUNTS AND REPORTS

© European Communities, 1995-2001

The European Commission has adopted a
recommendation on recognition,
measurement and disclosure of
environmental issues in the annual accounts
and annual reports of EU
companies. The Recommendation clarifies
existing EU accounting rules and provides
guidance to improve the quality,
transparency and comparability of
environmental data available in companies’
annual accounts and annual reports. The
current lack of a common set of rules and
definitions means that environmental
information disclosed by companies is
often inadequate and unreliable. This makes
it difficult for investors and other users of
financial statements to form a clear and
accurate picture of the impact of
environmental factors on a company’s
performance or to make comparisons
between companies.

Internal Market Commissioner Frits
Bolkestein said: "This Recommendation will
help and encourage companies to improve
the environmental information available to
regulatory authorities, investors,
financial analysts and the public in general".

The Recommendation:

− provides guidance on how to apply the
provisions of the existing Accounting
Directives (see below) as regards
environmental information,

− suggests closer coordination of separate
environmental reports, statutory annual
accounts and  annual reports so as to
reduce inconsistencies,

− indicates that relevant, transparent
disclosures should be incorporated into
companies’ annual accounts and annual
reports in a way that complements the
more detailed separate environmental
reports.

Investors and users of financial statements
need information about the impact of
environmental risks and liabilities on the
financial position of the company, as well as
the company’s attitude towards the
environment and its environmental
performance, to the extent that these factors
may have consequences for the financial
health and performance of the company.
Regulatory authorities have an interest in
monitoring the application of environmental
regulations by companies and the costs
incurred as a result. But companies’
voluntary disclosure of environmental data
in annual accounts and annual reports is low.

Users of annual reports have an interest in
ascertaining to what extent environmental
protection is an integral part of the
company’s policies and activities and what
costs and benefits are associated. For
example, the financial position of a
company could be affected by policies and
programmes that have been adopted by the
company in respect of environmental
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protection measures, such as pollution
prevention. Also, costs may be incurred as a
result of fines and penalties for non-
compliance with environmental regulations
and compensations paid to third parties. On
the other hand, benefits can also be realised,
for example, from government financial
incentives related to environmental
protection that the company receives or is
entitled to.

Even when companies do report
environmental information, the value of that
information is diminished by the absence of
a common and recognised set of definitions
and concepts with regard to environmental
issues and their associated costs. The lack of
a common set of guidelines on the
disclosure of environmental factors in
financial reporting means it is very difficult
to make meaningful comparisons
between companies in this respect.

This Recommendation applies to all
companies covered by EU Accounting
Directives (namely the 4th
Company Law Directive on annual accounts
(78/660/EEC) and the 7th Company Law
Directive on  consolidated accounts
(83/349/EEC)), allowing for exemptions that
Member States are permitted to
introduce for small and medium-sized
companies in accordance with these
Directives. Because environmental issues
also have financial implications for banks,
other financial institutions and insurance
companies, the Recommendation also
applies to them, even though they are
subject to specific accounting requirements
laid down in Directive 86/635/EEC for
banks and other financial institutions
and Directive 91/674/EEC for insurance
companies.

As part of its 1995 Accounting Strategy, the
Commission seeks to integrate European

harmonisation in the accounting field within
the broader context of international
accounting harmonisation. The
Recommendation has been prepared taking
into account relevant requirements in
International Accounting Standards (IAS)
that deal with environment related
information. Therefore it is consistent
with and supports both the EU Financial
Reporting Strategy (see IP/00/606), which
requires the application of International
Accounting Standards (IAS) by listed EU
companies from 2005 onwards, and the
recent Commission proposal for a
Regulation on the application of
International Accounting Standards (see
IP/01/200). However, there exists little
guidance directly related to environmental
issues in IAS and no specific IAS is solely
focused on these issues.

