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EDITORIAL 
 
Welcome to the September 2002 edition of the 
APCEA Journal. Readers are reminded that 
copies of previous years’ issues of the 
APCEA Journal at available through the 
APCEA homepage at: 
http://www.accg.mq.edu.au/apcea/index.html  
 
The World Summit on Sustainable 
Development has passed and there are mixed 
reports about what it has achieved. One 
summary of the general outcomes is 
provided in Environment Extra. 
 
Marcus Milne, David Owen and Carol Tilt 
provide the first main article in this issue. In 
‘Corporate Environmental Reporting – A 
look at Australia and New Zealand’ the 
authors develop a ‘mock’ stylised (and in 
their view best practice) environmental 
report, dressed this up with data from UK 
organisations and report on the opinions and 
reactions of large companies in Australia 
and New Zealand. Comments were also 
sought from organisations that do not issue 
environmental reports, in order to establish 
their motives for non-publication. While the 
mock report was generally well received, 
there were some key differences between 
responses in Australia and New Zealand, 
with the latter seemingly lagging Australia 
in its commitment to corporate 
environmental reporting. 
 
The second main article is ‘Mainstreaming 
Environmental Management: Case Studies 
from Australasian Universities’ by David 
Carpenter and Bart Meehan. It discusses the 
extent to which environmental management 
is considered a mainstream business activity 
within Australian and New Zealand 
universities. A survey instrument was used 
to collect data on corporate environmental 
programs, their resourcing and control 

processes and the level of community 
involvement in their development and 
ongoing management. Survey data obtained 
indicate that in the majority of the surveyed 
institutions environmental management 
cannot be considered a mainstream business 
activity. To aid universities in assessing 
their progress towards mainstreaming a 
conceptual framework is presented and a 
model of organisational change is discussed. 
  
Karli James, in an article relating to her PhD 
in Progress, examines a voluntary 
environmental agreement - the National 
Packaging Covenant in Australia. Finally, 
Kathy Gibson provides an update on 
environmental accounting in the CPA 
Program. 
 
Readers wishing to contribute environment related 
articles or news, should contact the editor at: 
Mr Roger Burritt 
Editor, APCEA News Journal 
Email: roger.burritt@anu.edu.au 
Ph:  +61 2 6125 3670 
Fax: +61 2 6125 5005 
Articles should be submitted in word format as an 
email attachment. Major articles are subject to review 
by members of the Editorial Board prior to 
publication. 

Editorial Board: 
Roger L Burritt (Editor) – The Australian National 
University, Australia 
Lorne Cummings – Macquarie University, Australia 
Barbara Geno – University of the Sunshine Coast, 
Australia 
Geoff Frost – The University of Sydney, Australia 
Professor M.R. (Reg) Mathews – Charles Sturt 
University, Australia 
Gary O’Donovan – Victoria University of 
Technology, Australia 
Jean Raar – Deakin University, Australia 
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CORPORATE ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTING – A LOOK 
AT AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND 
 
Markus  Milne, Senior Lecturer, 
University of Otago, New Zealand, 
Professor David Owen, University of 
Sheffield, UK  and Carol Tilt, Senior 
Lecturer, Flinders University of South 
Australia. 
 
Introduction 
 
Despite evidence of increased emphasis on 
environmental reporting in Australia, there 
is still a perception among stakeholders that 
Australian companies perform badly in this 
area.  The World Wide Fund for Nature 
(WWF) produces a scorecard for Australian 
mining companies annually.  In 1999, WWF 
found that all of the eleven reports analysed 
had a “significant shortcoming” in that only 
four included any form of external 
verification.  Most reports included an 
environmental policy but little information 
on environmental management processes, 
targets, and community participation (WWF, 
1999). 
 
This study obtains the views of Australian 
and New Zealand companies regarding a 
particular style of environmental report used 
in Europe and the UK. A ‘mock’ 
environmental report was produced based on 
a number of ‘best practice’ examples of 
environmental reporting as indicated by the 
environmental reporting awards in the UK, 
sponsored by the Association of Chartered 
Certified Accountants (ACCA), and in 
Europe (Kreander, 2000). Company 
environmental officers/managers were asked 
to read the report then answer a short survey 
to gauge their reactions. 
The Age/Sydney Morning Herald 
Newspapers also produce a ‘company 

reputation index’ that examined “through 
the perceptions of stakeholders and experts, 
an organisation’s ability to manage activities 
which directly contribute to reputation” (The 
Age, 30 Oct, 2000). The index ranks the top 
100 organisations, from the BRW list of top 
1000 companies, against six elements 
including market position, financial, social 
impact, environmental and employee 
management.  The 2000 results showed a 
perception that the top 100 Australian 
companies perform extremely poorly in 
terms of environmental protection.  In fact, 
“none received a stamp of approval from the 
nation’s key environmental organisations” 
(Batt, 2000). 
 
In New Zealand, while there has been an 
annual environmental award scheme in 
place for some time, participants in the 
scheme are few.  Gilkison and Ensor (1999) 
consider that environmental reporting in 
New Zealand is heading backwards, 
however, some exceptional examples in this 
country suggest that there is a certain level 
of commitment to environmental reporting 
in some sectors.  
 
The sections incorporated into the stylised 
report reflect the major issues that 
stakeholders perceive to be important 
elements of environmental reporting, and 
encompass the major issues covered in most 
other frameworks.  In particular, the setting 
of targets, performance reporting and 
verification are seen as essential minimum 
criteria for any environmental report. 
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Method 
 
A copy of the stylised environmental report 
developed from best practice, along with a 
survey, was mailed to Australia’s largest 
200 companies taken from the BRW Top 
500, and New Zealand’s largest 200 
companies as per Management Magazine’s 
Top 200 companies, at December 1998.  
The report was published and bound in full 
colour and each section in the report 
contained actual report details from various 
UK organisations (with permission).   
 
The elements of the model of environmental 
reporting adopted for the development of the 
mock environmental report include an 
organisational profile (overview of size, 
sites, employees, markets and key 
interactions with the environment); board 
level commitment (CEO Statement); policy 
statement (goals and objectives); targets and 
achievements (covering key environmental 
issues); performance and compliance 
(including successes and failures – 
prosecutions, complaints, physical data, 
financial data); management systems 
(description and key responsibilities); site 
level data (summaries of quantitative and 
qualitative data for each site); and 
Independent verification. 
 
The survey questions included some general 
questions on respondents’ reactions to the 
stylised report; their views on how useful 
and important the report would be for 
stakeholders; and what environmental 
information respondents’ currently report 
on, or plan to report on in the future.  
Finally, some reasons for not reporting were 
investigated.  While the response rate from 
the Australian sample was disappointing 
(only 14%, 34 responses) a total of 57 
responses were received from New Zealand 
companies (29%).   

Results 
 
General Observations on Reporting:  
Of the 27 Australian respondents, 15 (55%) 
either currently issue a separate 
environmental report, or plan to issue one in 
the next three years.  For New Zealand this 
number was 24 of 57 (42%). 
 
Environmental reporting in NZ and 
Australia appears to be developing often as 
part of a combined report along with Health 
and Safety matters.  Separate environmental, 
social, and financial reports appear to be the 
emerging trend in the UK and Europe, 
although few organisations have yet to issue 
separate social reports. “Sustainability” 
reporting and “triple-bottom line” reporting 
are also emerging as buzz words. 
Nonetheless, report issuers should be aware 
that combination EHS reports are not 
necessarily superior to separate 
environmental reports. This will depend 
upon the level of detail they include, their 
completeness (as opposed to selectivity), 
and the extent to which they can fully 
integrate environmental and social (and 
financial performance). It will also depend 
upon the extent to which they are credible. 
Observations to date show that all EHS 
reports produced largely appear with 
completely separate sections for 
environment and health & safety. 
 
For New Zealand Companies, with one 
exception, the level of detail and 
completeness found in the NZ HSE or EHS 
reports, especially regarding environmental 
performance targets and achievements, 
prosecutions and complaints, and the scale 
of resources used from or substances applied 
to the environment, does not match the best 
UK and European practice. Leading practice 
now is to include (engage) stakeholders in 
setting and determining the targets. 
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Global parent reports of New Zealand-based 
subsidiaries provide insufficient (or no) 
reference to the NZ subsidiaries’ 
performance.  In most cases they do not 
contain site-level, and hence subsidiary 
reporting.  One organisation, however, did 
send us a rudimentary supplementary EHS 
report that was provided to the local 
community of its NZ-based subsidiary.  
 
For Australian companies in the resources 
sector, the level of detail and completeness 
is quite well advanced, with most reports 
including targets and resources and a 
number including verification statements.  In 
other industry sectors however, 
environmental reports are almost non-
existent. 
 
Very few New Zealand reports are 
independently verified, and, as shown 
below, many planning to issue reports do not 
plan to have them independently verified.  
Australian mining companies show much 
more propensity to have their reports 
verified – 8 companies claimed to be 
currently doing this (five provided their 
report with a verification statement 
included).  Interestingly however, the World 
Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) recently 
scored Australian mining companies’ 
environmental performance and the area that 
all companies scored lowest on was external 
verification (WWF, 1999; Deegan, 2000).  
This indicates that there may be some 
confusion as to what is meant by external 
verification. 
 
Reactions to the Stylised Report 
 
Respondents found the report to be logical, 
coherent and useful, and most felt that this 
type of reporting would become more 
prevalent in the near future.  There were, 
however, a few respondents who felt that 

this type of reporting was not appropriate 
because it has little relevance or is too time 
consuming.  One New Zealand respondent 
commented that they “…do not see this style 
of reporting as being appropriate for our 
business… Our environmental impacts and 
accountabilities are such that such a report 
could be seen more as a PR exercise”.  
Similarly, an Australian respondent noted 
“The cost, effort, time and greater exposure 
to criticism is not worth the diversion of 
environmental specialist’s time from their 
core activity – environmental management 
(rather than measuring, explaining, writing 
and defending)”. 
 
Stakeholders 
The New Zealand results suggested that 
report issuers believe local communities, 
local authorities and other regulators find 
EHS reports of most use and they suggested 
that policies, targets and physical data would 
be most useful to these stakeholders.  In 
Australia, respondents indicated that 
shareholders and employees would find the 
reports most useful, with NGOs and local 
communities also perceived to find them of 
some use.  Australian report issuers also 
ranked policies, targets and data as the most 
important elements of the report.  
 
Reporting Plans 
The 15 Australian respondents and 24 New 
Zealand respondents who either currently 
report or plan to report in the near future, 
were asked to indicate which types of 
environmental information categories they 
do or do not report or plan to report.  Most 
Australian companies do or are planning to 
report all types of information indicated.  In 
contrast, very few New Zealand companies, 
plan to use independent verification, report 
financial data or report site level data.   
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Finally, organisations that do not report (or 
do not plan to report) were asked to indicate 
the factors that have significantly influenced 
the decision not to report each of the 
information categories contained in the 
stylised report.  Overwhelmingly, for both 
Australia and New Zealand, little demand 
from stakeholders was given as the primary 
reason. This is interesting, as local 
communities and NGOs were perceived as 
most likely to find environmental reports 
useful, with employees, shareholders and 
customers all seen as important 
stakeholders. This suggests that while report 
preparers think that such reports might be 
‘useful’ to stakeholders, they do not 
perceive these stakeholders to be placing 
demands on them for such information.  
Given the recent series of rankings given to 
Australian companies by environmental 
groups this seems surprising, particularly 
when companies are then reported to be 
‘surprised’ by their poor ranking (The Age, 
26 Oct, 2000). 
 
