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Abstract:

15014001 and other standards for corporate environmental management have become common tools for busi-
ness to counter the challenge imposed by the required shift towards an ecologically sustainable economy.
Although these standards stipulate minimal standards to comply with, the environmental accountability of EMS
certificates is rather limited, when it comes to the environmental footprint of an organisation and the respective
performance. Hence, the communication of scope and priorities as well as achievements are vital to bring about
trust. In this paper, the status quo of corporate environmental accountability is assessed. Starting from a global
perspective, the diffusion of such reports is characterised. In a second step, a definition of environmental account-
ability is elaborated against the ultimate goal and scope of ISO14001. Based on this definition, a detailed set of cri-
teria is derived to evaluate all publicly available corporate environmental reports in Switzerland. The results
demonstrate, that the current situation is highly insufficient: only a small fraction of all EMS certified companies
does provide reports. But even within the reporters only a small number of companies can be considered to be

environmentally accountable.

The Global Rise of Environmental Management
Systems

During the last 15 years, the industrialized
world has seen a fundamental shift in the percep-
tion of environmental issues by business — from
“balance sheet poison” towards “ecology as the
economics of the future”. Industry is no longer
reduced to be a major cause of environmental
problems, but is recognised to be the most
important actor for creating an ecologically sus-
tainable society by improving the eco-efficiency
of processes and products.

The way companies deal with environmental
issues has dramatically changed, at least when
we listen to the representatives of leading compa-
nies or when we read their environmental char-

ters and policies. But it is about more than just
words: More and more companies have changed
their strategies from defensive and/or reactive
towards proactive approaches. Environmental
Management Systems (EMS) in accordance
with international standards like ISO14001 are
based on this proactive philosophy. Such man-
agement systems make sure, that companies sys-
tematically integrate environmental aspects into
their organisational processes on a routine basis.
EMS standards require them to check and verify
their legal compliance, to define responsibilities
from top management down to the workshops
and to regularly monitor their progress. Last but
not least, organisations have to undergo external
reviews to give proof of their compliance with
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generally accepted “good management princi-
ples”. In return for their efforts, the organisations
are granted the right to signal their environmen-
tal accoinplishrnents by using a respective certifi-
cate like ISO14001 or EMAS in their corporate
communications.

Since the launch of EMAS — the Environmental
Management Auditing Scheme — in 1992, more
than 4’000 sites of European organisations have
acquired certification v, The global standard of
15014001, launched in 1995, has seen more than
75'000 organisations worldwide being granted
certification, with numbers still expanding at a
stable rate of growth. If ISO14001 certification
follows the trend set by its predecessor ISO9000
Quality Management standard, then one can
expect more than 500’000 organisations to imple-
ment EMS within the next 15 years.

Limited Accountability of EMS Certification
However, from a stakeholder point of view, it
can be argued that EMS certification itself is
ambiguous when it comes to the accountability
of corporate environmental responsibility: on the

one hand side, certification is a clear proof that
the certified companies are running a system to
continuously manage environmental aspects and
that they comply with the legal requirements
(which means this can not be taken for granted
for non-certified companies). On the other hand,
EMS certification does by no means imply any
meaningful signal on the environmental perfor-
mance of the company.

Although the ultimate goal of EMS standards
explicitly is the continual improvement of envi-
ronmental performance, there is no standard
specifying an absolute nor a relative level of
pollution to be met for being granted the
certificate.? The standards do require the organ-
isations to define their environmental perfor-
mance by setting targets by themselves, but in
accordance with a common sense of what is con-
sidered as environmentally relevant for that indi-
vidual company.” Thus the individual definition
of environmental performance is ambiguous, but
controlled by checks-and-balances. The views of
the companies have somehow to match with the
perceptions of the certifying auditors, which
themselves have to keep an eye.on the expecta-
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tions of the stakeholders to maintain their own
public trustworthiness. But at least, this situation
is not transparent and difficult to be interpreted
or controlled by the stakeholders. As companies
are contracting and paying the certification bod-
ies, economic theory would suggest that the
incentives are systematically favouring the pro-
tection of the stakes of the companies rather
than the demands of the environmental stake-
holders.

Against this background, the importance of
environmental communication beyond certifica-
tion is obvious. To enhance public accountability
of environmental management, the individual
company's definition of environmental aspects
and its respective performance should be acces-
sible for stakeholders in a transparent way.

This is clearly recognised by the European
EMAS system: it requires the compulsory publi-
cation of a so called Environmental Declaration
for each site. However, the globally dominant
EMS standard ISO14001 does not foresee such a
mandatory publication, but stipulates environ-
mental communication as a voluntary measure.
Hence, the number of voluntary corporate envi-
ronmental reports is in distinct contrast to the
number of certified companies. This argument
shall be proved by some statistics on the current
state of environmental reporting:

Low Global Diffusion of Corporate Environ-
mental Reporting

It is true that environmental reporting — now
more and more moving towards so called Triple
Bottom Line or Sustainability Reporting, integrat-
ing economic, social and environmental perfor-
mance — has been taken up by a continually ris-
ing number of large and multinational compa-
nies. But the majority of companies do not give
account of their respective results: Since 1993,
the KPMG International Survey of Sustainability
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Reporting — conducted on a tri-annual basis —
monitors the diffusion of environmental disclo-
sure.

The survey 2002 demonstrates that 45% of the
biggest 250 global companies do publish some
sort of non-financial reports, mostly Environ-
mental Health and Safety Reports. The second
sample of the biggest 100 national companies
in 19 countries shows a reporting rate of 23%
(n=1'800). Unfortunately, the respective number
of ISO14001 certified companies is not available
for comparison, but it becomes evident, that still
the majority of the biggest companies is
not accountable for their environmental responsi-
bility.

When one looks beyond the biggest compa-
nies, the absence of precise and comprehensive
global statistics avoids any precise description.
But some indication can be derived from
CorporateRegister.com® — a web-based register
for any type of nonfinancial corporate reports.
According to their report issued in 20049 the
number of documented and registered voluntary
environmental reports on a global scale had
grown beyond 1’300 by 2003. It shows a strong
growth during the last decade, but compared to
the total ISO14001 certified companies in the
world at that time, the rate of disclosure results
in less than 2%, although it is not known; how
many of the reporting companies listed by
CorporateRegister.com do have implemented
1S014001.

The data provided by this register has to be
read with great care: it obviously underestimates
the true number of environmental reports.
Obviously, the 4'000 site specific EMAS Environ-
mental Declarations are at least not fully includ-
ed in this register.