The Recommendation reinforces
Community initiatives in the area of
environmental protection. It was
foreseen in the Commission’s 1999
Communication on the ‘Single Market and
the Environment’ (see IP/99/382).
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AN OVERVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL ACCOUNTING

STANDARD (IAS) 41: AGRICULTURE

Lorne Cummings
Macquarie University

In December 2000, the International
Accounting Standards Board (IASB) issued
IAS 41 on Agriculture. The standard was a
culmination of 7 years work, and based to a
large degree on ED65, the Exposure Draft
which preceded it, albeit with a few changes
and clarifications. Furthermore, it is the first
accounting standard on biological assets
outside of Australia’s equivalent
AASB1037: Self-Generating and Re-
generating Assets, although Canada and the
United States have both explored the issue
in research studies and accounting guides.
The standard is effective for financial
statements covering periods beginning on or
after 1 January 2003, although earlier
application is encouraged.

The standard is an important step in seeking
to reduce the diversity in accounting for
agricultural activity throughout the world.
Assets relating to agricultural activity had
previously been excluded from standards on
Inventories; Property, Plant and Equipment;
Revenue; and Investment Property.

There were concerns at the outset that a
standard on Agriculture was not needed,
given that many business organisations
involved in agricultural activity were small,
family owned enterprises, which had no
need for general purpose financial reports,
which would increase the costs of financial
statement preparation.

However the IASB took the position that all
enterprises, large and small, require capital
and subsides from entities who increasingly

require general purpose and special purpose
financial statements. Furthermore, the
increasing trend toward deregulation and
globalisation of both the capital markets and
industry itself, in part through futures
trading in commodities, have led to an
increasingly commercialised focus in many
agricultural sectors throughout the world.
Not only is this the case in highly developed
economies, but also in developing and
newly industrialised economies, who rely
heavily on agriculture as a source of
economic prosperity.

Definition

IAS 41 prescribes the treatment,
presentation and disclosure of Agricultural
activity, which has been defined as the
“management by an enterprise of the
biological transformation of living animals
or plants (biological assets) for sale, into
agricultural produce, or into additional
biological assets” (para. 5).

Agricultural activity is taken to include;
- biological assets;
- agricultural produce at the point of

harvest; and
- government grants relating to a

biological asset.

The standard is an important development in
the area of natural resource management, in
that the standard prescribes the methods by
which to account for biological assets during
their period of growth, degeneration,
production and procreation, and for the
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initial measurement of agricultural produce
at the point of harvest.

Table 1 highlights some examples within
IAS 41, of the distinction between biological
assets, agricultural produce and harvest
products.

Table 1: Examples of Biological Assets

Biological Assets Agricultural Produce Products that are the result
of processing after harvest

Sheep Wool Yarn, carpet
Trees in a plantation forest Logs Lumber
Plants Cotton

Harvested Cane
Thread, clothing
Sugar

Dairy Cattle Milk Cheese
Pigs Carcass Sausages, cured hams
Bushes Leaf Tea, cured tobacco
Vines Grapes Wine
Fruit Trees Picked fruit Processed fruit
Source: International Accounting Standards Committee, 2001, p.1295.

Recognition and Measurement

A Biological asset or agricultural produce
should be recognised when, and only when:
- the enterprise controls the asset as a

result of past events;
- it is probable that future economic

benefits associated with the asset will
flow to the enterprise; and

- the fair value or the cost of the asset can
be measured reliably.

The standard requires the measurement of
biological assets at ‘fair value’ less point-of-
sale costs, which include broker’s fees,
regulatory levies, and transfer duties.
Whilst the actual processing of agricultural
produce after harvest falls within the ambit
of IAS 2: Inventories, IAS 41 is important in
that it requires agricultural produce
harvested from biological assets to be
measured at its fair value less estimated
point-of-sale costs at the point of harvest.

Similar to IAS 38 on Intangibles, there is a
‘rebuttable assumption’ that fair value can
be measured reliably through an active
market. If there is an absence of an active
market, then the most recent market
transaction price of the asset could be used,
or the price of similar assets. If market
prices are not available, then an enterprise
may use the present value of expected net
cash flows from the asset discounted at a
current market-determined pre-tax rate in
determining fair value.