Another reason for not producing a separate 
environmental report cited in the open ended 
‘comments’ section of the questionnaire was 
that the information was already provided in 
the annual report. One Australian respondent 
stated that: 
“…there are challenges from within the 
company and from shareholders that the 
SH&E report should be included within the 
annual report”. Another stated that “…all 
reporting is to be incorporated in the 
standard annual report…. It would be good 
to keep all community relations, 
environment and safety, within the standard 
management, accounting and reporting 
structure…”. 
 
Similarly, New Zealand respondents 
expressed the view that environmental 
information is available from other sources: 

 
“We produce an environmental section 
within our Annual report. There is nil 
demand for a separate report. We also 
publish an environmental manual on our 
web-site which includes a description of 
management systems & procedures. Copies 
of independent verification, such as ISO 
14000 audits are available on request or 
from our web-site”. 
 
While the Australian respondents were on 
the whole more positive towards 
environmental reporting than those in New 
Zealand, some comments showed reticence 
towards wholesale adoption of the type of 
reporting discussed in this study. Remarks 
included: 
 
“We see it [environmental reporting] as a 
…refection of responsible corporate 
citizenship now…. We are concerned it will 
snowball into a monster… & any 
environmental function will become 
subordinate to a public relations function”. 
 
Discussion and conclusions 
 
The style of reporting exemplified by the 
mock annual report developed for this study 
appears to have support from corporations in 
Australia and New Zealand, respondents 
indicating that the information contained 
therein was coherent and useful. Those 
organisations that already produce, or plan 
to produce, environmental reports, generally 
responded in a positive vein towards the 
stylised report. 
 
The results of this study also show some 
similarity in attitudes towards environmental 
reporting between Australian and New 
Zealand organisations.  There are however, 
some marked contrasts, the first being that 
New Zealand appears behind Australia in its 
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corporate commitment to environmental 
reporting.  Those New Zealand companies 
that do report are not dissimilar to 
Australian reporting companies, except in 
their attitudes to one area – independent 
verification.  Australian companies appear to 
accept that such verification is important to 
stakeholders and adds credibility to their 
reports.  This is exemplified by the inclusion 
of a verification statement in the recent 
Australian guidelines for environment 
reporting discussed earlier.   
 
New Zealand companies on the other hand, 
are resisting the move towards verification 
shown by some of the comments made on 
the survey: 
 
“Considered unnecessary. Not in the 
company’s interest to mislead stakeholders 
with incorrect data.” 
 
In conclusion, the study showed a positive 
trend towards environmental reporting in 
Australia and New Zealand, albeit more 
pronounced in Australia.  Whether separate 
stand-alone reports come to replace the 
current trend of reporting only in the annual 
report, as appears to be the case in the UK 
and Europe, remains to be seen.  Other 
forms of communication, such as the World 
Wide Web, also complicate the issue of 
where to report. 
 
The study is currently being developed to 
incorporate the views of various 
stakeholders regarding the stand-alone 
reporting mechanism. 
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MAINSTREAMING ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT: CASE 
STUDIES FROM AUSTRALASIAN UNIVERSITIES 

 
David Carpenter, School of Resources, 
Environment and Society and Bart 
Meehan, Facilities and Services Division, 
The Australian National University, 
Canberra, Australia. 
 
Introduction 
 
In response to the calls for Ecologically 
Sustainable Development (WCED, 1987) 
and for leadership in environmental 
protection (Filho et al, 1996) many 
universities throughout the world are 
recognising the need to adopt environmental 
management systems and to integrate these 
systems into their business operations. 
However, in the U.S and Europe, at least, 
few universities are vigorously pursuing 
green initiatives  (Dahle and Neumayer, 
2001). One reason for this may be that 
environmental management remains a 
peripheral management issue. This paper 
suggests that if environmental programs are 
to succeed they must be mainstreamed into 
university operations, rather than sidelined 
as a soft management issue. 
 
This article provides an analysis of 
environmental management in ten 
universities surveyed throughout Australia 
and New Zealand. While much information 
about environmental management in both 
U.S. (e.g. Hammond-Creighton, 1998; 
Herremands and Allright, 2000), and 
European (e.g. Delakowitz and Hoffman, 
2000; Noeke, 2000; Dahle and Neumayer, 
2001) tertiary institutions has been 
forthcoming, aside from Howard et al’s 
(2000) case study of the Charles Sturt 
University, little information about 
environmental management at Australian 

and New Zealand universities is available. 
Hopefully this contribution will stimulate 
discussion and interest and encourage 
further empirical studies on environmental 
management in Australasian universities 
 
The aim of this investigation is to identify 
the extent to which environmental 
management systems are underpinned by 
business management practice and thus 
mainstreamed into university management 
processes. Herremans and Allright (2000) 
have suggested that the level of financial 
investment, and the level of senior executive 
involvement indicate how mainstreamed 
environmental management programs are 
within tertiary institutions. While agreeing, 
the authors feel that there are other 
indicators of mainstreaming that 
demonstrate organisational commitment. 
These include community involvement, the 
development of environmental plans and the 
presence of control processes.  
 
This article examines features of each of the 
environmental programs surveyed, with 
particular emphasis on the following: 

• The presence of an environmental 
management plan and the level of 
financial and human resources 
available. 

• The control processes that exist (e.g. 
environmental management systems, 
audits, reports to management). 

•  The level of campus community 
involvement in the program. 

 
Methodology and Survey Results 
 
The authors developed a simple survey 
instrument to gather information about 
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environmental management systems 
established by the participating Universities. 
An invitation to complete the survey was 
issued to all Universities in Australia and 
New Zealand via the Australian Universities 
Environmental Managers Network 
(AUEMN) and the mailing list of the 
Australasian Higher Education Facilities 
Managers Association (AAPPA). Of the 46 
possible Universities (38 Australian; 8 New 
Zealand) ten complete surveys were 
received. The participating Universities 
were: The University of Western Australia, 
The University of Newcastle, The 
University of New South Wales, University 
of Wollongong, Royal Melbourne Institute 
of Technology, The University of 
Melbourne, The Australian National 
University, The University of Auckland 
(NZ), Massey University (NZ) and 
University of Canterbury (NZ).  The survey 
results are briefly summarised in Table 1. 
 
Discussion 
 
The results of this survey and the discussion 
suggest that environmental management is 
becoming an important management issue in 
the responding universities. Whether this is 
true of universities which did not take part, 
is more difficult to say, however, a review of 
the corporate web sites of those non-
participating universities, found that only 
three had a published environmental policy.     
 
The question that must be asked is whether 
the presence of an environmental policy 
and/or an associated program is evidence of 
mainstreaming? This will be investigated by 
focussing on the survey results and through 
discussing the importance of developing 
environmental plans, allocating appropriate 
resources, environmental auditing and 
reporting, and community involvement. 
 
 

Table 1: Survey Results 
 
• All the surveyed universities established 

environmental policies between 1994-98; 8 
of the 10 policies were developed by a 
working group or environmental committee; 
the remainder by an individual; in 6 cases 
the committee or working group also 
oversees the implementation of the policy. 

• Key areas of policy include: energy 
conservation, waste minimisation and 
‘sustainability’. 

• In 7 cases a dedicated position exists within 
the relevant facilities management 
department. 

• There was direct executive involvement in 5 
of the cases (direct involvement refers to 
involvement through a committee, through a 
reporting/auditing process, or through 
management responsibility). 

• Only one respondent had hypothecated 
funding; the remainder relied upon 
subsidisation from central funds for staff 
positions and project- specific monies; 2 
universities relied heavily upon external 
funding in the form of government grants.  

• Academic involvement in policy 
development and implementation was 
evident in 9 cases. 

• Student involvement in policy development 
and implementation was evident in only 3 
cases. 

• 6 of the universities surveyed completed 
some type of environmental audit; however, 
these were mainly project specific (eg water 
audits) and were not systematic reporting 
processes. Two universities undertook 
‘Green’ office audits and reported on 
environmental progress annually. 

• In 4 cases ISO14001 was used as a guideline 
in establishing the environmental program; 
only one university was going through the 
ISO 14001 certification process. 

• 3 of the 10 universities conducted formal 
environmental risk audits. 
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Following that discussion, two conceptual 
frameworks that may aid universities in 
assessing whether their environmental 
management program is mainstreamed will 
be introduced. The first is a modified 
version of Hunt and Auster’s (1990) 
environmental development continuum; the 
second is Laughlin’s (1991) models of 
organisational change. 
 
All the universities surveyed have an 
environmental policy, of the ten, six also 
have an environmental plan and four do not. 
The importance of developing an 
environmental plan is fourfold. Firstly, plans 
establish concrete guidelines. Where a 
policy will state that a university is 
committed to sustainable development, a 
plan will outline how sustainability will be 
factored into university operations e.g. 
through a water quality, waste management 
or similar plan. This is particularly 
important considering the multiple 
interpretations of the term sustainability. 
Secondly, plans, by focussing on specific 
projects facilitate the development of 
management infrastructure, i.e. they 
establish who will be responsible for a 
project, where the budget will come from 
and how the project will be evaluated. 
Thirdly, by outlining future environmental 
developments, plans facilitate accountability 
and leave the university open to criticism for 
not implementing certain programs (and 
also, praise for implementing them). 
Fourthly, plans can foster participation and 
representation; committees and working 
groups can be established that are 
representative of the university community 
and everyone can have some input into the 
future direction of the environmental plan. 
While policies are necessary, it must be 
remembered that they are abstract 
statements of principles that while creating a 
positive ‘environment’ do little to improve 
environmental performance; it is only when 

policies become operationalised through the 
establishment of a plan and subsequent 
programs that environmental performance 
can be improved. 
 
The allocation of resources is also of central 
importance when determining whether an 
environmental program can be considered 
mainstream. As mentioned previously, of 
the ten universities surveyed only one has a 
dedicated budget i.e. a program specific 
budget that is used to recognise the goals of 
the environmental plan. This budget is over 
and above other project-orientated monies 
that may be allocated for large projects such 
as energy conservation or water 
conservation, which have, for a long time, 
been relatively mainstream facilities 
management activities (largely because of 
the return on investment they provide, rather 
than the environmental benefit). For 
instance, at the ANU a dedicated budget has 
been established and has been used to 
promote environmental awareness, subsidise 
the purchase of more costly environmental 
friendly products (e.g. recycled paper and 
LPG vehicles), help students with 
environmental projects, employ students to 
carry out environmental audits, fund student 
and staff environmental activities, fund an 
Environmental Achievement Award, and 
engage consultants to carry out 
environmental risk assessments. It is 
difficult to see how the money for these 
activities could have been obtained from 
project-orientated monies.  
 
Aside from providing the resources to 
establish and implement environmental 
programs, the independent allotment of 
funds also facilitates accountability and 
increases the pressure on environmental 
managers to use funds with prudence i.e. to 
maximise environmental outcomes. The 
authors suggest that if a university is to take 
environmental management seriously, 
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dedicated resources must be allotted for the 
development and implementation of 
environmental programs. 
 
On a related matter, it has been our 
experience that the success of environmental 
programs and the subsequent retention of 
ongoing funding, has often hinged on the 
development of thorough business plans for 
all environmental initiatives. In many 
instances, business plans focus on the 
financial benefit of the project. However, 
while this is part of the planning process at 
the ANU, the assessment of return on 
investment has been broadened to take into 
account both the impact of inaction on the 
University’s reputation, and the fact that 
environmental industries are in an early 
stage of development. The important thing 
for managers to do is to substantiate the 
project in real financial, social and 
environmental terms. 
 