Limited Diffusion within leading countries
Having a closer look on a country specific
level, the incompleteness of the global statistics
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available becomes even more clear. For Japan —
 the leading country in 1ISO14001 with more than
16’000 certificates in 2004 — national surveys
show a different picture: according to the most
comprehensive national survey available, con-
ducted by the Ministry of Environment in 2001,
some 1'000 Japanese companies issued environ-
mental reports.” Compared to the total number
of 1SO14001 certificates at that time (8'123)#,
the disclosure rate for Japan would result in 13%
of EMS certified companies. Another publication
by IGES, which was partly based on the same
sample®, showed 746 out of 1'289 responding
companies had acquired ISO14001 for at least
some of their business units and 549 out of 1'288
of the same sample showed environmental dis-
closure in some form (report, brochure, web-
site, etc.), whereas 356 said they issued an envi-
ronmental report. Thus the ratio of environmen-
tal disclosure to ISO14001 certification in this
sample would be at 70%, the ratio for environ-
mental reporting to certification at 47%.

It must be noted, that this ratios can only be
read as indicative estimations; they do not pre-
cisely reflect the true situation as there could be
many non-certified companies in the sample dis-
closing environmental data. But it is plausible to
reason, that in Japan, the disclosure rate is signif-
icantly higher than the average of the ISO14001
world.

From the available statistics, in Switzerland —
also considered as a pioneering and leading
country in EMS diffusion ( on a per capita
basis) — the disclosure rate could roughly be
estimated as well: according to a survey by
Siegen-thaler® among 1S014001 and stock mar-
ket quoted companies, in 2003 106 out of 229
respondents disclosed environmental performance
data on a regular basis. 182 out of the same sample
were 1S014001 certified, which results in a dis-
closure rate of 58%. However, the most compre-
hensive register of Swiss environmental reports

collected by the Institute for Economy and the
Environment™? shows only 70 entries of environ-
mental reports, which compared to the 1052 cer-
tificates™® result in a disclosure rate of 6%.

Again, the data has to be read with cautious-
ness: to begin with, surveys using questionnaires
for a self declaration usually show significantly
higher rates, because the majority of companies
without environmental activities or disclosure
practice do not participate. Hence the data is
biased and can not be extrapolated to other com-
panies. Second, the registers of environmental
reports fail to cover all available reports and thus
are biased to underestimate the real situation.
Nevertheless, the data provided above clearly
support the statement, that environmental report-
ing is still very limited. A minority of the biggest
companies of the industrialised economies do
disclose environmental data. And for the
1SO14001 certified companies this is true only for
a small fraction even in some of the most
advanced countries such as Japan or Swiizerland.
This in contrast to the EMAS certified organisa-
tions. Due to the mandatory publication of an
Environmental Declaration, environmental com-
munication and EMS certification go hand in
hand. It is worth to notice, that EMAS certifica-
tion has seen a levelling off in recent years,
whereas IS014001 in Europe is still growing at a
remarkable rate. The “market share” of EMAS
versus 1S014001 in Europe for 2004 stood at
some 11% of all EMS certificates.

Reporting does not necessarily bring about
Environmental Accountability

Yet the true situation of environmental
accountability can not be revealed by looking at
the number of environmental reports. Their
mere existence does by no means indicate, that a
company is environmentally accountable and
providing insights into the definition of its envi-
ronmental aspects or testifying the continual
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improvement of its performance. Therefore,
scope and significance of the data disclosed is
decisive.

In more than 20 countries or regions (Europe
and North America), awards for best reporting
practices are granted.” These do have an under-
lying ranking method, but as they select best
practice, these rankings to not provide a compre-
hensive empirical assessment of the overall
accountability of the reports under investigation:
e.g. the Swiss OBU Award for Environmental
Reporting — a bi-annual award granted since
1999 — highlights the (5) winners (in 2003)
and their merits. But the other (26) participat-
ing reports are all listed as equally ranked.

Looking at the current situation concerning
the research on the quality of environmental or
sustainability reports, there do exist a number of
studies: on a global scale, the publications by
SustainAbility’® are most widely recognised. In
addition, a number of country specific studies
exist e.g. for United Kingdom," Japan,””
Germany™ or Switzerland® — just to mention a
few.

However, most of this research or rankings
are looking at a more or less comprehensive lists
of qualitative criteria, including e.g. environmen-
tal policy, description of environmental manage-
ment systems, commitment of top management,
etc. In recent years, they refer to the emerging
standards for Sustainability Reporting, especially
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).? Most of
these studies conclude, that the majority of the
reports under investigation have a low quality
against the theoretical benchmark: “few compa-
nies reach even 50% on the scoring scale”?” or
out of 132 reporters on environmental, social or
ethical performance in UK “56 companies pro-
duce no information of substance.”?

However, the long lists of criteria usually cover
many aspects beyond pure accountability issues
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such as the quality of communication, style, etc.
Most of this research looks into the practice of
the big companies, neglecting that many environ-
mental reports are issued by small and medium
sized companies (SMEs), which also account
for a majority of EMS certificates.

A different approach: Defining Environmental
Accountability against the goal of 1SO14001

The research on environmental reporting prac-
tice elaborated in this paper takes a different
approach in two respects: first, we do not limit
the sample to reports from the biggest compa-
nies, but do include all available corporate
reports as well as environmental information pro-
vided by a companies website. Second, we do not
intend to look at formal requirements of “good
reporting practice” nor at “do’s and don’ts” in
corporate environmental communication. This
survey takes a rather focused view on reporting
from a narrowly defined environmental account-
ability point of view. The question we want to
find an answer to, is as follows: “Are corporate
environmental reports accountable against the
ultimate goal of ISO14001 and key elements of its
scope ?” This translates into three core ques-
tions:

A. Environmental Aspects

Does an organisation provide information on
the significant environmental aspects “of its
activities, products and services within the
defined scope of the environmental management
system, that it can control and those which it can
influence taking into account planned or new
developments, or new or modified activities,
products and services™# ?

From an environmental accountability point of
view, it should be made understandable, if the
organisation has seriously assessed all relevant
aspects within its processes and explicitly within
the life cycle of its products and/or services. In
addition, it should be identifiable, if the aspects



Hosei University Repository

100

have been defined taking somehow into account
scientific and political realities and the viewpoint
of stakeholders.

B. Objectives, Targets and Programme(s)

Does the organisation disclose information on
its environmental objectives, targets and pro-
gramme(s) against which it can be measured
and controlled ?