However if the fair value or market price is
not available, or alternate estimates would
lead to a lack of reliability, then the
biological asset may be measured at cost
less any accumulated depreciation and any
impairment losses.

Under the standard, any changes in the fair
value of the biological asset for the year is to
be included in the profit and loss statement
for the period in which it occurs. Changes in
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the fair value of the asset usually arise
through changes in market demand, or
through the biological change in the asset
itself. In cases where an unconditional
government grant is received which relates
to a biological asset, then the grant is
recognised as income when the grant
officially becomes receivable.

The shift to a fair value basis of
measurement mirrors the general shift away
from the historical cost basis of asset
measurement, and seeks to promote greater
relevance within the accounts of enterprises.
Furthermore, advocates of the fair value
approach, state that fair value changes have
a direct relationship to changes in the
expectations of ‘future economic benefits’ to
the enterprise, rather than the cost incurred
to effect biological transformation of the
asset.

Disclosure

With respect to disclosure, the standard
requires the disclosure of the aggregate gain
or loss arising during the current period, as
well as a reconciliation of changes in the
carrying amounts of biological assets
between the beginning and end of the
current period.

Furthermore, there should be a description
of each group of biological assets. Details of
- the nature of the enterprises activities

with respect to each group of biological
assets, and

- non-financial measures or estimates or
estimates of the physical quantities of
each group of the enterprise’s biological
assets at the end of the period, and
output of agricultural produce during the
period,

should be disclosed in the report. Other
disclosures include the methods and

significant assumptions applied in
determining the fair value at the point of
harvest and each group of biological assets.

Summary

IAS 41 was implemented because of
concerns that biological assets were not
being properly accounted for under existing
accounting standards. Whilst there has been
no considerable voice of concern to date
internationally against the adoption of an
Agricultural standard, concerns were raised
in Australia surrounding the implementation
of AASB1037. The arguments, particularly
from the wine industry, centred
predominantly around the Profit and Loss
effect of changes in fair value, which would
introduce volatility into the accounts. This in
turn may effect an organisations ability to
access international capital markets.
Evidence to date has suggested this is not
the case, with the wine industry in
particular, enjoying robust economic
growth.

With the continued industrialisation of
developing countries, and the increasing
strain placed on existing natural resources,
new methods of agriculture have become
central to fulfilling the requirements of an
ever increasing world population. Examined
in conjunction with the current focus and
debate over genetically modified foods as a
means by which to undertake 21st century
agriculture, the financial effects of this
standard are only just beginning to be
realised.
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SUSTAINABILITY THROUGH THE MARKET: SEVEN KEYS

TO SUCCESS BY THE WORLD BUSINESS COUNCIL FOR

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT (2001)

Roger Burritt
The Australian National University

The World Business Council for Sustainable
Development (WBCSD) has issued a new
report that attempts to show how open,
transparent markets can drive sustainability.
It also makes the business case for
implementing sustainable practices.
Entitled “Sustainability Through the Market:
Seven Keys to Success”, the document
outlines seven keys to successful
implementation and illustrates the economic
benefits of doing so with real-world case
studies.

The report, four years in the making, was
co-authored by Chad Holliday, CEO and
Chairman of Dupont (ticker:DD) and current
Chairman of the WBCSD, and John E.
Pepper, Chairman of Procter & Gamble
(PG). The two introduced the report recently
during a luncheon at the U.N. headquarters
in New York City. “The market has a unique
potential, when properly structured, to
improve lives through new innovations,
improved consumption and higher
incomes,” said Pepper. “The WBCSD report
shows how business can accelerate the
market’s effects and ensure responsible
progress while doing so.”

“Sustainability Through the Market: Seven
Keys to Success” views sustainability as a
holistic issue, with production and
consumption not as separates but
interrelated components. WBCSD says this

perspective goes beyond most previous
arguments, which tended to focus almost
exclusively on lowering waste and lessening
consumption.