Audits and reports are also integral aspects 
of mainstream business culture and these 
appear to be neglected in some 
environmental programs. Six of the 
respondents indicated that they undertook 
internal audits, the majority were project 
specific waste, water and energy audits 
presumably designed to ascertain where one 
off savings could be made.  
 
The importance of audits lies in the fact that 
audit information can be compared to pre 
existing criteria, and as such some 
normative improvement can be ascertained. 
For improvements to occur, audits must be 
married to larger environmental plans that 
put in place the recommendations of 
previous audits. For environmental 
management to be considered a mainstream 
business enterprise, audits and the 
subsequent development and modification of 
plans must become systemic aspects of 

environmental programs, not one off 
phenomena.  
 
Another control process of importance is 
environmental reporting. The importance of 
environmental reporting is threefold; firstly, 
it informs the wider community of the 
progress of a university’s environmental 
plan and as such facilitates accountability. 
Secondly, it becomes an avenue through 
which the university can demonstrate the 
importance it places on environmental 
issues; this influences other universities and 
helps develop a university environmental 
management ethic. Thirdly, it provides a 
database of information on environmental 
management programs, which may prove 
useful to future environmental managers. 
Only two of the surveyed universities 
reported on the progress of their 
environmental programs.  
 
From the authors’ perspective, as 
environmental managers at the ANU, the 
requirement to report annually to the 
Executive, Environmental Management 
Planning Committee, and to outside bodies 
(e.g. as part of the Commonwealth 
Government’s Greenhouse Challenge 
program) has ensured reports are compiled 
in a systematic way and are an accurate 
reflection of performance and progress. 
Hence, the level of accountability increases 
substantially with annual reporting and 
consequently it is difficult to see how 
environmental programs can be considered 
mainstream or indeed important if there is 
no reporting requirement.  
 
Community involvement, especially that of 
senior executives is another crucial indicator 
of mainstreaming. Half of the surveyed 
universities had no direct involvement by 
the senior executive in their respective 
environmental programs. The importance of 
senior executive involvement is paramount 
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for two reasons. Firstly, it allows senior 
executives to factor the university’s 
environmental program into wider 
management issues, e.g. the marketing of 
the university and the social expectations 
placed on universities. Secondly, through 
participation in environmental programs 
senior executives will be able to see their 
financial, social and environmental benefits, 
this will reinforce the importance of such 
programs and lead to the continued support 
of the executive. It is difficult to see how a 
university’s environmental program can be 
considered mainstream without the 
involvement and support of the senior 
executive. 
 
While the focus in this discussion has been 
on corporate indicators of mainstreaming, 
another important issue is the overall 
university community’s acceptance of the 
need for environmental management and 
that community’s consequent involvement 
in the development of the program and 
achievement of the objectives. As noted 
earlier, most universities surveyed had or 
have committees that are or were broadly 
representative of the campus community. 
However, none of the universities appear to 
have a real link to academic activities 
focussed in the area of environmental 
management. The opportunity to use this 
expertise would appear to present at least 
two major business and environmental 
benefits. The first is the potential to use the 
environmental program to build a bridge 
between corporate and academic activities, 
thereby making it an organization wide 
program and promoting a greater sense of 
individual ownership. This in turn, applies a 
value on the program that may force it into 
the mainstream of management issues. 
Secondly, university academic programs are 
by their very nature addressing issues at the 
leading edge. Consequently, closer 
integration of academic and corporate 

environmental activities offers the 
opportunity for innovation in campus 
programs and creates a culture that is more 
likely to promote best practice.   
 
Building on this premise, i.e. environmental 
programs should be founded on a broad 
participatory framework across all elements 
of the campus community; another 
important consideration is reducing the 
complexity of environmental management 
issues. By establishing a simple 
environmental management infrastructure, 
university employees and students know 
whom the responsibility for environmental 
programs rests with, what the role of each 
group is, what programs are out there, and 
who to contact about environmental issues- 
this fosters interest and involvement. People 
will not participate in programs if it is overly 
difficult to do so. Universities are large, 
complex bureaucratic institutions and it is 
usual for people to feel confused about 
management issues. Clearly articulating the 
environmental infrastructure of an institution 
simplifies the issues and promotes the 
natural tendencies of individuals to be good 
citizens. If, through well functioning 
programs employees and students know how 
to recycle or conserve energy and the 
infrastructure facilitates it, people are more 
likely to participate if, for no other reason, 
than the perceived social responsibility 
demonstrated in their behaviour will 
promote a greater sense of self worth.    
 
The above discussion suggests that in the 
majority of the surveyed institutions 
environmental management programs could 
not, at present, be considered mainstream. In 
general, principles are not operationalised 
through programs, resourcing and control 
processes are insufficient and substantive 
connections to executive level management 
and the broader campus community are 
barely adequate. However, the fact that a 
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number of universities have already 
established programs (and it would be 
reasonable to assume that as legislation 
changes and community pressure is applied, 
more will join them) is positive. As these 
universities and others progress towards 
mainstreaming environmental management 
an increasing need for frameworks against 
which they can evaluate their progress will 
develop. Discussed below are two 
frameworks that may aid tertiary institutions 
in this regard.  
 
The five-stage development continuum 
suggested by Hunt and Auster (1990) 
provides a good starting point. Given that 
this model is not specific to organisational 
types, the authors suggest a slightly 
modified continuum that is applicable to 
universities (see Table I). As the framework 
suggests, environmental management is a 
developmental process. Performance is 
assessed against the criteria in column one 
and universities are classified as beginners, 
fire fighters, concerned citizens, pragmatists, 
or proactivists, with the level of 
mainstreaming increasing as they move 
from left to right across the continuum. As 
indicated in the framework this equates to a 
shift from indifference, to simple statements 
of principle, to a culture that promotes 
environmental best practice in all business 
activities. 
 
Other frameworks that may be useful are the 
models of organisational change developed 
by Laughlin (1991), if only because they 
provide a means by which organisational 
commitment to change can be assessed. This 
is relevant as moving environmental 
management into the mainstream is, by any 
definition a significant organisational shift. 
Laughlin’s models compare the interpretive 
schemes (beliefs, values, norms), design 
archetypes (organisational structures) and 
sub-systems (tangible organisation 

elements) of organisations in various stages 
of change, brought on by a “jolt” or sudden 
requirement to change (for example, new 
commercial realities, community 
expectations or legislative changes). 
According to Laughlin, first order, or 
morphostatic change can be of a ‘rebuttal’ or 
‘reorientation’ nature. In the first instance, 
no significant organisational change takes 
place and the change is externalised; in the 
latter, some changes in sub-systems occurs 
but the organisational essence (i.e. 
interpretive scheme and design archetypes) 
remains unchanged. Laughlin also refers to 
second order or morphogenetic change. In 
this instance, changes ‘penetrate so deeply 
into the genetic code [of the organisation] 
that all future generations acquire and reflect 
the change’ (Laughlin, 1991). This change 
can occur through ‘colonisation’ i.e. change 
is forced through regulative or other outside 
pressure, or by ‘evolution’ where a 
proactivist stance is adopted. In both cases 
the interpretive schemes, design archetypes 
and sub systems of an organisation are 
fundamentally changed for good. This 
equates to the proactivist stance discussed 
above and is analogous to the concept of 
mainstreaming environmental management.  
 
Conclusion 
This paper has provided an analysis of 
environmental management at ten 
Australasian universities, with a focus on the 
ANU. Three indicators were used to assess 
the extent to which environmental 
management is mainstreamed in the above 
institutions, these were: the presence of 
environmental plans and resources, the 
presence of control processes, and the extent 
of community involvement. The survey data 
was discussed in light of the above and the 
importance of these indicators was 
explicated. Based on these indicators it was 
concluded that, at present, environmental 
management could not be considered a core 
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Table IV. Developmental Stages of University Environmental Management Programs (after Hunt and Auster 1990) 
Criteria Stage one 

‘Beginner’ 
Stage two 
‘Fire fighter’ 

Stage three 
‘Concerned citizen’ 

Stage four 
‘Pragmatist’ 

Stage Five 
‘Proactivist’ 

Indifference Principles 
 

Mainstreaming Continuum 

COMMITMENT OF ORGANISATION 
General 
mindset of 
executive and 
facilities 
managers 

Environmental 
management 
(EM) is 
unnecessary 

Environmental 
issues should be 
addressed only 
as necessary 

EM is a worthwhile 
function 

EM is an 
important 
university 
function 

EM is a priority 

Resource 
Commitment 

No dedicated 
budget or 
human 
resources 

Budgets and 
human resources 
as problems 
occur 

Minimal budget, but 
mostly from project 
orientated monies/ 
some human 
resources 

Dedicated 
budget/ 
adequate 
staffing 

Large dedicated 
budget/high level 
of human resources 

Support and 
involvement 
of top 
management 

No 
involvement 
(e.g. ignorant 
of EM) 

Piecemeal 
involvement 
(e.g.vaguely 
aware of EM) 

Commitment in 
theory (e.g. signing an 
environmental policy) 

Aware and 
moderately 
involved (e.g. 
reported to) 

Actively involved 
(e.g. university 
council and 
executive managers 
on committees, 
reported to, 
shaping policy) 

PROGRAM DESIGN 
Performance 
objectives 

None Resolve 
problems as they 
occur 

Satisfy corporate 
responsibility 

Minimise 
negative 
impacts 

Actively manage 
environmental 
matters through an 
environmental 
management plan 

Integration 
within 
university 

Not integrated 
(e.g. no 
academic or 
student 
involvement) 

Involved with 
other 
departments on a 
piecemeal basis 
(e.g. academic 
advise on 
environmental 
issues; one-off 
student 
participation) 

Minimal interaction 
with other areas 

Moderate 
integration 
with other 
areas (e.g 
representation 
on 
committees) 

Actively involved 
with other areas 
(e.g. representation 
on committees; 
using academic 
knowledge to solve 
environmental 
problems; active 
student 
involvement) 

Reporting No reporting Exceptions 
reporting only 
(e.g after an 
environmental 
problem) 

Some internal 
reporting, but not 
systematic  

Consistent and 
targeted 
internal 
reporting (e.g. 
audit reports, 
annual 
environmental 
reports) 

Consistent and 
targeted reporting 
including external 
assessments 

 
Source: Hunt and Auster (1990) 
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management issue within the majority of the 
surveyed institutions. A conceptual 
framework was presented that could prove 
useful to universities who would like to 
assess their progress in mainstreaming 
environmental management; and reference 
was made to Laughlin’s (1991) 
organisational change model, which may 
also be useful in this regard. As a 
complement to this study the authors suggest 
that further research should aim to explicate 
how environmental programs have been 
successfully mainstreamed within tertiary 
institutions.  
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PHD IN PROGRESS 

THE NATIONAL PACKAGING 
COVENANT 
 
Karli James, LCA Researcher, Centre for 
Packaging, Transportation and Storage, 
Victoria University. 
 
Introduction 
 
Throughout the world in recent decades, the 
number of voluntary environmental 
agreements between different sectors of 
society, with respect to environmental 
protection has dramatically increased.  
These voluntary agreements are replacing or 
supplementing existing regulations 
(Glasbergen 1998; Gibson 1999; Harrison 
1999; Karamanos 2001) and some believe 
they allow industry to be more flexible in 
their approach to adopting and 
implementing the measures in line with their 
processes, priorities and corporate goals 
(Gibson 1999) compared with burdensome 
regulations.   
 