1S014001 requires, that “objectives and tar-
gets shall be measurable where practicable and
- consistent with the environmental policy, includ-
ing the commitments to prevention of pollution,
compliance with legal and other environmental
requirements and continual improvement.” And
“the organization shall establish and maintain(a)
programme(s) for achieving its objectives and
targets. It shall include ... the means and time-
frame by which they are to be achieved.”®

Hence, environmental accountability requires
the communication of explicit qualitative and/or
quantitative targets for each of the relevant
aspects. By clearly stating obliging targets and
programmes, stakeholders are enabled to control
the seriousness and progress of the organisa-
tions environmental activities,

C. Continual Improvement of Environmental
Performance

Does the organisation provide clear and com-
prehensive information on the continual improve-
ment® of its environmental performance, which
is defined as the “measurable results of an
organisation’s management of its environmental
aspects,” whereas “results can be measured
against the organisation’s environmental policy,
environmental objectives and environmental tar-
gets"? ?

Finally, environmental accountability requires
the disclosure of appropriate indicators to trace
the effectiveness of the environmental manage-
ment system on the environment. Therefore, the
disclostire of time series indicating trends of the

absolute levels of environmental impacts or at
least trends of environmental efficiency/ intensi-
ty is indispensable.

As environmental policy, objectives, targets
and programmes do not solely have to be based
on consideration from an environmental point of
view, but explicitly on the economic feasibility
with respect to cost-benefit and the overall finan-
cial situation of an organisation, it would foster
accountability, if the organisation provides infor-
mation on the costs and benefits of environmen-
tal activities. This would help environmental
stakeholders to grasp the economic realities and
scope for improvements and to assess the appro-
priateness of the measures taken and perfor-
mance achieved, respectively.

For a proper understanding, the scope of the
data should be comprehensible and — in best
case — the data should have undergone verifica-
tion by a trustworthy external verification body
similar to validation of financial statements.

It is considered to foster accountability, when
the organisation refers and implements external
standards for the evaluation of environmental
aspects, continual improvement or environmen-
tal reporting.

Whereas other surveys emphasise formal
reporting criteria, the approach of this paper
does emphasise indications on the environmental
aspects discussed by the reporters, the corre-
sponding scope of data, the disclosure of con-
crete commitments as well as trust providing
measures.

Scope and Procedurs of the Survey

Based on the definition of environmental
accountability elaborated above, a list of criteria
has been derived to evaluate all publicly available
environmental reports in Switzerland.

In a first step, publishing organisations were
identified by desk research. Starting from the
already mentioned list of Swiss environmental
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Table 1: Number of collected Swiss Corporate Environmental Reports and Characteristics of the Reporting

Companies

reports published by the Institute for Economics
and the Environment as well as from an unpub-
lished survey conducted among 1S0140601 compa-
nies by ESPRIT for Sinum Inc - EcoPerformance
Systems, a first list of reports was collected and
the organisations were asked to provide their
documents for this survey. From the total of 70
reporters identified, we received 60 documents.
After seeking the documents, some undated
brochures as well as a video declared as an envi-
ronmental report were excluded. The remaining
reports referred not just to one specific period:
many organisations do not publish an environ-
mental report on an annual but on a bi- or tri-
annual basis. As a result, we included all reports
into the sample which refer to a period between
1998 and 2003. For 2003, only a few reports were
available, as we closed our search in February
2004. Hence, some 55 documents remained in
the sample. Finally, we cross-checked and com-
pleted the sample with the Swiss entries into the
CorporateRegister.com database, where we
could identify another 9 reports and the respec-
tive PDF-files for download. In total our sample
accounts for 64 reports.

To define an appropriate scope for detailing
the three core questions outlined above into spe-
cific criteria, the list of criteria was developed

after seeking all of the reports. The criteria were
set in more detail, were we found a broad range
of different information provided by a certain
number of organisations. This is especially true
for the selection of environmental indicators,
such as COg, etc. We found the number of envi-
ronmental indicators in most reports to be quite
limited, whereas waste and emissions into air
were covered most detailed, but specific emis-
sions into water or soil almost absent. Against
this background, we limited detailed indicators
to the most common air emissions and waste cat-
egories and limited water emissions to just one
category “waste water”.

When we identified some characteristics in a
remarkable number of reports, we added a spe-
cific criteria to make this visible. This was the
case for information concerning so called
Ecobalance methods for the assessment of envi-
ronmental aspects and the evaluation of environ-
mental performance. The specific practices pro-
vide meaningful insights for accountability as
they are based on a holistic life cycle approach
and make use of (more or less) scientific envi-
ronmental impact assessment models (LCIA). A
respective example is the EcoScarcity® method,
which allows users to identify environmental
aspects by weighting interventions (resource
extractions and emissions) with reference to
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environmental and political priorities. The result-
ing “Environmental Impact Points” provide a
comprehensive view on relevant environmental
aspects as well as on the trend of improvement
(Total Eco-Efficiency or total environmental
impact). As the weighting factors are publicly
available and standardised, they indicate some-
how an external view beyond the organisations
individual perceptions, fostering the accountabili-
ty of the data disclosed.

We identified that in many reports, verbal
descriptions help to realise, how the organisation
defines aspects and where it defines objectives.
However, this information is often scattered
throughout the report and lacking a systematic
overview. The quantitative indicators to not nec-
essarily correspond with the verbal descriptions
and give another indication on the comprehen-
siveness of the scope covered. Therefore, we dis-
tinguished between qualitative scope and quanti-
tative scope of the reports, especially when it
comes to find out, where reporters draw the line
of their responsibility according to their disclo-
sure practice.

It is important to notice, that the purpose of
this research was not to define best practice nor
to identify the best or worse reporters. Qur main
purpose was to map the information provided in
the reports from the perspective of our account-
ability definition. This is important to note,
because 1S014001 — the underlying reference
for our accountability definition — does not
require the companies to select specific aspects
nor specific indicators. So we just limit our inves-

tigation to list, what kind of indications we can -

find across all the organisations from different
sectors to proof accountability, If we could find a
specific indication for a specific criteria, we list it,
be it implemented just partially or very compre-
hensively. We do not qualify the comprehensive-
ness of how an organisation meets a specific cri-

teria, but limit ourselves to map, that it has some
practice concerning this criteria.