Of the seven keys, the authors state that
many companies already have practical
experience with three of them. The first is
innovation. The report states, “Both
technological and social innovation can do
much to improve quality of life and address
the depletion of resources and the build-up
of pollution around the world.” The authors
say, however, innovation must be open and
that companies must identify and publicize
their values regarding their approach to
innovation.

Eco-efficiency, the second key, is the better
use of resources while reducing pollution.
The third key is transforming stakeholder
dialogues into action through partnerships.
This can be seen in the increasing number of
multi-stakeholder initiatives such as the
U.N.’s Global Compact and the Global
Reporting Initiative, a worldwide effort to
standardize sustainability disclosure.

The authors write that the remaining keys
represent a more difficult challenge to
stakeholders. The fourth key is consumer
choice in a transparent and competitive
market economy. The report optimistically
states, “Individuals will change their
consumption practices when they realize
that they can gain added value from
sustainable behavior in terms of financial
benefits, quality of life and security.”
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Improving market framework conditions is
the fifth key. Where corruption,
protectionism and monopolies exist, the
authors note, sustainability is more difficult
to achieve. The sixth key is incorporating
environmental and social costs into the
market. The authors say that this
often can be achieved by full-cost pricing
and removing “perverse” subsidies.

The report states that the seventh key is
making the market work for everyone,
including the poorest in the world. “The way
to reduce poverty is to promote continuous
and broad-based market expansion
that creates enterprises and jobs,” the report
asserts.

Each key includes case studies and examples
that illustrate the benefits of pursuing
sustainable practices. The subjects of those
case studies include Sony (ticker: SNE),
ABB (ABB), Dupont, and Procter &
Gamble.

In the introduction to “Sustainability
Through the Market: Seven Keys to
Success,” calculations of international non-
governmental organizations are cited. The
research showed that when consumption
rates in developed countries are applied to
the rest of the world, three Earths are needed
to provide the resources. Some of the views
presented in the report may be open to
debate by various stakeholders. The whole
report can be downloaded under
‘International News' at
http://www.enviroreporting.com/.
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NEW BOOK REVIEWS

Ecology of the New
Economy

Sustainable Transformation of
Global Information,
Communication, and Electronics
Industries

Contributing Editors: Jacob Park -
University of Maryland, U.S.A; and

Nigel Roome - Erasmus University, The
Netherlands.

This text will be published by Greenleaf
Publishing in Spring 2002

356pp: 156 x 234mm
Hardback: ISBN 1 874719 47 0
UK£40.00  US$75

A 'revolution' is taking place in the
development of global information and
communication technologies. In slightly
more than a decade, the World Wide Web
has gone from the idea of an obscure
English scientist to a consumer- oriented
technology system with an expected one
billion users by 2005. The technologies that
enable this to happen are advancing rapidly,
which is leading to both an unprecedented
number of start-up companies and a host of
innovative new alliances between
companies.

The growth has been so rapid and
unexpected that little research and analysis
has yet been done on what impact this
transformation has had or will have on the

ability of companies to meet the global
sustainability challenge.

As environmental strategy has traditionally
been portrayed in terms of risk cutting and
resource efficiency, there is a danger that
critical business issues such as information
technology, R&D and e-commerce
development are examined in isolation from
the wider sustainable business perspective.

An important objective of the book is to
explore, document and raise awareness of
sustainability concerns arising from the
emerging global information economy. The
information economy is defined in the
broadest sense possible, including software,
hardware, telecommunication - traditional
and wireless - and advanced communication
technologies.