The National Packaging Covenant (NPC) in 
Australia is one such agreement and will be 
discussed here.  The article begins with a 
brief introduction defining a voluntary 
environmental agreement and the reminder 
focuses solely upon the NPC.  The article 
provides an insight into the development of 
the NPC, its structure, why companies have 
become 'signatories' to the covenant, 
highlights some of the changes that are 
occurring within the industry and identifies 
future implications. 
 
What are voluntary initiatives? 
 
Although a number of different definitions 
and terminology exist to describe voluntary 
environmental agreements (Karamanos 

2001) fundamentally they constitute an 
agreement between two or more parties 
(e.g., corporate, government, non-
government organisations) (Gibson 1999; 
Paton 2000; Karamanos 2001) towards 
environmental improvement for the specific 
issue(s). Voluntary initiatives and 
agreements aim to improve the 
environmental performance of industry 
beyond current legal requirements (Paton 
2000) with the specific objective to improve 
the environmental conditions of, for 
example, air, land and water compartments, 
energy efficiency, waste management, 
natural resource management and/or 
biodiversity protection (Karamanos 2001).   
 
Voluntary initiatives can take numerous 
forms (Harrison 1999; Dowling 2002) such 
as a contract, a memorandum of 
understanding, a letter of intent, a covenant, 
unilateral initiatives, private codes, 
voluntary challenges and negotiated 
agreements (Paton 2000; Karamanos 2001) 
and each will consist of a range of 
objectives, incentives and procedures. Other 
characteristics include that they are 
voluntary - no requirement to participate, no 
penalties for non-participation and no 
penalties for terminating participation.  
Progress reporting is the most common way 
of evaluation, and verification is generally 
via self-assessment. 
 
What is the National Packaging Covenant 
(NPC)? 
 
The National Packaging Covenant (NPC) is 
a self-regulatory voluntary agreement 
between the commonwealth, state/territory 
and local governments and all sectors of the 
packaging supply chain.  It is based upon the 
principles of product stewardship and shared 
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responsibility of consumer packaging 
including the effective design and operation 
of kerbside recycling systems and 
establishes a framework for the effective life 
cycle management of packaging and paper 
products (ANZECC 1999; Williams 2000; 
PCA 2002).  
 
The Covenant was launched on August 27, 
1999.  It is applied throughout the packaging 
chain, from raw material suppliers and 
retailers, and through to the ultimate 
disposal of the packaging waste.  Its focus is 
upon consumer packaging and household 
paper (excluding newsprint) and includes 
imported packaged products.  The Covenant 
framework is a two-tier system comprising: 
 

 The Covenant (umbrella document with 
three schedules); and 

 The National Environment Protection 
Measure (NEPM) for Used Packaging 
that forms a regulatory 'safety' net to 
catch the 'free-rider' companies. 

 
No quantitative targets have been 
established (like for example in the Dutch 
Packaging Covenant), however there are 
performance objectives.  The Covenant has 
a five-year duration and reviews are 
currently being undertaken and assessments 
in preparation for the development of 
Covenant Mark II (Sept 2004) are expected 
to be underway soon. 
 
A Covenant Council was established to 
oversee the implementation of the Covenant 
and consists of 12 members (6 industry, 4 
Australian New Zealand Environment 
Conservation Council members, and 2 local 
government). Companies, industry 
associations and governments who sign up 
to the Covenant are known as 'signatories'.  
Signatories are required to submit yearly 
Action Plans (including an annual report of 
progress) that outlines what activities and 

programs they are going to undertake to 
implement their Covenant commitments.  
The action plans are public documents and 
are available on the Internet (i.e., 
http://www.ea.gov.au/industry/waste/covena
nt/). Secondly, signatories are required to 
contribute to the Kerbside Transitional 
Funding Arrangement, which consists of 
levies from signatories that are matched 
dollar for dollar by the commonwealth 
government.  The funds will be used to 
support education, infrastructure and 
research programs into packaging waste 
management issues. 
 
Covenant signatories are exempt from the 
NEPM on Used Packaging Materials, which 
has been implemented in South Australia, 
Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland 
to ensure that Covenant signatories are not 
disadvantaged in the market place. The 
NEPM was released on 2 July 1999. It forms 
a regulatory 'safety net' affecting those 
companies that do not sign the NPC 
(Environment Australia 2001) and consists 
of "take back" requirements with the focus 
on brand-owners.   
 
The founding signatories to the NPC on the 
27 August 1999 were 13 companies, 9 
industry associations, the commonwealth 
government, 7 state governments, and 2 
local governments (32 in total).  Since the 
initial signing the number of signatories has 
continually grown.  As of 19 July 2002, 
there were a total of 533 signatories 
consisting of 500 companies, 17 industry 
associations, 8 ANZECC members and 8 
local governments and waste boards.   
 
Historical developments? 
 
The NPC came about as a result of lengthy 
discussions between all levels of 
government and the packaging supply chain 
industry regarding the issues surrounding 
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the economics of kerbside collection of 
packaging materials.  In the late 1990's, the 
economic value of material collected 
through the kerbside system had fallen, 
resulting in a "gap" when compared with the 
costs associated with the running of the 
kerbside collection systems (Williams 
1998).  Local governments were largely 
funding this "gap" and councils were 
complaining to the state governments, 
threatening to stop the kerbside system if 
their requests for additional funds did not 
eventuate.  These difficulties prompted all 
governments within the Australian New 
Zealand Environment and Conservation 
Council (ANZECC) to develop a longer-
term solution that would:  
 
"provide greater certainty (a system which 
anticipates and deals with price 
fluctuations); involve the entire packaging 
system chain; and with companies in the 
chain bearing a greater share of the costs" 
(Williams 1998, 1). 
 
It has been argued by many though, that the 
Covenant does not have much to do with the 
environment:  
 
"it is debateable whether the Covenant will 
produce a better environmental outcome for 
managing used packaging and the Covenant 
is much more about economics and funding 
issues than the merits of recycling" 
(Williams 1998, 1). 
 
Why have companies signed onto the NPC? 
In March-May 2000, face-to-face 
interviews1 were held with environmental 
managers2 of 27 Australian food and 

packaging companies3.  The following two 
sections present findings from these 
interviews. 
 
At the time of the interviews, eleven of the 
twenty-seven companies interviewed (41%) 
were signatories to the NPC with fourteen 
non-signatories (52%) and two companies 
(7%) had signed letters of intent.   
 
Of the companies that had become 
signatories, 73% had done so because the 
Covenant was seen by them to be 'a co-
ordinated proactive approach to the issue of 
post-consumer packaging waste' (i.e., avoid 
regulations):    
 
"I think the short answer to that is we looked 
at the options and the way that the 
legislation might have been going.  We saw 
the covenant as the best vehicle to get some 
coordinated effort on waste management 
and recycling put together.  That probably 
hasn’t occurred as yet but certainly at the 
time of signing was the best methodology 
around.  So that is why we joined".   
 
The second reason why 36% of the 
companies that had became signatories was 
'to avoid the NEPM'.  Remaining reasons 
included 'good for business', 'corporate 
citizenship' and 'the company was part of the 
NPC development'. 
 
What effect will the NPC have? 
 

                                                           

                                                          

The findings from the interviews suggest 
that there are four main areas where the 
NPC is expected to have an effect within the 
signatory organisations. They are 
(percentages are total responses given by 
signatory companies): 1 Interviews were conducted face-to-face and 

consisted of a structure questionnaire with open and 
closed questions.   

 
3 These interviews formed a component of a PhD 
research program that is currently being undertaken 
by the author.  An exploratory qualitative case study 
methodology was employed. 

2 The objective was to interview Environmental 
Managers though where this was not possible a 
relevant manager was interviewed. 
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 decision making (27%),  Competition 
 partnerships (27%),  The NPC will assist companies in 

determining the viability of their material in 
the market and in the case of one packaging 
company it will increase the recovery of 
waste that they can then use in a closed loop 
system. 

 business management (72%), and  
 competition (27%).   

Each is briefly discussed below. 
 
Decision-making 

 Three companies identified that the NPC 
will have an effect upon the decision-
making processes within the companies.  
Companies are re-thinking the waste 
management hierarchy in that it is not just 
recycling, but also providing guiding 
principles on how things are done, and 
influencing decisions made in respect to new 
product releases: 

The reasons why two food-processing 
companies had signed letters of intent to 
become signatories were because one 
company saw it as the responsible thing to 
do and the other indicated that the NEPM 
was going to be too expensive and therefore 
the NPC was seen as a cheaper option.   
 
Reasons for not signing the NPC  

"We are looking at a new product being 
introduced but can’t go anywhere because 
environmental implications haven't been 
confirmed.  Marketing and Advertising say it 
won’t be a problem, but will not go 
anywhere until I see no problem.  Without 
the covenant that probably would not have 
happened.  Now signed to covenant adds 
weight to my ability to say this product can't 
be launched" . 

 
At the time of the interviews, fourteen 
companies had not yet become signatories to 
the NPC, with reasons ranging from 
'investigations still being carried out within 
the company', 'hadn't been discussed 
internally', 'intend to sign' through to 'do not 
intend to sign at the moment'. Since 
interviewing and as of 19 July 2002, six of 
these fourteen companies have become 
signatories.  Eight still have not signed.  

Partnerships  
What changes are occurring within 
signatories to the NPC? 

Partnerships with suppliers and industry 
associations will be strengthened with 
companies signing onto the NPC such as 
through strategic alliances with suppliers, 
involvement with industry associations and 
also having the ability to identify 
partnerships. 

 
The implementation of the NPC has lead to 
some significant changes in the Australian 
packaging chain (Williams 2000; Shmigel 
2001). 

  
Business management Senior company management and non-

environmental personnel are becoming 
involved in the dialogue and Covenant 
process like never before; 

Management of product lines and costs, 
identifying gaps and obligations, enabling 
continuous improvement, assisting in 
internal savings and reducing costs are 
examples of how the NPC will effect 
business management. 

 For the first time - the entire packaging 
supply chain is becoming involved in 
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 Inghams has re-designed the packaging 
system for its whole chickens supplied to 
retail supermarkets as a result of 
customer pressure to change packaging. 
It has eliminated the use of polystyrene 
trays and PVC overwrap and now the 
chickens are packaged in a plastic-
vacuum packed bag (e-bag) (Seddon 
2002).  

attempting to address the issue of post-
consumer packaging waste; 

 Everyone throughout the packaging 
supply chain, from companies to 
government, is being encouraged to 
think of the wider picture of product 
stewardship and not just recycling; 

 The Covenant framework is flexible 
allowing all to participate in a manner 
suitable to their circumstances;  Nestle, in its second year action plan, 

will be requiring its packaging suppliers 
to be NPC signatories (Carroll 2002). 

 The Covenant Council, a body 
representing all parties, has been created; 

 There is dialogue across the supply 
chain;  

 
The second and third dot points above 
highlight examples of customers specifying 
requirements to suppliers (either being 
suppliers of packaging material or suppliers 
of packaged product). This may not have 
occurred in the absence of the NPC. 

 Signing onto the NPC is a factor to gain 
"preferred supplier" status; and 

 More efficient, less wasteful packaging 
(including costs, technical and 
environment) is on the agenda for all in 
the packaging supply chain to 
acknowledge and address.  

 
Key lessons that Nestle has identified from 
the NPC process internally include (Carroll 
2002): 

 
Examples of outcomes of programs being 
implemented by signatories include 
(Williams 2000; Shmigel 2001): 

 The need for a central co-ordinator and 
strong management advocate; 

 The need for an empowered cross-
divisional team to develop the plan and 
co-ordinate ongoing actions; 

 Major beverage filler having recycling 
labelling on all products; 

 Prescriptive packaging specifications by 
major general merchandiser;  The need to better engage 'marketing'; 

and  Materials/design rationale required by 
major food retailer;  Understanding what packaging design 

environmental evaluation is - what it 
actually means. 