This shall be illustrated by the criteria in the
section “Performance Indicators for the Evalua-
tion of Continual Improvement”; if an organisa-
tion shows a time series for one single indicator,
such as total energy consumption, then the crite-
ria “Input absolute” and “Time Series” are
ticked. This does not imply, that the organisation
does provide “Input absolute” and “Time
Series” for all of its environmental aspects or
indicators, e.g. CO:, NOx, etc. Same is true for
targets or achievements: it is sufficient to list just
one target or to disclose just one statement on
achievement of a specific target to get the criteria
ticket.

It is important to keep this in mind, when inter-
preting the results. They reflect an absolute mini-
mal requirement only. In accordance with
1S014001 it is up to the organisation to define the
scope and level of detail individually.

When it comes to evaluate verbal descriptions
or to categorize information that is not very
apparent or unclear, there is a subjective element
to decide whether to tick the criteria or not. So
some of the criteria might be evaluated in a dif-
ferent way, if other people would try to apply the
same criteria. To limit this subjective judgement,
the reports were evaluated by three people and
differences inbjudgement were discussed to find
a common perception.

Finally, for some criteria we found that there are
two levels of information: the criteria is apparent-
Iy met or we can conclude indirectly, that the cri-
teria is met. For Example, some indicators are
presented within a sum parameter: Electricity is
not explicitly found as an indicator, but from the
text we learn, that in the indicator for total ener-
gy consumption, electricity is included. Or to
give an other example, CO: emissions form elec-
tn'éity supply are listed within the total CO. emis-
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sions, but there is no separate indicator for elec-
tricity consumption. Hence, we learn that the
company does consider electricity as a relevant
environmental aspect, at least when it comes to
CO: emissions. In such cases, we ticket the crite-
ria “electricity”, but put it in brackets. All rudi-
mentarily or indirectly apparent cases to meet a
criteria are shown by using (X).

The resulting evaluation matrix follows the
structure outlined below:

1. Qualitative Scope of Reports (11 Criteria)
The qualitative scope of environmental aspects
shall indicate, where an organisation theoretically
draws the line for its EMS beyond the site-level:
does it — at least verbally — address processes
and impacts linked to its operations and the life
cycle of its products or services ? For example,
it is relevant to know, if an organisation does
address emissions from energy supply, external
transportation or from the use of its products.
The list of criteria applied in this section corre-
sponds with typical elements of a products life
cycle.

2. Disclosure of Environmental Data (35
Criteria)

More stringent than in section 1, the criteria of
this section cover several characteristics to evalu-
ate the organisation’s environmental accountabil-

"ity from a quantitative point of view. Does it
explain, how data is collected or just present
some data without any specification ? Are com-
mon tools to illustrate the mass and energy flows
of an organisation provided (Input-Output-
Balance, Flow Chart) ? How detailed are the indi-
cators to describe the environmental aspects and
to monitor changes ? Here we distinguish
between systematic or arbitrary selections of
indicators. Although this is a very ambiguous cri-
teria, we realised that some companies present
data without convincing reference to the sector’s
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significant environmental aspects. E.g. if a trans-
portation company limits its indicators to waste,
without addressing energy consumption, etc. this
is considered as arbitrary. On the other hand a
systematic presentation of indicators is assumed,
when indicators correspond to the generally
plausible profile of the respective sector.

As already explained, the specific indicators
listed in this section are a result from the first
seeking of all reports and correspond as well to
generally accepted priorities of environmental
policy such as Waste, Energy, COz, NOx, etc.

In addition, the corporate Ecobalance frame-
work published by the Swiss Association for
Environmentally Conscious Management OBU®
is used to summarize the indicators scope. Site
Balance means, that the indicators are limited to
interventions at the site, whereas Core Balance
includes interventions occurring from waste
treatment, waste water treatment and energy
supply. The Complementary Balance contains
upstream and downstream interventions. Thus
this categorisation is useful to indicate, if the data
provided corresponds to the ISO14001 scope
(operations and products).

Finally, several assessment score criteria are
listed in this section to search for accountability
on how to systematically identify environmental
aspects. ABC-Analysis is a qualitative priority cat-
egorisation approach (e.g. A=High Priority, B=
Medium, C=not relevant) for a range of criteria
like risk, cost, impact, etc.. ABC-Analysis in
Switzerland is known to be used by most
1S014001 certified companies. The question is:
Do they provide their assessment to the stake-
holders? Impact Scores and Single Score repre-
sent the disclosure of aggregated environmental
impact data as commonly used in Life Cycle
Impact Assessment (LCIA). Impact Scores
describe the contribution to a specific environ-
mental effect like Global Warming, Ozone
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Depletion, Acidification, etc. whereas a Single
Score is used to calculate one comprehensive
impact score. The above mentioned EcoScarcity
is one kind of Single Score methods, but there
exist many more.

One may question, why this section is limited
to interventions only and does not include indica-
tors for legal compliance such as concentration
values in exhausts or waste waters. The reason
from an environmental accountability point of
view is, that the certification by IS014001 itself
already accounts for legal compliance as a mini-
mal requirement. We concentrate on the ques-
tion, how are environmental aspects beyond legal
compliance identified and disclosed — and finally
improved.

3. Performance Indicators & Evaluation of
Continual Improvement (17 Criteria)

The third section deals with the disclosure of
environmental performance indicators and the
informative basis to evaluate the reporter’s
achievements. The section contains a characteri-
sation of disclosed indicators according to their
usefulness to monitor continual improvement.
From an environmental point of view it is
decisive to be able to understand, if the absolute
level of impacts is reduced (Strong Sustainability)
or, if at least some relative improvements in
terms of reduced intervention-intensity (e.g.
CO./product produced) or enhanced Eco-Efficiency
(e.g. higher cash flow per ton CO:) is achieved.
Relative indicators help to understand the effec-
tiveness of the EMS as changes in the economic
situation of the organisation can be understood
(e.g. an absolute reduction of CO: can be the
result of a economic downturn rather than the
fruit for hard and effective work within the
EMS). From an accountability point of view,
benchmarks are considered to be an excellent
way to demonstrate improvements. And — as
already explained — environmental cost account-

ing and benefit data can help to properly under-
stand the situation and appropriateness of the
efforts taken by the organisation.

Again, it must be kept in mind, that ISO14001
does not require organisations to reach out for a
certain level of pollution nor a certain level of
Eco-Efficiency nor a sector specific benchmark.
The only requirement indeed is the achievement
of the organisation’s self imposed targets and
programmes. Hence, true accountability would
require the organisation to disclose this informa-
tion.

4. References (3 Criteria)

Finally, standards on environmental evaluation
and reporting as well as verification of the infor-
mation disclosed by a third party are also consid-
ered as effective means to foster accountability.
The external standards mentioned by the report-
ing organisations are listed in this section, with-
out any check of compliance. Their citation does
not necessarily mean, that the respective stan-
dards have been fully implemented.