Some of the key issues and questions that
are examined include:

- Case studies on how and to what degree
sustainability concerns are being
integrated into the business model of
electronic, telecommunication and
dot.com firms;

- The relationship between the diffusion
of information and communication
technologies and the energy and
resource intensity of companies;

- The role of information and
communication technologies in the
shaping of policies for sustainability, its
impacts on sustainable or unsustainable
lifestyles and its implications for the
interaction between companies and other
actors; and

- Corporations and the global digital
divide.
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Ecology of the New Economy will be of
interest to academics, governments,
businesses, and non-governmental groups
who are trying to understand the linkages
and relationship between the two of our
greatest global challenges: the information
revolution and environmental sustainability.

 Contributors include:

James Sheats - Hewlett-Packard Co.
Manfred Zurkirch, Swisscom
Jan Mazurek - Public Policy Institute of
California
Ichiro Yamada - Nippon Telegraph and
Telephone
Seth Dunn - Worldwatch Institute
A.K. Pujari - Orissa Computer Application
Centre
Josephine Lang - Nanyang Technological
University
David Foley - Xerox Europe
Bruce Paton - Rolltronics Corporation
Leslie Byster - Silicon Valley Toxics
Coalition
Lassi Linnanen - Helsinki University of
Technology

Ecology and the New Economy is available
to reserve online at a 10% pre-publication
discount. For more information, please visit
the website:

http://www.greenleaf-publishing.com, or
contact sales@greenleaf-publishing.com



26

Perspectives on Industrial
Ecology

Edited by: Dominique Bourg - University
of Troyes, France; with

Suren Erkman - Institute for the
Communication and Analysis of Science,
Switzerland.

This text will be published by Greenleaf
Publishing in Spring 2002

356pp: 156 x 234mm
Paperback: ISBN 1 874719 46 2
UK£40.00  US$75.00

Business as usual in terms of industrial and
technological development - even if based
on a growing fear of pollution and shortages
of natural resources - will never deliver
sustainable development. However, the
growing interest in recent years in the new
science of industrial ecology (IE), and the
idea that industrial systems should mimic
the quasi-cyclical functions of natural
eosystems in an 'industrial food chain', holds
promise in addressing not only short-term
environmental problems but also the long-
term holistic evolution of industrial systems.

This possibility requires a number of key
conditions to be met, not least the
restructuring of our manufacturing and
consumer society to reduce the effects of
material and energy flows at the very point
in history when globalisation is rapidly
increasing them. This book sets out to
address the theoretical considerations that
should be made implicit in future research as
well as practical implementation options for
industry. The systematic recovery of
industrial wastes, the minimisation of losses

caused by dispersion, the dematerialisation
of the economy, the requirement to decrease
our reliance on fuels derived from
hydrocarbons and the need for management
systems that help foster inter-industry
collaboration and networks are among the
topics covered.

The book is split into four sections. First, the
various definitions of IE are outlined. Here,
important distinctions are made between
industrial metabolism and IE. Second, a
number of different industrial sectors,
including glass, petroleum and electric
power, are assessed with regard to the
operationalisation of industrial ecology.
 Eco-industrial Parks and Networks are also
analysed. Third, the options for overcoming
obstacles that stand in the way of the closing
of cycles such as the separation and
screening of materials are considered and,
 finally, a number of implications for the
future are assessed. The contributions to
Perspectives on Industrial Ecology come
from the leading thinkers working in this
field at the crossroads between a number of
different disciplines: engineering, ecology,
bio-economics, geography, the social
sciences and law.

Contributors include:

Robert Ayres - INSEAD, France
Stefan Bringezu - The Wuppertal Institute,
Germany
Leo Baas - Erasmus University, The
Netherlands
Walter Stahel - The Product-Life Institute,
Switzerland
Thomas Graedel - Yale University, USA.

Perspectives on Industrial Ecology is available
to reserve online at a 10% pre-publication
discount. For more information, please visit the
website: http://www.greenleaf-publishing.com,
or contact sales@greenleaf-publishing.com
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ENVIRONMENT EXTRA!