 Material shifts on basis of 
environmental performance; and 

 Consideration of LCA based 
characteristics of various materials by 
packaging manufacturers. 

 
What is the future outlook for the NPC? 
 
The development of the National Packaging 
Covenant took several years of debate 
surrounding the issues of post-consumer 
packaging waste management. An 
agreement was reached between industry 
and government in 1999 upon a voluntary 
framework that would allow signatories to 
publicly commit themselves to adopting 
product stewardship and shared 
responsibility for the life cycle management 

 
Presentations made by environmental 
managers of NPC signatory companies at 
recent Packaging Council of Australia 
divisional meetings have highlighted 
examples of changes that occurring.  These 
changes include: 

 Provision of recycling and disposal 
logos on retail packaging (Carroll 2002; 
Seddon 2002). 
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of packaging. In just 3 years since the 
Covenant came into effect the number of 
signatories has increased from 32 to 533.  
For the first time in Australia the entire 
packaging supply chain, senior company 
management and non-environmental 
personnel are becoming involved in 
addressing environmental issues.  New ways 
of thinking and addressing issues 
surrounding packaging are being made, 
strategic alliances are being established 
and/or strengthened and the Covenant is 
providing a mechanism for cooperation 
among suppliers and users across the entire 
packaging supply chain like never before.  
Only time will tell what the actual 
achievements and success of the Covenant 
process will be. 
 
A review is currently being undertaken on 
the NPC regarding action plans submitted by 
signatories.  The findings of this review will 
provide all concerned with a snapshot of the 
level of success and effectiveness of the 
NPC to date and will also provide 
information input into the development of 
the potential Covenant Mark II (the current 
covenant is in effect until August 2004).  
With this in mind it is still important to learn 
more about the impact that the NPC is 
having upon signatories and the market 
place.  Research is needed to answer the 
following questions, for example: 

 To what level are the objectives of the 
NPC being achieved (i.e., reducing 
environmental impact)? If not 
significant, then what needs to be done 
to initiate change? 

 What changes are being made within 
companies to improve environmental 
performance? 

 Are companies actually improving their 
environmental performance?  If yes, to 
what degree and if no, why? 

 What effect is the NPC having upon 
customer/supplier relationships? Are 

companies loosing contracts with their 
suppliers or customers because they are 
not NPC signatories? Are companies 
gaining contracts because they are 
signatories? 

 Are particular sections of the industry 
doing more than others and if yes what 
are they doing? 

 What are the costs and benefits 
associated with participating in the 
NPC?  What resources are required to 
manage the action plans versus the 
benefits of improved environmental 
performance and possibly increased 
business and sales? Can these intangible 
costs be calculated or estimated? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTING AND THE CPA 
PROGRAM 

Kathy Gibson, Senior Lecturer, School of 
Accounting and Finance, University of 
Tasmania, provides an update on 
environmental accounting in the CPA 
Program. 
 
CPA Australia has taken a  leading role in 
incorporating environmental accounting into 
its professional programs, and that the 
Environmental Accounting module of the 
Financial Accounting segment of the CPA 
program has recently been extensively 
revised.  This will ensure that CPAs are well 
aware of the environmental dimensions of 
business decision-making and corporate 
reporting, and that their knowledge is as up 
to date and as comprehensive as possible.  
 
The revised module has a strong focus on 
triple bottom line concepts and the 
incentives for triple bottom line reporting.  
But it also has a focus on the principles of 
‘deeper learning’ and provides for 
discussion at a theoretical level of the 
origins of environmental accounting and its 
importance in the role and effects of 
accounting as the language of business.  
This language necessarily changes and 
adapts to the changing roles and 
responsibilities of business, and the module 
focuses on a conceptual approach to provide 
a fundamental understanding of the 
environmental accounting debate.  CPAs 
will then be enabled to build upon this 
knowledge in the future, as business 
operations, corporate social responsibility, 
reporting language and community 
expectations continue to evolve. 
 

Some “institutionalisation” of environmental 
accounting is occurring on a global basis as 
a result of legal changes, including the 
Commonwealth Financial Services Reform 
Act and overseas developments such as the 
Pensions Act in the UK.  In this way the 
provision of environmental accounting 
information to enable risk assessment and 
performance evaluation is gradually being 
mandated. 
 
In addition to reviewing such legal 
requirements, the Module analyses 
economic incentives, including eco-
efficiency, risk reduction, sustainable 
shareholder value, long-term profitability 
and access to funds.  Social and other 
incentives are also discussed, and 
illustrations are provided in the form of 
short cases and open-ended questions that 
require CPAs to think not only laterally, but 
on multiple dimensions.  In particular they 
reflect on accountability relationships, 
whose complexity can be likened to the 
issues of biodiversity. 
 
The second part of the module considers 
environmental information issues 
specifically as they affect accountants, 
including the links between environmental 
performance reporting and decision 
usefulness, accountability, performance 
assessment and the going concern.  These 
include alternative views of assets, liabilities 
and equity, taking a broader, 
intergenerational approach.  Some of the 
problems, such as measurement, methods of 
communication, and audit and assurance, are 
also discussed.  Further, there is a major 
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section and case study related to ethical 
issues in environmental accounting. 
 
The third part deals with how accountants 
might respond to these issues, and, as 
environmental reporting is far from 
straightforward, how the difficulties might 
be overcome.  This section includes a survey 
of some of the specific aspects of accounting 
principles and standards, and techniques 
available for environmental performance 
reporting.  In addition, international 
initiatives and incentives, including GRI and 
tradeable permits are considered.  Examples 
are also provided of the ways in which some 
of the large business organisations have 
responded to, and in many instances are now 
setting, the sustainability agenda. 
 
In addition to the self-assessment tests in the 
form of multiple choice questions, there are 
a further thirteen questions throughout the 
module that require a reflective approach.  
The suggested solutions to these make it 
very clear that there are no correct answers; 

simply that some chosen solutions may 
result in preferred outcomes in differing 
circumstances.  The allocation of economic 
resources in a way that conserves 
environmental resources is set to be a long-
debated issue.  The better accounting 
practitioners will be the ones who are 
encouraged to consider these issues in 
advance, and thus be enabled to take a 
leadership role in the accounting profession 
of the future. 
 
The wide range of references and readings 
for this Module range from Brundtland to 
Burritt, from Government agencies to Gray, 
and from Schumacher to Shell.  It is good to 
see that environmental accounting is 
regarded as an important mainstream issue 
by the accounting profession in Australia, 
and CPA Australia are acknowledged for 
this. 
 
Kathy Gibson can be contacted at 
kathy.gibson@utas.edu.au

 
  

ENVIRONMENT EXTRA! 
 
TOYOTA, PEAT MINING AND 
ROOFTOP GREENING  
 
TOYOTA MOTOR CORPORATION 
(TMC) announced in July that it has recently 
established a company in China’s Sichuan 
Province that will specialize in the mining, 
processing and export of peat for use in 
combating high urban temperatures and 
enhancing soil quality in arid regions. 
 
Sichuan TOYOTA Nitan Development Co., 
Ltd. was set up in the city of Chengdu and 
intends to obtain rights to mine peat—which 
has excellent water- and nutrient-retention 

properties—in Sichuan’s Yuexi County.  
The company is now building processing 
facilities and plans to start operations in 
January 2003. 
 
The peat to be harvested is a natural organic 
soil formed over approximately 7,000 years 
by the maturation and humification of 
material from wetland herbaceous plants.  It 
offers firm root support, and its water-
retention rate and period of water retention 
under dry conditions are several times those 
of ordinary soil.  TMC has ascertained that 
the peat is ideal for use in rooftop greening 
projects in Japanese cities, many of which 
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suffer from the so-called heat-island 
phenomenon and deluges caused by 
excessive downpours.  TMC has also 
determined that the peat can be used to 
improve soil quality in places like the 
Middle East, where water is scarce.   
 
TMC independently decided to undertake 
the new venture in view of the benefits peat 
mining would have on the development of 
western China and the boost that export of 
the material would give the Chinese 
economy.  Target export destinations 
include Japan, the Middle East and the 
United States.   
 
In Japan, Toyota Roof Garden Corporation, 
which was established last December as a 
rooftop greening business and which has 
already completed five construction projects 
mostly in Japan’s Chubu region, will not 
only use the Yuexi peat in its projects, but 
will also serve as its exclusive distributor, 
marketing it nationwide as a material for 
gardening and soil improvement.  The 
company, which is also a seller of lavender 
and other popular flowering plants, opened a 
Tokyo office in May, further strengthening 
its sales operations.   
 
Sichuan TOYOTA Nitan Development is 
building two plants, one in Yuexi County for 
primary processing, i.e., separating out 
gravel and sand and pulverizing the peat for 
shaping it into pellets, and the other in 
Chengdu for secondary processing, i.e., 
sterilization and pellet production.  The 
company aims to earn a fiscal year profit by 
its second year of full operation, anticipating 
net sales of 360 million yen (24 million 
yuan). 
 
In the fields of biotechnology and 
afforestation, TMC already operates a 
flowering-plant business in Japan and an 
afforestation business in Australia and is 

currently endeavoring to commercialize its 
Indonesian sweetpotato-based biodegradable 
plastics operation, which also produces 
livestock feed.  TMC sees the new peat 
business as strengthening its base in these 
fields. 
 
Source: Toyota Media Release. For further 
information contact: Peter Griffin, Senior 
Manager Public Affairs, telephone: 03 9647 
4533 or 0408 594 558. 
 
ONE-STOP SUSTAINABILITY 
REPORTING DATABASE FOR TOP 
300 ASX COMPANIES IN AUSTRALIA 
 
[Canberra 25 July 2002] 
 
Development of a new web-based tool to 
report on environmental and social 
performance by Australia’s top 300 listed 
companies received backing from the 
Commonwealth Government. The initiative, 
known as Sustainability Reporter, allows 
Australian companies to conveniently and 
easily report on sustainability and delivers 
comparable information for users. 
 
Sustainability Reporter is the first of its type 
in the Southern Hemisphere. Information 
provided by companies on sustainability 
issues will be stored in a database and will 
be publicly accessible via the Internet. The 
initiative is free to both companies and users 
of the data. 
 
Sustainability reporting has emerged as a 
key issue for many companies because of: 

 increasing pressure by stakeholders to 
disclose social and environmental 
performance; and 

 increasing investor interest following 
the passage of the Financial Services 
Reform Act 2001, which requires 
investors to disclose the extent to which 
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they consider labour standards, 
environmental, social and ethical issues 
as part of their investment process. 

 
The architect of the new free service is the 
Sustainable Investment Research Institute 
(SIRIS), a dedicated social and 
environmental investment research group.  
 
The development of the new database has 
won the support of a wide range of groups 
including Environment Australia, 
WorkCover SA, VicSuper, IOOF, 
Energetics and the Ethical Investment 
Company of Australia. SIRIS Principal, Mr. 
Terence Jeyaretnam, welcomed the 
announcement of a $55,000 Environment 
Australia grant towards the database 
development. 
 