We use these criteria to statistically search for
characteristics of the reports compared to the
average of all reporters.

After seeking the reports, specifying the
detailed criteria of the evaluation matrix, all three

- authors thoroughly checked each report individ-

ually. Then their results were consolidated and
different evaluations of certain criteria of a specif-
ic report were discussed to reach a common per-
ception. Finally, the results were entered into a
spreadsheet and the results were grouped by
certain characteristics, for which we would
expect differing patterns of disclosure (Table 2).

In addition to the criteria “Reference to exter-
nal Standard” and “Third Party Verification”, we
selected organisations disclosing “Single Score”
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Criteria Based Grouping Characteristids of Repoiter

- | stock Market quoted | , 1 oraies | Financia

Tt R S é\;lul(t;naﬁorga[lj- : SSrnaallg;Mediu‘m M:ian:_fagﬁurlng ’Tt‘éﬁé‘p"‘oria%én | _Services:

; . F.Ne | BlgCompanies . | ‘SizedCompantes. | Industries |, 0P D030 Banking and

Reporing Organieation -~ L N= " (o600 Employees) | T[T | imsuranco
With Referenca to Standard " | 31 81% 19% 52% 16% 32%
Without Referanca to Standard | 33 87% 33% 76% 24% 0%
Verifiéd - oo 18 85% 15% 82% 8% 31%
Not Vérified AR 1 1% 29% 65% 24% 12%
srgle Score- EEE 22 7% 23% 55% 18% 27%
Without Single Score- - | 42 71% 29% 69% 21% 10%

Table 2: Groups for Structural Comparison with all Reporters

indicators as a third criteria based group,
because the use of Single Score indicators histor-
ically has been prominent in Switzerland. These
methods cover a wide range of interventions and
we wanted to learn, if this has any effect on the
environmental accountability.

When interpreting the results, it has to be
taken into account that the sample is too small to
result in statistically valid evaluations, but the
results are based on a full sample of all available
and known Swiss corporate environmental
reports for the period specified. Therefore the
results represent the situation at the time of col-
lection (February 2004).

Discussion of Results

In the following section the resuilts of the sur-
vey are presented and discussed. The most
important data is provided in the text, whereas
the complete data is enclosed in annex A
“Evaluation Matrix”.

1. Qualitative Scope of Reports
A first important finding of the survey is the
fact that only 33% of the reports discuss environ-
mental aspects of products. The percentage
among industrial manufacturers is especially low
at 20%, whereas 60% of reporting companies
from the financial sector discussed green finance

products. Of course, this is a special case and not
looking at the negative impacts of financial prod-
ucts, but at least they signal their responsibility
is not limited to running offices. Some 54% of
reporters from the non-financial sectors, like
retailing, communication or tourism discuss envi-
ronmental aspects of their services; the same
rate was found among companies undergoing
third party verification. The lowest rate was
found among small and medium sized companies
(SMEs) with 18%.

This finding is confirmed by the qualitative
scope of the environmental aspects addressed by
the reporters (Table 3): typical elements of the
life cycle of products yield a low rate of discus-
sion. Only very few reporters discuss environ-
mental aspects within their EMS related to prod-
ucts or services, to suppliers or to the commut-
ing of their staff.

A majority of companies does not consider
internal transportation - transports carried out by
company owned vehicles -, business trips, energy
supply or waste water treatment as important
environmental aspects to be discussed in their
reports.

Looking at the several grouped results, the
picture changes somehow: especially the
financial sector shows a different pattern, as 90%
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intemal Business Wests Products /
Trmsportaion | Tips | COMMtng | EnorgySupply | oo e | SuPRtrs | o e
3% 27% 14% 47% 27% | 16% | 6%
40% 30% 5% “53% 20% | 15% %
29% 8% | 29% 29% —2a% | 18% 0%
327 12% 15% 34% 22% | 15% 5%

‘ 3 23% 15% 6% 38% 8% | 15%
Flnanaal@nwlm 50% 50% 10% 100% 30% | 30% 0%
vsmn Refemncetos:andard 94% 52% 38% 19% 7% "52% | 29% 6%

out‘Rs!arenca 88% 24% 6% 0% 18% 3% 3% 6%
'vmeu 82% 62 a6% % 65% 31% | 23% %
Not:Verfied 90% 31% 22% 16% 41% 25% | 14% 8%
Single Score. | 91% 50% | 80% | 33% 5% 8% | 2% | 5%
Without Single Score _ 80% 31% 14% 5% 26% 79 7% 7%

Table 3: Verbal Coverage of Typical Processes as an Indication for the Scope of an EMS

of these reporters address business trips and
100% energy supply. Also among third party ve-
rified reports the scores especially for energy
supply and internal transportation are clearly
above average. The highest scores for energy
supply were found among companies disclosing
results with reference to a single score, followed
by reporters that referred to an external report-
ing standard. SMEs demonstrate an environmen-
tal sensibility well above average concerning the
commuting of their employees.

2. Disclosure of Environmental Data

Most reporters give some description on the
data they provide, but 20% do not give any expla-
nation on the scope or quality of their data or do
not provide any data at all. However, this does
not imply, that the descriptions provided are suf-
ficient to fully understand, how the data was col-
lected. Not surprisingly, third party verified
reports scored 100% against 75% among not ver-
ified reports.

In 28% of all reports an Input-Output-Balance
provides a comprehensive view on the interven-
tions disclosed, whereas 20% illustrate their
scope of data by using a flow chart.

When it comes to the number of input and out-
put indicators, one has to be reminded that the
selection of meaningful indicators is depending
on the industrial sector. However, the number of
indicators does provide an indication on the level
of detail an organisation is monitoring its envi-
ronmental aspects. We counted all indicators pro-
vided, hence the number is not identical with the
number of interventions disclosed (e.g. CO:
from fuel, CO: from heating, CO: from electricity
would add up to three indicators).

In average, more than 10 input indicators and
about 13 output indicators were disclosed in the
reports (Table 4). As we draw a line between
reporters of arbitrarily selected indicators and
reporters of a systematic selection of indicators
in relation to the environmental aspects of the
specific sector, these figures show a great varia-
tion: the average among the systematic reporters
was found at 15 input and 18 output indicators.
Among the systematic reporters the financial
sector again scored the highest rate with 160%,
followed by the third party verified at 92%.