Environment in Asia Worsens

A number of reports have recently been
issued that paint a bleak picture of the
natural environment in Asia, both today
and into the near future. A recent “Asian
Environment Outlook 2001” report by the
Asian Development Bank has found that of
41 cities surveyed for atmospheric
pollution around the world, 13 of the 15
worst were in Asia. Furthermore, one in
three Asians had no access to safe drinking
water close to home. The report cited a lack
of understanding and commitment to
environmental issues and an over emphasis
on development as the key factors
underlying the results.

In Hong Kong for example, the air
pollution index (API) exceeds 50 every day
and often surpasses 100 in urbanised areas.
These figures far exceed comparable
metropolitan areas, such as Tokyo, London,
New York, Los Angeles or Taipei. One
particular source of concern is the
Dongjiang River in Guangdong, which
supplies 80% of Hong Kong's water. The
river has been found to contain
unacceptable levels of mercury, cadmium,
iron, copper and chromium concentrates, as
well as e-coli levels ranging as high as
700,000 bacteria per 100ml (Economist
Intelligence Unit).

And according to Economic and Social
Commission for Asia and the Pacific
(ESCAP), the pressure on the existing
ecostructure looks likely to worsen with
urbanisation. China for example, hopes to
build 600 new cities by 2010, and it is
expected that an additional 6.5 million
hectares, or another 5 percent of the total

land area, will be lost to urbanisation while
the population will have risen by 14 percent
by 2010. China’s EPA stated that 10th Five-
Year Plan (2001-05), the country will need
a total investment of 700 billion yuan
(AUD$170 billion) in environmental
protection, accounting for 1.3% of GDP, in
order to tackle environmental pollution.
This figure is more than double that under
the 9th Five-Year Plan, where environmental
protection reached 360 billion yuan
(AUD$87 billion).

Furthermore, the International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (IUCN) Red List, states that
more than 10,000 higher plant species and
over 3,000 vertebrate animal species in Asia
and the Pacific are threatened with
extinction, while more than 1,000 birds,
about 1,000 mammals and several hundred
reptile and fish species are at risk.

Azerbaijan Establishes Ecological
Insurance Fund

Azerbaijan has recently announced a bill to
establish an Ecological Insurance Fund,
according to the “Trend” Agency. The
Republic, once part of Soviet Central Asia,
announced that the fund would seek to
disburse finances to persons, who are not
insured, or those, who suffered pollution by
enterprises and organizations.

Chinese consumers favor a Green
Approach

A recent report by the China Consumers
Association through its branches at
provincial and prefectural levels across the
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country, has found that consumer attitudes
toward the environment are
overwhelmingly favourable. The report was
based on 354,000 returned questionnaires
that had been sent to over 10 million
households. 99 per cent of respondents said
they were willing to: (1) buy "green" or
organic food despite the fact that it may
cost more than regular items; (2) take part
in tree planting efforts; (3) use water-saving
taps and fight against activities which may
cause environmental pollution.

Furthermore, 97.6 per cent promised not to
eat wild animals or wear decorative items
made from wild animals. The report is to be
sent to the International Olympic
Committee as support for Beijings “Green”
bid to host the 2008 Summer Olympic
Games.

Sony Expands Environmental
Accounting in Japan

Sony Corporation has recently announced
that it has expanded its consolidated
“Environmental Accounting” to include
performances and costs in its worldwide
environment-friendly business activities in
the fiscal year 2000. The company
announced that it had spent 22,742 million
yen (AUD$ 360million) on product-
recycling and other eco-friendly measures
to cut carbon dioxide and waste emissions,
and energy consumption.

In turn, Sony estimates the benefits of these
actions to be 19,206 million yen
(AUD$305million). Sony uses the formula
for the planned trading in CO2 emission
rights, in order to assess the financial
benefit of their CO2 reductions. In terms of
real electricity and water bills, recycling of
paper, as well as the sale of recycled paper,
Sony's eco-friendly measures are estimated

at 2,534 million yen. Japan hopes to half its
CO2 emission and natural resource
consumption by fiscal 2010, based on
operational measures.
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