He said Sustainability Reporter would help 
reduce the increasing workload being 
experienced by many companies listed on 
the ASX in meeting requests for information 
on sustainability performance and social 
responsibility initiatives. ‘Companies face 
increasing pressure by stakeholders – 
individual and institutional investors, 
financial analysts, non-government 
organisations, regulators, unions, employees 
and media - to disclose their social and 
environmental performance. Whilst there is 
wide interest in corporate accountability, the 
variety and volume of requests associated 
with this type of reporting is creating 
confusion and difficult demands on time and 
resources within companies. ‘What 
everyone needs – the companies, investors 
and others seeking information – is a 
consistent, accessible and easy way to 
deliver and read this material.’  
 
With Sustainability Reporter companies 
enter information online themselves and 
update the information as required. Existing 
reports and other information can be directly 

linked to the site.’ Heather Campbell, 
General Manager, Workplace Risk 
Management at Amcor Limited believes the 
initiative is a positive step forward. “It 
should decrease the level of questionnaire 
fatigue currently being experienced by 
larger companies such as Amcor. " 
 
Basic core aspects of several global 
sustainability frameworks have been 
included in the Sustainability Reporter 
questionnaire for companies including: 

 Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 2002 
Sustainability Reporting Guidelines 

 Public Environment Report (PER) 
framework 

 Social Accountability 8000 (SA 8000) 
 World Business Council for Sustainable 

Development (WBCSD) Eco-efficiency 
Standards 

 Accountability 1000 (AA 1000) 
 ISO 14000 Series 
 SIRIS ASX Sustainability Questionnaire 

 
Environment Australia, a financial sponsor 
of the initiative, prides itself on its 
Australian view of indicators - and so it has 
in place the Public Environmental Reporting 
voluntary guidelines with a GRI context, but 
it seems clear that comparability and 
consistency in reporting, as well as reducing 
the time companies spend on answering the 
same questions for different groups demand 
a single system.  
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Whether the above frameworks are yet in a 
position where they can be synthesised is a 
moot point. What is proposed for the 
Sustainability Reporter seems to allow a 
blanket cover of all the elements in all of the 
frameworks. The result may be confusion, if 
nobody suggests (or tries to introduce) a 
way of rationalising the data set. The data 
gathering questionnaire seems to leave 
discretion with the reporting companies, 
subject to the main headings proposed. Also, 



verification of data needs consideration if 
the site is to be useful. 
 
Perhaps a process of induction will lead to 
best practice emerging, but a one-stop shop 
for all sustainability reporting seems a bit 
premature - especially as key social 
indicators are still being discussed and 
worked through - even by the GRI. Also, the 
money provided by government - A$55,000 
- does not seem to be more than a drop in 
the ocean for organising a truly integrated 
comprehensive usable information base with 
free access.  
 
Presumably - if the NPI, PER, GRI, etc. are 
integrated into one reporting site this will 
save money for business in the end and 
questions asked by different regulators need 
not be duplicated. However, this is such a 
small step on the road to sustainability. Look 
at the present structure of Commonwealth 
government itself - economic issues are 
dealt with by Treasury, environmental issues 
by Environment Australia and social issues 
by the Department of Family and 
Community Services - no integration or one 
stop shop for sustainability there! Getting 
the organisational structures for policy 
making in place before developing the one 
stop shop for corporate disclosure seems to 
be a more fruitful starting point for changing 
thought processes, and attitudes towards the 
importance of sustainability. 
 
[Editor] 
 
SRI - FTSE4Good REVISES ITS 
ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA FOR 
SHARES INCLUDED IN THE INDEX 
 
In March 2002 the global equities index firm 
FTSE held the first major review of its 
selection criteria for its FTSE4Good index. 
The FTSE4Good Selection Criteria cover 3 
areas: 

 Working towards environmental 
sustainability; 

 Developing positive relationships with 
stakeholders; and 

 Upholding and supporting universal 
human rights. 

 
As a result of the review the selection 
criteria are being updated - starting with the 
adoption of more stringent environmental 
criteria. The timetable is as follows: 
  

 September 2002: All companies in the 
indices receive environmental impact 
grading of high, medium, low, 
depending on business type. 

 March 2003: All medium and low 
impact companies must have a publicly 
available environmental policy. 

 September 2003: All medium impact 
companies must provide evidence of an 
environmental management system. 

 New entrants to the indices are required 
to fulfil the full set of criteria by 
September 2003. 

 
Source: UNEP FI E-Bulletin June/July 2002 
and http://www.ftse4good.com. 
 
 
AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY 
(ACT) SETS UP A SUSTAINABLE 
EXPERT REFERENCE GROUP TO 
ADVISE ON MOVING THE 
TERRITORY TOWARDS 
SUSTAINABLE SOCIETY. 
  
The ACT Government is committed to 
creating a sustainable Canberra and 
recognises its important leadership role.   
The Office of Sustainability has been 
established to ensure the consistent 
implementation of sustainability policies 
across the ACT Government.   
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 developing, facilitating and coordinating 
the implementation of guidelines, 
policies and procedures related to 
sustainability;  

 providing expert advice to the Chief 
Minister and ACT Government agencies 
on matters related to sustainability;  

 promoting sustainability across 
Government, business and the wider 
community; and  

 liaising with business, industry and 
community organisations.  

 
The work of the Office will link with the 
State of the Environment reporting activities 
of the ACT Commissioner for the 
Environment. 
 
The intention is clear but, a policy is needed 
and so a discussion paper, reproduced at 
http://www.act.gov.au/sustainability, has 
been issued to set the scene. Comments are 
invited. Of interest to environmental 
accountants is that the paper suggests one of 
the guiding principles is taking 
environmental costs into account (p.4). 
However, when measures of progress are 
outlined they seem to represent the now 
somewhat conventional list of physical 
environmental indicators. Monetary costs, in 
terms of  ‘polluter pays’ pricing and 
environmental costs being explored in 
environmental management accounting do 
not figure at this early stage - something that 
needs attention.  
 
[Editor] 
 
11th ISO SURVEY ON USE OF ISO 9000 
and ISO 14000 
 
19 July 2002. The International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
reports that record increases took place in 
2001 in the number of certificates of 

conformity issued to organizations 
implementing quality management or 
environmental management systems that 
meet the requirements of, respectively, the 
International Standards ISO 9000 and ISO 
14000.  

This development is revealed in the 11th 
cycle of The ISO Survey of ISO 9000 and 
ISO 14000 Certificates published by ISO 
(International Organization for 
Standardization). The annual survey 
provides a snapshot of the worldwide impact 
of ISO's best-known standards. 
According to the ISO news release entitled 
"ISO 9000 and ISO 14000 certifications 
reach record levels in 2001," there are now 
well over 0.5 million ISO 9000/14000 
certificates issued worldwide.   
The total number of ISO 14000 certificates 
is small in comparison with ISO 9000 
certificates as the following comments 
show: 

ISO 9000: Up to the end of December 2001, 
at least 510 616 ISO 9000 certificates had 
been awarded in 161 countries and 
economies, an increase of 101 985 
certificates (+ 24.96 %) over the end of 
December 2000, when the total stood at 
408 631 in 157 countries. This is by far the 
highest increase recorded in all 11 cycles of 
the survey carried out since January 1993. 

ISO 9001:2000: Of the ISO 9000 total, 
44 388 were certificates of conformity to 
ISO 9001:2000, the single standard which is 
replacing the 1994 versions of ISO 9001, 
ISO 9002 and ISO 9003 (organizations have 
up to 15 December 2003 to migrate to the 
new version). The revised standard therefore 
accounted for 43.53 % of certificates 
awarded in 2001 and 8.70 % of the overall 
total. 
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ISO 14000: Up to the end of 2001, at least 
36 765 ISO 14000 certificates had been 
awarded in 112 countries or economies, an 
increase of 13 868 (+ 60.57 %) over the end 
of December 2000 when the total stood at 
22 897 in 98 countries. This is by far the 
highest increase recorded in the seven cycles 
of the survey in which ISO 14000 has been 
included, starting with the results at the end 
of December 1995. 
 
The ISO news release on increased use of 
ISO 9000 and ISO 14000 and accompanying 
report on the same are available at:  
http://www.iso.ch/iso/en/commcentre/pressr
eleases/2002/Ref830.html   
 
IT’S A GAS! BUT CUI BONO? 
AUSTRALIA WINS CHINA LNG BID 
 
Thursday, August 8 2002 
 
Woodside has been advised through 
Australian diplomatic channels that The 
People's Republic of China has selected 
Australia as the preferred supplier of three 
million tonnes of LNG a year for 25 years. 
  
Supply to the Guangdong LNG Project in 
southern China will begin from the North 
West Shelf Venture in 2005-06, subject to 
finalising commercial agreements and final 
approval by the Chinese Government. 
  
John Akehurst, Managing Director of 
Woodside Energy Ltd., thanked the People's 
Republic of China for selecting Australia. 
He also thanked the Prime Minister and 
ministers of the Commonwealth and 
Western Australian Governments for their 
tremendous support during the bidding 
process. 
  
"This is a great outcome for Australia and 
for the North West Shelf. It is the result of a 

sustained effort by many people over a long 
period. Cooperation between industry and 
governments could not have been better and 
Australia LNG, which is our marketing arm 
in China, has done a great job", he said. 
  
"We are now embarking on the final 
optimisation of the design of the fifth LNG 
train at Karratha which will be required to 
meet our total future supply commitments." 
  
The fifth LNG train will involve additional 
capital expenditure of more than A$1 billion 
over three years. The fourth LNG train and 
the second trunkline projects costing A$2.4 
billion are already under construction and 
are proceeding on budget and schedule. 
  
Completion of the fourth and fifth trains will 
more than double LNG processing capacity 
at Karratha from its current level of 7.5 
million tonnes a year. 
  
As a result of China's decision, and after the 
execution of the LNG sale and purchase 
agreements, CNOOC Limited will have the 
opportunity to acquire a participating 
interest in North West Shelf Venture 
reserves and production that will supply gas 
to Guangdong. A proposal has been made 
that will allow CNOOC Limited to become 
a full member of the joint venture that will 
be created to facilitate the LNG supply to 
China. 
  
It is also proposed that the North West Shelf 
Venture and the Chinese shipping 
companies, COSCO and China Merchants, 
will establish a joint venture company to 
support LNG transport to Guangdong. Two 
to three LNG ships will be required to 
service the China trade route." 
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the Chinese announcement and will notify 
the exchange as soon as official 
confirmation is received.  
Source: Woodside web page 9 August 2002 
http://www.investor.woodside.com.au/conte
nt/news/mediaitems.cfm?ID=200208081353
34&seccId=a1.  
 
Further comments from Shell – a partner in 
the joint venture. 
Shell is a member of the NWS Venture 
through its subsidiary Shell Development 
(Australia) Pty Ltd, which has been actively 
working with the other five participants to 
secure the success of the NWS Venture and 
of Australia as a major LNG exporter. 

 Shell Gas & Power's CEO Linda Cook said: 
"This is great news for the NWS Venture, 
for Australia and for Shell. We will continue 
to contribute Shell's resources and technical 
expertise to the NWS Venture to ensure its 
continued success as a competitive and 
reliable supplier of Australian LNG." 

The other five equal participants in the NWS 
Venture are: Woodside Energy Ltd 
(operator); BHP Billiton Petroleum 
(NorthWest Shelf) Pty Ltd; BP 
Developments Australia Pty Ltd; Chevron 
Australia Pty Ltd and Japan Australia LNG 
(MIMI) Pty Ltd. Shell is a 34 per cent 
shareholder in Woodside Energy Ltd. 
Source: Shell web page on 9.8.02 
http://www.shell.com/home/Framework?site
Id=home&FC1=&FC2=&FC3=%2Fhtml%2
Fiwgen%2Ftopstories%2Fau_northwestshelf
venture_0808_1140.html&FC4=&FC5=  

SYDNEY FORUM HELD ON 
CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY 
REPORTING 22 JULY 2002 
 
Westpac Banking Corporation hosted a 
"Forum on Corporate Sustainability 
Reporting" on 22 July in Sydney, Australia. 