It is worth noting that almost 40% of the
reporters were categorized as arbitrary for both
the selection of their input data and their output
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iR Averaga Number of Input Indicators Average Number of Output Indicators
R Qrganigation: Total §Eemaﬂc Arbitrary Total Systematic | Arbitrary
All Reporters . 10.45 15.09 3.96 12.97 18.03 5.38
pe——— -
>500 Employees 9.22 12.85 3.78 13.11 18.50 5.86
SMEs 14.13 2263 443 12.56 25.67 470
Industry 11.53 19.83 4,05 13.26 21.05 5.47
Non-finarcial Services - - 8.83 12.57 3.60 13.17 19.00 5.00
Financial Services 8.30 8.30 - 11.60 11.60 .
With Reference to Standard 10.13 11.46 557 13,00 16.22 3.75
Without Reference to.Standard 10.78 23.00 3.33 12,83 21.23 6.19
h—— - —
Verified -~ 19,31 2025 8.00 17.85 19.17 2.00
Not Verified 8.00 12.39 3.78 11.62 17.48 5.52
SE—
Single Score 10.62 12.19 5.60 11.78 15.64 4.00
Without Single Score. 10.36 17.83 355 1362 19.56 5.94

Table 4: Average Number of Quantitative Indicators in Swiss Corporate Environmental Reports

data. The average number of inputs is below 4
indicators and for outputs slightly above 5 indica-
tors, making a wide gap evident. In this group we
found significantly more SMEs when it comes to
output indicators, and for both (input and output
indicators) especially non-verified organisations
or companies not referring to external standards.

The divide between reporters providing detailed
indicators and the ones limiting the number of
disclosed indicators is also clearly found, when
looking at the distribution. Verified reports are
clearly identified as the most comprehensive
reporters. On average more than half of all

reporters (2. Quartile) disclose less than or
exactly 7 input and 10 output indicators.

When looking at the type of input indicators
(Table 5), the picture becomes more detailed
again: 91% of all companies provide some data
on their energy consumption in general, 83% on
heating, 80% on electricity, but only 33% on fuel,
corresponding to the low rate found for the quali-
tative scope of environmental aspects for trans-
portation already identified in section 1. Although
fuel and transportation is commonly considered as
a top priority in national environmental policy, most
organisations do not consider it relevant for disclo-
sure and one might assume that this also indicates

R Quantified Input Indicstors
Reporing Qiganisstion Raw Materisls | Components :”"’“‘.“ sl | waer | pociaging (;‘f"f”;) g::n” Heeting Fuel
ANl Roporters 28% 8% 36% | 68% | 19% | 33% | 80% | 83% | 33%
500 Employass. 7% 5% | 3% | 7i% | 1% | 40% | 7ew | 3% | 36%
BMEs_ ' 47% 12% 41% 4% | 24% 12% | B2% | 82% | 24%
industry. . 30% 12% 1% 7% | 275 10% 76% 80% | 21%
Non-financia) Savices 15% 0% 45% 8% 8% 54% | 69% | 77% | 62%
Financial Services 0% % 10% 90% 0% 100% | 100% | 100% | 20%
26% 6% 2% | 71% | 16% 48% 04% | 07% | _39%
30% % 33% 87% | 21% 18% | 67% | 70% | 27%
N% 73%_ | 69% | 100% | 38% 82% | 92% | 92% | 46% |
27% 4% 29% 61% | 14% 25% | 76% | 0% | 29%
37% % | 50% 73% | 23% a5% | o1% | 05% | 45%
20% T% 31% 67% |__17% 26% | 74% | 76% | 26%

Table 5: Disclosure of Quantified Input Indicators
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a low priority within their EMS system.

Remarkable is the result for water data provid-
ed by some 70% of reporters — especially from
the bigger companies —, although water is not
considered as scarce in Switzerland as in the sur-
rounding Europe. A reason for this could be the
cost of water procurement and the fact that data
is very easy to collect in most cases.

The reporting ratios for raw materials and
components in average are low, but here the
manufacturing reporters’ average is considered
more meaningful, because the financial sector
puts a bias on the total average. Still, the clear
majority of companies does not provide quantita-
tive data concerning their materials. This might
be taken as an indication that resources are not a
focal subject for EMS at the reporting organisa-
tions. Only utilities like chemicals — which are
usually linked to some risks, emissions or haz-
ardous waste when processed — are reported at
least by more than a third of all companies,
whereas third party verified reporters seem to
put more often an emphasis here (69%).

From the list of output indicators (Table 6),
waste indicators are most common, provided by
72% of reporters, followed by CO. (61%), prod-
ucts and/or services (50%) and waste water

(45%). The grouped results show significant dif-
ferences: waste indicators (waste, hazardous
waste, recycling) can be found in most of the
third party verified reports as well as in reports of
financial companies and is quite common in the
reports of big companies and companies which
refer to external standards or single score impact
assessment. At 47% SME's show a rate of disclo-
sure far below the average.

Waste water data is provided by a majority of
industrial manufacturers, reporters referring to
external standards and undergoing verification.
However, waste water is usually disclosed as a
sum parameter without detailed indicators on
specific emissions.

For CO: the disclosure rate is a remarkable
100% in the financial sector, whereas a mere
50% of the other two sectors report data on this
top priority of environmental policy. Again, veri-
fied reports score high and SMEs particularly
low.

The rates for NOx and SOx are significantly
higher for reports from the industrial sector,
whereas financial organisations do score a low
10% disclosure rate, although their scope of
environmental aspects showed high rates for
energy supply, transportation and business trips,
processes closely linked to these emissions.

Quantified Output Indicators

o Proqusta s |y | Hazdous | o wase | | cther
1s 25 laste Wasto ocycling Water 0x Six | voC Emis:il:mto
50% | 72% | 64% | 67% | 45% | 61% | 39% | 34% | 36%] 6%
43% | 81% | 72% | 81% | 45% | 74% | 43% 36% | 40%| 35%
71% | 47% | 41% | 20% | 47% | 24% | 20%| 29% | 24%] 20%
56% | 68% | 66% | 61% | 54% | 56% | 46%| 44% | 46%]  44%
69% | 69% | 38% | 69% | 31% | 46% | 38% ] 23% | 23%] 31%
0% | 90% | 0% | 80% | 30% | 100% ] 10%| 10% | 10%] 10%

- 1 a8% | 81% | 74% | 7a% | 68% | ea%| 42%| 39%] 0o%]| 95%
d] _62% | 84% | 55% | 61% | 33% | 55% | 36%| 30% | 30%] 36%
54% | 02% | 85% | 062% | 62% | 92% | 54%| 54% | 46%]  62%
49% | 67% | 58% | 61% | 41% | 53%[ 35%] 20% | 33%| 20%
50% | B82% | 64% | 73% | 0% | 50% ] 39%| 32% | 3% 3%
50% | 67% | 64% | 64% | 43% | 62% ] 43%] 38% | 43%] 43%

Table 6: Disclosure o

f Quantified Output Indicators
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Overall, it is remarkable, that we found only
very few reporters disclosing data on ozone
depleting substances, on heavy metals and
on specific toxic substances. In most reports,
environmental impacts seem to be limited to
energy, waste, COz, NOx, SOx and VOC as a sum

parameter.

An important characteristic of the data provid-
ed is its scope (Table 7). Here it becomes evi-
dent, to what extent a reporter includes upstream
or downstream interventions into his calculation
and most probably into his continual improve-
ment process. Following the OBU framework,
we can find that 45% of all reporters look beyond
their site level and do integrate interventions
from electricity supply into their indicators (this
is especially true for CO:), whereas the comple-
mentary interventions from suppliers of materials
or components or the use and disposal of pro-
ducts/services are rarely integrated. The Core
Balance does include site-level interventions,
plus energy supply, waste water treatment and
waste treatment, This comprehensive scope indi-
cates the interventions a company can directly
and indirectly influence during operations. Some
23% of all reporters calculate at least some of
their indicators based on this scope.
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Looking at the grouped results, the reporters
using single score impact assessment as well as
the ones referring to external standards show the
highest rates for Complementary and Core
Balance. This is mainly due to the fact that the
Swiss OBU method for Corporate Ecobalancing
recommends to apply both, this framework for
data collection and the application of the
EcoScarcity single score. On the other hand, the
financial industry scores a 100% rate for the inte-
grated consideration of electricity, which is rec-
ommended by the German VFU standard.
Hence, the rates for industry and non-financial
services are below average.

3. Performance Indicators & Evaluation of
Continual Improvement
Most organisations report time series for some
of their quantitative indicators and hence readers
can check for improvement from an environmen-
tal point of view (Table 8). However, some 12%
of manufacturers and 11% of big companies do
not allow to see any trend in their data. Even
some 8% of verified companies do not provide
any indicator as a time series.

Similar is the situation concerning the absolute
level of interventions (inputs or outputs): 19%

Slie Batance|

s . L Core-

i L Eloatrclty Balanco
All'Reportets 94% | 45% | 23% 14%
500 Employess 54% | 5% | 23% 15%
SMES : 0% | 29% | 24% 12%
Industry o 93% | 34% | 20% 10%
Non-financial Servicas 92% | 38% | 23% 23%
Financial Serviges 700% | 100% | _40% 20%
i_Wlth' T Referance to.Standard - 100% 74% | 48% 25%
Without-Reference to Standard | 65% 8% | 0% 0%
T 700% | 69% | 31% &%
Not Verified 92% | 39% | 22% 16%
Shglescere. . 100% % | 66% %
Without Singl Scoro 50% | 24% | 0% 0%

Table 7: Scope of Environmental Data according to the OBU Framework
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' L Tive | mpwt | owpa | nput | Dutputper | Output | output per|utpt per
Repating Organisation Seriss | absotte | absotte | et | producton (per nput]valuo acktéd] Empioyeo
All Reporters _ 91% | 86% | 81% | 50% | 33% | 8% | 16% | 20%
[>500 Employees 89% | B7% | 81% | 53% | 32% 9% | 17% | 26%
SMEs 94% | 62% | 82% | 41% | 35% | 6% | 12% | 6%
(Tndustry” - |_88% | B5% | 83% | 49% | 38% | 10% 7% 7% |
Nonfinaraa Bemizes] 075 | 509 | s5% | 2o% | s | o0 | 2% 5%
Finandal Senices | 100% | 80% | 70% | 90% 0% | 0% | 0% | 90%
F With Standard 1 97% | 84% | 84% | 66% | 35% | 6% ] 13% | 3%%
Without Siandard 85% | 88% | 79% | 33% | 30% | 9% | 18% | 9%
{Verified — 92% | 92% | 92% | 62% | 23% | 8% ] 16% | 31%
[Not Verified 80% | 84% | 78% | 47% | 35% | 8% | 16% | 18%
Single Score__ 81% | _77% | 77% | 50% | 27% | 9% 1 18% | 27%
Without Single Score_|_90% | 00% | 83% | 50% | 36% | 7% | 14% | 17%

Table 8: Characteristics of Indicators to Evaluate the Level of Impacts as well as the Environmental

Effectiveness of the EMS

do not disclose their total emissions for at least
one indicator. Even within the financial
reporters, some 20% avoid to communicate the
absolute level.

Understanding the Eco-Efficiency or interven-
tion-intensity is even more limited: on average of
all reporters, only 50% provide any ratios show-
ing how much input is required per some kind of
unit such as production or value added or num-
ber of employees. The respective rates for output
indicators is again lower: apart from the financial
sector only 38/39% of reporters provide some

indicators per level of production. And their aver-
age for output per value added is at a low 16%.
The concept of Eco-Efficiency as put forward by
the World Business Council for Sustainable
Development (WBCSD), is not widely used in
Switzerland at least when it comes to reporting
on continual improvement,

In absence of the type of information surveyed
in this section — be it absolute or relative — it is
not possible for stakeholders to check the benefit
for the environment nor the environmental effec-

| emet | Evtomat | Eironmental | Monetary: | Tots Eca-
Rawmngoramisaﬁm © | Benchmerk | Benchroark|  Cost | Beneft | Effidency
All Reporters | o% &% 33% 8% | 19%
SS00Employess. | 13% | 5% | 3o% 5% | 19%
SMEs 0% 0% 35% 6% | 18%

Thousity. — % 7% %% 0% | 17% ]
Non-financlal Servicas | 15% 0% 15% 0% | 31%
Financiél Services- - | __20% 30% 0% 0% 10%
[With: Stendard____ 16% 13% 15% 3% 32%
Without Standard 3% 0% 45% 5% 6%
= P ) % 3% 0% | 35%

— 8% 6% 33% 8% | 14%

S 5% 23% 5% 55%
Wlthout'slngle Score | 5% % 38% 7% 0%

Table 9: Indications for the Appropriateness of Environmental Targets and Programme(s)
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tiveness of the EMS itself.