More than 100 participants attended. The 
CEOs of Westpac and WMC Ltd. shared 
their perspectives on the subject, as did 13 
other speakers from business, consulting, 
academia, civil society, and the GRI. The 
program is outlined below and, for those that 
missed the opportunity of attending, copies 
of presentations are available online at: 
http://www.globalreporting.org/Events/2002
/Australia/Index.htm  
 
The program was as follows: 
10.00 - Welcome from David Morgan, Westpac 
10.10 - Introductory comments  

• Judy Henderson - Chair, GRI  
10.20 - Sustainability Reporting - the Challenge for 
Industry  

• Hugh Morgan, CEO, WMC Ltd 
10.40 Global Reporting Initiative - Overview 

• Allen White, Acting CEO, GRI 
11.30 Perspectives on Sustainability Reporting in 
Australia 

• Government - Anne Close, Finance Sector 
Projects Team, Environment Australia  

• Business - Joanne Saleeba, Environment 
Manager, Corporate Environment Group, 
Telstra  

• NGO - Louise Sylvan, President, Consumers 
International CEO, ACA  

• Research - Terence Jeyaretnam, Principal 
Sustainable Investment Research Institute 

13.30 Verification and Assurance 
• GRI - Mark Brownlie, Director of 

Communications, GRI Secretariat  
• Industry - Ian Wood, VP Sustainable 

Development, BHP Billiton  
• NGO - Ray Nias, Director of Conservation, 

WWF  
• Verifier - Michael Bray, Global Executive 

Partner - Energy and Natural  
Resources, KPMG 

15.15 Challenge of Social Reporting 
• Business - Linda Funnell-Milner, Head of 

Social Responsibility, Westpac  
• Consultant - David Snashall, Principal, 

ERM, Australia  
• Labour - Peter Colley, National Research 

Director, CFMEU  
• Academic- Eva Cox, Senior Lecturer, UTS 

16.45 Closing comments 
• Judy Henderson, Chair, GRI 
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THE GOOD, THE BAD AND THE 
UGLY! 

Australian Conservation Foundation 
executive director Don Henry commented 
that the nation's "poor performance" had 
been noticed, "and we're really going to be 
under the spotlight on issues like the Kyoto 
Protocol." Australia has refused to sign the 
Kyoto pact on climate control, which aims at 
cutting production of greenhouse gases 
blamed for warming the atmosphere.  

 

According to a study written by Australian 
academic Peter Christoff, since the landmark 
U.N. Earth Summit in 1992, Australia has 
shifted from being an enthusiastic supporter 
of environmental reform to an international 
pariah. 

The study, titled "In Reverse" was prepared 
for nongovernment environment and 
development groups to rebut a glowing 
report on the government's environmental 
efforts that will be presented to the World 
Summit on Sustainable Development that 
opens in Johannesburg this month.  

Henry said the Johannesburg summit offered 
Australia a chance to start anew. But the 
government rejected the report by Christoff, 
saying Australia's record on environmental 
issues "was one to be proud of."  

"Australia's record includes that we are 
world leaders on the protection of whales, 
migratory marine and bird species, and coral 
reefs ... and we are one of the leading 
nations in addressing climate change," a 
spokeswoman for Environment Minister 
David Kemp said on condition of 
anonymity.  

"Australia is a laggard state," said Christoff, 
who lectures in Environmental Studies at 
Melbourne University. "It is going 
backwards on nearly every major indicator 
of our environmental health, including the 
loss of plants and animals, land clearing and 
degradation, the condition of Australia's 
inland waters, and greenhouse gas 
emissions," he added.  

The Federal Government says Australia is a 
good global citizen doing its utmost to 
combat global warming, even if it is not 
prepared to ratify the Kyoto Protocol. The 
Environment Minister, David Kemp, has 
spread this good news at the World Summit 
on Sustainable Development, in South 
Africa. But a close examination of the 
recently released Greenhouse Gas Inventory 
2000 reveals little to celebrate. 

The study found that in proportion to its 
population, Australia generates more 
greenhouse gases and clears more land than 
any other wealthy nation. The Australian 
government's report to the Aug. 26 - Sept. 4 
Johannesburg meeting was a whitewash of it 
environmental record, it said. The report 
"understates the nature of the ecological 
crisis faced by Australia," Christoff said.  During the next decade, Australia will go 

from being well under its Kyoto 
commitment - a position more or less 
maintained since 1990 - to being well over 
it. The nation will overshoot in large part 
because it will be investing heavily in 
increasing its economic dependence on 
fossil fuels. The Australian Greenhouse 
Office, which compiles the inventory, says 
Dr Kemp is being generous with the truth 

"(It) fails to indicate Australia's persistent 
and substantial contribution to worsening 
global environmental problems, and makes 
no mention of Australia's exceptionally 
negative role in international environmental 
governance over the past decade," the study 
said.  
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when he claims voluntary programs are 
saving millions of tonnes of emissions. 

So the question is: what is going to change 
over the next decade that Australia will go 
from being in credit to being so far in debt? 
The answer lies in the rapid growth of fossil 
fuel emissions. Between 1990 and 2000, 
these soared between 17.7 and 20.6%, 
depending on the methodology. The upward 
trajectory is expected to continue unabated. 
This was at a time when most other 
developed nations succeeded in halting, 
even reversing, growth in emissions while 
enjoying economic growth. 

The 2000 inventory indicates emissions will 
rise because Australia is investing heavily in 
expanding its reliance on fossil fuels as a 
source of export income and power. This 
includes major projects such as 
Queensland's three new coal-fired power 
stations, now under construction, increased 
road transport, and expanded development 
of coal, gas and oil reserves. Australia's coal 
production, for instance, is predicted to 
expand more than 24% from 1998 to 2010. 

The actual rise in emissions could well be 
even higher than anticipated. 
 
Sources: Based on Associate Press 
Canberra, August 20, 2002 and  CCH News 
headlines 30 August 2002 at 
http://www.cch.com.au/fe_news.asp?docum
ent_id=23982&topic_code=8  
 
GREENING OF INDUSTRY 2002 
CONFERENCE PAPERS ON THE WEB 
 
Members might be interested to look up the 
abstracts or papers listed under ‘Program’ on 
the Greening of Industry web site on 
Corporate Social Responsibility: 
Governance for Sustainability held between 
June 23-26, 2002, Gothenburg, Sweden  
 
Abstracts of all conference presentations and 
some and full papers are linked to the 
Program at: 
 http://www.GIN2002.miljo.chalmers.se 
 
[Contributed by Karli James] 
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FORTHCOMING CONFERENCE - SYDNEY
 
ANNOUNCEMENT AND 
CALL FOR PAPERS FOR… 
 
What: The Fourth Annual Global 
Conference on  Environmental Taxation 
Issues - Experience And Potential 
 
When: Thursday, June 5 – Saturday, 
June 7, 2003  
 
Where: Macquarie University, Sydney, 
Australia 
 
The Department of Business Law and the 
Centre for Environmental Law, of the 
Division of Law, Macquarie University are 
hosting the Fourth Annual Global 
Conference on Environmental Taxation in 
Sydney, Australia. 
 
This annual conference provides an 
international, interdisciplinary forum for the 
exchange of ideas, information and research 
on environmental taxation issues. 
 
Topics covered are planned to include: 
environmental taxation and triple bottom 
line accounting, economic analysis of 
environmental taxes, corporate perspectives 
on environmental taxation, market–based 
instruments, fiscal incentives, etc.… 
 
Persons wishing to present papers or to 
participate in the conference are invited to 
register. Further information about the 
conference program, and registration details 
are available at: 
http://www.law.mq.edu.au/eti. 
 

Abstracts due:              29 November 2002 
Final Papers due:            14 March 2003 
 
This conference is being co-sponsored by 
the: 

 
Department of Accounting 

CLEVELAND STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Cleveland, Ohio, USA 

 
Environmental Tax Policy Institute 

Vermont Law School 
South Royalton, Vermont, USA 

 

INSTITUTE FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

ENERGY LAW 
University of Leuven 

Leuven, Belgium 
 

SCHOOL OF BUSINESS 
AND INFORMATION 

MANAGEMENT 
The Australian National University, 

Canberra, ACT Australia 
 
For More Information …please contact: 
 
Mr Hope Ashiabor, 
Macquarie University, Division of Law, 
Sydney, NSW 2109, AUSTRALIA 
Telephone: +(61)-2-9850 8457 
Facsimilie: +(61)-2-9850 9952 
Email: hope.ashiabor@mq.edu.au. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTING SEMINAR –
AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY 6 SEPTEMBER
 
An Environmental Accounting Seminar was 
held at The Australian National University 
on Friday, 6 September 2002. At the 
seminar three papers were presented as 
follows: 
 
Professor Craig Deegan, RMIT 

“Environmental Collaborations within 
the Building and Construction Industry: 
a Consideration of the Motivations to 
Collaborate” 

Dr Jeff Everett, UNSW  “Exploring (False) 
Dualisms for Environmental 
Accounting Praxis”  

Ms Sharron O'Neill, UWS   “A Field Study 
of the Factors Influencing 
Environmental Risk Management 
Strategy” 

Following the seminar a brief discussion 
took place about the future direction of 
environmental accounting research. 
Participants felt that the following general 
areas will be worth keeping an eye on in the 
near future: social and environmental audit; 
environmental issues in governance; 
environmental taxation; environmental 
management accounting. A strong word of 
warning was made by one participant about 
the need to produce for producers, not to 
produce for consumers of environmental 
accounting information .  
 
For further information contact 
roger.burritt@anu.edu.au

 

WORLD SUMMIT ON SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT

WSSD closed: Snail’s pace 
progress 
 
From the German Advisory Council on 
Global Change (WBGU) 
Monday, September 09, 2002 
 
JOHANNESBURG — In the view of 
Prof. Dr. Hartmut Grassl, Chair of the 
German Advisory Council on Global 
Change (WBGU), the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development (WSSD) has 
made some progress. "All in all, the snail is 
progressing in the right direction, but the 
pace is entirely inappropriate to the 
pressures we are facing", said Grassl at the 

close of the UN conference held in 
Johannesburg, South Africa. "From the 
scientific perspective the agreements do not 
suffice to maintain the integrity of the 
natural life-support systems upon which 
human existence depends. However, as long 
as the international community can only 
take decisions unanimously, we will have to 
live with snail’s pace progress. There is no 
alternative to these negotiations among 
sovereign states. The general lack of 
political will to put national interests aside 
is regrettable. This applies not only to the 
USA, but also to the European Union, 
where there is internal disagreement on 
certain points – notably a refusal to make 
serious cuts to agricultural subsidies and 
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facilitate access to European markets for 
developing countries", Grassl continued.  
Progress in biodiversity conservation, 
sanitation provision and chemicals policy  

"The main success of the Johannesburg 
Summit is the agreement reached on 
concrete targets and schedules for 
conserving biological diversity, improving 
sanitation provision for the poorest and 
mitigating the hazards posed by 
chemicals", Grassl went on to say. The 
biodiversity conservation goals were 
already agreed upon in the earlier 
Convention on Biological Diversity, but the 
approval of the USA is a new element. 
"Furthermore, the urgent call to the 
international community to ratify the Kyoto 
Protocol soon gives a positive climate 
protection signal", Grassl stresses. 
As concerns the financing of global 
sustainability policy, only very small steps 
forward have been taken. The proposal 
made by the Council to levy charges on the 
use of global commons such as 
international airspace or the high seas was 
taken up. However, this only produced an 
agreement to further address the issue 
within the UN system and to examine its 
implementability.  

Institution-building failed  

"The Summit has not produced a 
strengthening of the United Nations 
Environment Programme, not to mention 
establishing a World Environment 
Organization – on this count, it has failed. 
We thus continue to lack an institution able 
to effectively implement and monitor the 
goals set", Grassl said.  

Energy policy disillusionment  

The outcome in the area of energy policy is 
sobering, too. Here the USA, Australia and 

the OPEC states succeeded in pushing their 
national interests. The Summit failed to 
agree on a target share of renewables of at 
least 15 percent by the year 2010. "This 
makes it much more difficult to protect the 
world’s climate and thus to prevent weather 
extremes such as flood events" Grassl 
stresses. "On the precautionary principle, 
too, no progress was made in Johannesburg. 
All that was achieved was to prevent falling 
behind the 1992 agreements."  

Targets and schedules of previous 
summits affirmed  

While the 1992 Rio de Janeiro summit 
adopted fundamental principles and set the 
course of future international environmental 
law through the three conventions on the 
protection of the world’s climate, biological 
diversity and soils in arid zones, agreeing 
concrete targets and schedules was a 
comparatively more difficult task in 
Johannesburg. The Summit reaffirmed the 
United Nations Millennium Declaration and 
the agreements adopted at world 
conferences since 1992.  

Networking advanced  

"The World Summit on Sustainable 
Development was not least a success for 
building and strengthening international 
civil society networks. These networks are 
key to implementing sustainability goals" 
was Grassl’s final comment. 
 
For more information, contact: 
Dr Benno Pilardeaux 
German Advisory Council on Global 
Change (WBGU) 
Tele: 49-30-263948-0 
Email: bpilardeaux@wbgu.de 
Web site: http://www.wbgu.de  
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AND SOMETHING FROM THE USA……

EPA REVEALS U.S. PUBLICLY 
TRADED CORPORATIONS HIDE 
BILLIONS IN ENVIRONMENTAL 
DEBT 

While the United States Congress tries to 
unravel the Enron Corporation accounting 
scandal involving hundreds of millions of 
dollars of debt hidden illegally from 
shareholders, a U.S. federal agency charges 
that hiding billions of dollars in 
environmental financial debt is a common 
practice of many publicly traded 
corporations. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has disclosed that 74 percent of U.S. 
publicly traded corporations they surveyed 
openly violate the U.S. Securities and 
Exchange Commission's (SEC) 
environmental financial debt accounting 
regulations. 

The findings are based on a 1998 EPA 
study of corporate compliance with the 
SEC's Regulation S-K mandating that all 
companies publicly traded on U.S. stock 
exchanges provide quarterly and annual 
financial reporting of significant corporate 
environmental liability and debt exposure 
in incidences of violation of U.S. 
environmental laws. 

The hiding of corporate environmental debt 
from shareholders is a significant issue in 
the stock market where corporate exposure 
to environmental financial costs involving 
compliance, cleanup, and legal fees is 
estimated by the insurance underwriting 
industry at over $100 billion. 

A.M. Best Company, a global insurance 
service firm with corporate headquarters in 

Oldwick, New Jersey, reported in 
November 2001 that they expect the 
property-casualty industry to ultimately 
incur upwards of $121 billion in net 
asbestos and environmental (A&E) losses. 

Officials at the EPA say the high percentage 
of publicly traded corporations hiding their 
environmental debt from shareholders and 
the lack of enforcement by the SEC of its 
environmental accounting filing regulation 
is rewarding corporate noncompliance to 
U.S. environmental laws. 

"This departure from SEC-mandated 
disclosure puts good companies at a 
disadvantage in the absence of reporting 
EPA legal proceedings," says Shirin Venus, 
attorney for the EPA's Office of Planning, 
Policy, Analysis and Communications. 
"Enforcement would give assurance 
disclosures are being made correctly and 
provide incentives for better performance." 

In January 2001, the EPA Office of 
Planning, Policy Analysis and 
Communications and Office of Regulatory 
Enforcement directors sent the SEC's 
Division of Corporation Finance and 
Division of Enforcement directors notice of 
the EPA's national campaign (Guidance on 
Distributing the "Notice of Security and 
Exchange Commission Registrants' Duty to 
Disclose Environmental Legal Proceedings" 
in EPA Administrative Enforcement 
Actions) to promote environmental SEC 
disclosure with references to their 1998 
study. 

It is the SEC's job to administer and enforce 
the federal securities laws of the United 
States in order to protect investors and to 
maintain fair, honest, and efficient markets. 
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But in the last 20 years the SEC has 
enforced Regulation S-K only once, setting 
a precedent for financial environmental 
accounting departures in the stock market. 

Currently the threshold reporting 
requirements of Item 103 of SEC 
Regulation S-K mandates disclosure of: 

1. all environmental proceedings, 
including governmental 
proceedings, which are material to 
the business or financial condition 
of the registrant;  

2. damage actions, or governmental 
proceedings involving potential 
fines, capital expenditures or other 
charges, in which the amount 
involved exceeds 10 percent of 
current assets;  

3. governmental proceedings, unless 
the registrant reasonably believes 
such proceedings will result in fines 
of less than $100,000.  

These requirements have been criticized by 
environmental organizations for allowing 
corporations too much leeway for 
interpretation of what is financially 
material when it comes to disclosure of 
environmental liability and cleanup costs to 
shareholders. 
 
A coalition of more than 60 organizations 
is spearheading an effort to have the SEC 
strictly enforce and improve securities law 
requiring corporate filing of significant 
environmental material expenses. The 
group, called the Corporate Sunshine 
Working Group, covers the spectrum from 
money management firm Kinder 
Lydenberg & Domini to the United 
Steelworkers of America and Friends of the 
Earth. 
 

The Corporate Sunshine Working Group 
argues the non-disclosure of environmental 
liabilities and cleanup costs by publicly 
traded companies does make a real 
difference in a company's share price. They 
cite a class action lawsuit filed by 
shareholders of U.S. Liquids against the 
firm for concealing material environmental 
information which resulted in an artificially 
inflated share price. 
 
"This company claimed that its liquid waste 
management services, which generated 
more than 90 percent of the U.S. Liquids 
revenue, would result in 20 percent earnings 
per share growth," said Michelle Chan-
Fishel, international policy analyst for 
Friends of the Earth. "Little did investors 
know that the company was concealing its 
illegal dumping activities," she says, "and 
when one of the company's most important 
facilities was heavily fined and temporarily 
shut down, share value fell by over 50 
percent." 
 
The World Resources Institute (WRI), a 
not-for-profit organization based in 
Washington, D.C., released reports in 2000 
supporting the contentions of the Corporate 
Sunshine Working Group showing pulp and 
paper companies reviewed are not 
disclosing environmental risks that may 
significantly affect their financial 
performance. 
 
"This lack of disclosure infringes Securities 
and Exchange Commission (SEC) rules and 
directly threatens investors in pulp and 
paper companies," said WRI economists 
Robert Repetto and Duncan Austin in their 
reports, Coming Clean: Corporate 
Disclosure of Financially Significant 
Environmental Risk and Pure Profit: The 
Financial Implications of Environmental 
Performance. 
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Corporations often hide their financial 
environmental risks from their SEC filings 
by stating the costs and claims will not 
have a material adverse effect on operations 
and financial position. Executives argue 
that pending litigation can't be qualified and 
the assessed financial risks are too small to 
spell out given the company's size. And the 
U.S. accounting auditing bodies issuing 
clean financial audit opinions for those 
firm's SEC filings agree with that stance. 
 
In February 1997, three environmental 
groups (Friends of the Earth, Sierra Club, 
and Citizen Action) sent a letter to the SEC, 
demanding an investigation of the 
entertainment giant Viacom Inc. for failing 
to report an alleged $300 million in 
Superfund cleanup liabilities in their annual 
report to shareholders. Price Waterhouse 
LLP, who audited Viacom's annual report 
also issued a clean opinion for Viacom's 
financial report to shareholders minus the 
questionable Superfund liability figures. 
Viacom executives claim the EPA and 
environmental groups were over stating the 
cleanup costs. 
 
Martin Freedman, professor of accounting 
at the College of Business and Economics 
at Towson University in Maryland, believes 
Viacom's Superfund accounting departure 
is not unusual. "My 1996 study of the 
Environmental Protection Agency's list of 
900 publicly traded, potentially responsible 
parties listed on the National Priority List 
found most companies make little or no 
disclosure effort on environmental 
expense/liability reporting," he says, "and 
it's getting more and more overt." 
 
In 1998 the SEC issued a bulletin for 
companies to abide more strictly by SEC 
rules in completely revealing corporate 

material expenses. The aim of the 
Commission's bulletin was to stop the 
practices of some corporations that seek by 
accounting strategies to cover up financial 
losses so these losses do not bring down 
share prices. 
 
"The SEC sees a growing problem with a 
lot of companies just passing off required 
generally accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP) as immaterial right in front of our 
faces," said Bob Burns in 1998, chief 
counsel in the SEC's Office of Chief 
Accountant. "It's an attitude which comes 
across as telling us keeping good books is 
immaterial, and right now our primary focus 
isn't the environment but in preparing 
financial statements in general." 
 
Four years after release of the bulletin SEC 
officials still maintain a reluctance to 
review corporate failures to file 10-K form 
filings detailing significant environmental 
material expenses. 
 
"The Office of the Chief Accountant has not 
recently reviewed and is not in a position to 
comment on the Environmental Protection 
Agency study," says John M. Morrissey, 
Deputy Chief Accountant for the SEC. "The 
Commission's Division of Corporation 
Finance selectively reviews filings with the 
Commission for compliance with the SEC's 
disclosure requirements, including 
disclosure related to environmental legal 
proceedings." 
 
Under current federal securities law, 
"material" information is anything that an 
average investor ought reasonably to be 
informed of before buying a security. The 
definition of environmental materiality as 
anything affecting air, land, water or public 
health is considered an old-fashioned 
definition in many corporations. Instead, 
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many auditors and their business clients 
today define environmental materiality as 
any event or news which will affect a 
company's revenues by a 10 percent 
threshold level. 
 
According to Burns, "senior management 
in a lot of firms excuses departures from 
GAAP at 3 to 10 percent levels." 
 
The Corporate Sunshine Working Group 
claims under these reporting conditions 
shareholders are often left out of the loop of 
unreported controversies which can 
ultimately affect the corporate financial 
position. "Our objective is to have the SEC 
uniformly enforce their current 
environmental accounting regulations and 
create more clarification for existing rules," 
says Sanford Lewis, an attorney and co-
chair of the group. 
 
"Part of the problem with the current SEC 
regulations is they are just vague enough 
that corporate council can easily provide 
boiler plate language that eliminates 
meaningful disclosure of these issues," says 
Lewis. 
 
Does the SEC's non-enforcement of its 
financial accounting regulations undermine 
EPA operations to encourage corporate 
compliance with U.S. environmental 
regulations and laws?  
 
"These financial environmental accounting 
departures affect the EPA's operations," 
says Venus.  
 
"Market mechanisms which require full 
transparency are undermined by these 
departures and it sets a disincentive for 

others to comply if competitors aren't," she 
says. 
 
Source: Risk News Report 9 April 2002 
[thanks to Donald Sutherland for permission 
to reproduce]. 
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