On the other hand, 90% of the reporters from
the financial industry provide some results on a
per employee basis and therefore enable bench-
marking among this sector, which is published
by 30% of them (Table 9). Only one industrial
company does external benchmarking against
the sectors average. From all reporters only 6
use their data to benchmark internally by com-
paring the indicators of their sites or offices.

Some data on environmental cost is disclosed
by 33% of all reporters, with 46% of all manufac-
tures. But comprehensive cost accounting is
quite rare as most of the data provided is refer-
ring to some specific activity discussed in the
report rather than a systematic overview.
Economic benefit information is even more rare
on the reports: only 4 of the manufacturers indi-
cate some numbers on cost savings or other bene-
fits.

A special type of indicator — the Total Eco-
Efficiency (value added per unit of single score
impact) — could be identified in 20% of the
reports. Hence, for this 12 companies a compre-
hensive environmental indicator allows stake-
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holders to monitor the trend of continual
improvement.

Most important for the evaluation of environ-
mental accountability from an ISO14001 point of
view are the scores for targets, achievements and
programmes (Table 10): this is the benchmark
for every certified company as its own targets
must be achieved — at least in the long run — to
qualify for certification. Do they disclose the
basis of this requirement to the stakeholders ?
The answer is sobering: 30% of all reporters do
not provide any information on targets, some
19% communicate some qualitative targets only,
whereas 17% disclose some kind of quantitative
targets. 28% show both types of targets.

Some information on achievements are dis-
closed by 36%, with third party verified reports,
the single score and the external standard
groups showing the highest rates.

And some indication on specific action sched-
uled for implementation — programme (s) —
were found only in 22% or 14 of all reports.

Reminding, that the low scores are based on
the criteria, that any kind of information can be
identified in the reports, the rate of disclosure
does by no means indicate the comprehensive-
ness of the respective information. There are

e ] Qualitaive | Quantftatve Extomal | Third Parly
Reporting Organisaticn T orgets Targels Achievements | Programme(s) Standands | Vertfication
AlReporiers.____|_ 47% 45% 36% 7% 48% 20%
S500 Employess | 45% a3% 36% 23% 53% 23%
SMEs 53% 53% 35% 18% 35% 12%
Industry T _41% 51% ~37% 17% 39% 20%
‘Mon-financial.-Services] 69% 46% 38% 38% 38% 8%
Financlal Services | 40% 20% 30% 20% 100% 40%
With, Standard. -] 55% 39% a2% 26% 100% 35%
Without Standard | __39% 52% 30% 18% 0% 5%
Yerfied | 54% 46% 54% 31% ~77% | 100%
Not Verified T 45% 45% 31% 20% 1% 0%
Single Scora 55% 3% 5% 7% 6% 7%
Without 'Slnﬁ a:Score | 43% 48% 31% 19% 29% 17%

Table 10: Key Indications for Environmental Accountability: Targets, Achievements, Programme(s) and

External References
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only few reports, which provide truly comprehen-
sive views on their targets and achievements.
The binding character of data which stake-
holders could use for monitoring the continual
improvement against the — ISO14001 required
elements of an EMS (targets and programme) —
seems to keep most reporters from disclosure.

4. References

The low disclosure rate concerning targets,
achievements and programme (s) corresponds
with the rate of third party verified reports: 20%
undergo some procedure to audit the quality of
their data collection systems and the appropriate-
ness of their reporting. 77% of these companies
refer their reports to external standards. Across
all criteria they score well above average in many
criteria.

Finally, the survey found 48% of the reports to

refer to some external standards, whereas only
few (9%) mention to refer to internal standards.
Overall, 11 different external standards were
identified, but only a few were often referred
to: the Swiss OBU method for Corporate
Ecobalancing scored 13 entries, followed by 10
entries for the German VFU standard of
Environmental Performance Indicators for the
financial industry, 4 entries for the GRI Global
Reporting Initiative and 2 entries for RC/CEFIC
Responsible Care / European Chemical Industry
Council.

In the absence of any authorised national stan-
dard for environmental reporting in Switzerland,
the standards for environmental accounting
(OBU / VfU) are dominating and had a signifi-
cant impact concerning the rate of disclosure for
various criteria, especially on the scope of the
quantified indicators. Reporters as a group fol-
lowing these standards are — according to the
results of this survey — significantly more
accountable than others. This is especially true

for the reporters referring to the OBU method.

Congclusions: Low Environmental Accountability
and the Power of External Standards

Starting from the global context of the diffu-
sion of EMS and the availability of corporate
environmental reports, this paper discussed the
current state of environmental accountability in
Switzerland. ,

It was argued that the EMS certificates alone
do not provide stakeholders with sufficient indi-
cations concerning the seriousness of the envi-
ronmental activities beyond organisational and
legal aspects. Hence, environmental reporting is
required to make companies accountable.

The data presented on the global and national
scale demonstrates, that the sheer number of
environmental reports available to stakeholders
is very limited. Only a fraction of companies do
actually provide any information on their environ-
mental aspects and their respective performance.
The rate of reporting was estimated to be below
15% of all 1SO14001 certified organisations even
in some of the most advanced countries such as
Japan.

But not only do just a fraction of companies
publish environmental reports. Many reports are
limited in their content and do not bring about
environmental accountability. This finding from
major international surveys looking at the
biggest companies were confirmed by a full sam-
ple survey of all publicly available corporate envi-
ronmental reports in Switzerland.

Applying a narrow definition of environmental
accountability derived directly from the ultimate
goals of ISO14001, it was found that a majority of
the reports do not address issues required for
environmental accountability. This is even more
striking as our survey just searched for minimal
requirements without assessing the complete-
ness of the reported information, but only looked
for any type of indications concerning the out-
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lined criteria. Thus the conclusion is drawn, that
only few reporting companies — below 30% —
can be considered as truly environmental
accountable. It was found, that those companies
very often are referring to external standards in
combination with external third party verification
of their reports and/or their data collection sys-
tems.

In Switzerland, there are no official standards
for environmental reporting available so far nor
are there discussions going on to create such
guidelines. Looking at the situation in Japan,
where a high compliance of the many reports
available with the voluntary guidelines issued by
the Environmental Ministry has been proven in
comprehensive surveys®, we conclude that such
standards are vital for attaining environmental
accountability and hence to leverage the impact
of EMS certification for the creation of an ecolog-
ically sustainable economy. For this endeavour
the Swiss OBU methodology for corporate
Ecobalancing, released in 1991 and followed by
some 14 out of the 64 corporate environmental
reporters so far, could provide a suitable starting
point.
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