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Abstract

Given the role of universities in the sustainablevelopment’s context, the
sustainability report is a valuable document whazim improve the engagement of
stakeholders and the connection with local andmatéonal communities. The aim of
this work is to create, from concrete examplestaadard procedure which can help
universities or higher education institutions teattbsure their environmental, economic

and social performance in the sustainability report
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introduction

| ntroduction

Since its first “official” definition by WCED in 187, sustainable development
has been spread all over the World and it has edolm different, and sometimes
divergent, ideas and aspects, according with astulifestyles and needs of peoples
and countries. Such diffusion is the product ofesies of international efforts to
sensitize population to voluntarily adopt sustaledifestyles, according with their own
conditions and possibilities, without binding thenth international or local legislations
which may create advantages for some people talélanent of others. At the same
time, the integration of environmental and socgdexts with the financial analysis has
brought organisations (both privates and publios¢dnsider wider dimension beyond
their classic spatial and time borders, developiegy methods in decision-making
process. In particular, the stakeholders engageapmprbach has highlighted how much
it is important for businesses to take into accdantheir strategies all the needs and
interests of each group and category of stakehal@desrwell as to provide them values,
performances and future goals of the company.igny, organisations have begun to
issue voluntary documents, which contain as morpaassible useful information for
their stakeholders, including management and adtnative staff.

Among all the communications issued by organisatidhe sustainability report is
considered as one of the most indicated and usednuEnt to provide company’s
information about sustainability, as it containsviesnmental, economic and social
perspectives and their respective relationshipis; & voluntary report, so that contents
and structure are related to strategy and targetsrapanies, making reports different

each other. However, the actual quality of sustality reports has been criticised to be
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not fully exhaustive, even though data are presemiemonetary and not-monetary
quantities, or to represent only a better imageforganisation. Reasons of this partial
disclosure might come from the lack of knowledge &mols to analyse and evaluate
sustainability: for example, environmental and abienpacts can produce consequences
in different places, outside the organisation’sdeos, or in the future, with a high level
of uncertainty, so that it is difficult for compasito calculate a monetary return of their
investment in a single period, as well as the FRrarReport.
Thus, research centres, universities and educatiogeneral are now playing an
important role to lead present knowledge and teldgmes towards that sustainable
future which should give the same possibilitiepi@sent generations to the future ones.
However, as indicated in this work, it is possilile note that the number of
sustainability reports issued by universities anir institutions is unusually lower
than the number of those which have included suasbélity concerns in their curricula;
it means that reporting difficulties found by compes are more or less the same found
by educational institutions, with the substantidfedlence of the scope between the
organisations: education for university rather tpaofit for company. Although efforts
have been made in order to create guidelines aardefvorks to help companies in
sustainability reporting, there are not specifiedglines focused on the structure and
targets of universities; moreover, in these gurgiis not specifically included an
important aspect of education institutions: thedaoaic perspective.

The present work wants to be an incentive to heleausities and higher
education institutions to approach the sustairtgbhiéiport, which represents an effective
instrument to engage stakeholders in strategicsoters and to develop the university’s

role inside local and international communities.eTénalysis carried out about the
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present situation of university’s disclosure wilhosv which are the contents that
institutions consider crucial to insert in theirsfi sustainability reports and how to
present them, highlighting the most common diffi@s which universities run into.
Then, the evaluation of Ca’ Foscari’'s experienceudalits first sustainability reporting
process will be described and compared with thet onsesd guidelines, in order to create
a simple procedure to incentive universities andghidr Education Institutions to
approach sustainability reporting.

The structure of the present work is divided in&@mtChapters: Chapter 1 will show the
meaning of sustainable development and how theepiraf sustainability has evolved
in different countries and contexts; the second plathe same chapter is focused on the
sustainability report: a general introduction wile followed by its motivations,
contents, stakeholders engagement, main guidetnéss and other useful information
about it, especially from the point of view of einpieses and companies, as such
document is well developed in this reality. Cha@e&oncerns with the relation between
sustainability and education, as well as universiind Higher Education Institutions; a
focus on the present situation of sustainabilifyorés issued by these institutions has
been inserted to explain in general how this remrdsed by universities and which
improvements should still be done. Chapter 3 anap@r 4 will present the analysis of
case studies: in Chapter 3, five sustainabilityoregpare analysed, as they are the first
reports issued by five different universities frdifferent regions of the World; findings
will present the contents, the structure and othmortant conclusions about what is
included in these reports. Chapter 4 explains #peence of Universita Ca’ Foscari
Venezia, about the reporting process of its fiegtort in 2011 (data of 2010); this

experience represents an effective example forratiméversities, especially in the



introduction

Italian context, to better understand how to staetreporting procedure and to achieve
the final draft of the report. Lastly, Chapter Slvghow the main conclusions of this
work, with the presentation of a standard procedareiniversities, highlighting which
are the difficulties normally found in the proces®l underlining the fundamental steps

which characterise the sustainability reportingedycation institutions.
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1. Sustainability reporting

1.1 Sustainability

The concept of “sustainable development”, anddtated “sustainability” term,

arose in the 1980s, when the perception of thehEasta closeted eco-system with a
limited carrying capacity has driven growing attentand meaningful debate by
scientific and civil society. The most frequentlyoged definition of sustainable
development is given by Our Common Future, betteswn as Brundtland Report,
during the 8 Meeting of the World Commission on Environment ddelvelopment
(WCED) in 1987: sustainable development, at thatefi has been defined as
development “... which meets the needs of the ptesghout compromising the ability
of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCHE987). Even though this
definition can be considered as “official”, it hbsen criticised by many authors as
“concept so general that everyone can agree {®aVidson, 2011); as it is evident, the
simple described approach does not define a pehatiay to achieve sustainability, as
many would have wished, and therefore it is comsidl@mbiguous and controversial.
In fact, afterwards the Brundtland Report, theres wa general agreement on the
meaning of sustainability: different opinions, athdefinitions and, especially, many
opposite interests to the sustainable developneehtd the creation of more than 100
“definitions”, according to Banerjee and Bonnef@@811), each of them underlines a
specific shade of sustainability, depending exacity the interest and view of the
author. However, this “fuzziness” has been usejuread sustainable development’s

debate and consensus (Bebbington and Gray, 200itholV linger over the
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examination of each definition, it is necessary nention how the concept of
sustainability evolved over recently years and xangne some important points of
view, starting from the criticisms raised agais WCED.

The word which won more opposite opinions (andsitsiill doing it) has been the
meaning of “needs”: as the Brundtland’s definitiomplies, it is clear that actual needs
are different from the needs of future generatiass,needs of past generations are
different from present needs; however, needs of, paesent and future generations
diverge according to countries, cultures, religi@amsl lifestyles. Thus, development
might follow the characteristics of each region véheeeds are similar. Then, the Earth
Summit in 1992, and in particular with the insiibut of Agenda 21 and the Kyoto
Protocol, moved the debate from the needs’ conceat‘right-based” approach, linked
to the neo-liberal economic agenda of the 1990stlamdrowing interest in economical
issues, such as human and natural capital, propéghts, environmental justice
(Redclift, 2005). Thus, increasing public interelipn-Governmental Organisations
(NGOs) and other “green” associations have promditedparticipation of economic
activities in the sustainability context, stressihg damage of natural calamities caused
by human activities. Moreover, to help companiesshit from “business-as-usual”
modus operandi to sustainable day-by-day operations, scholars anéntific
community specified different shades of sustainal@eelopment: none of them is in
contrast with others, even if this production dédature has increased the confusion
around the definition of sustainability, leavingetboncept opened to the perception of
anyone. For example, Bonn and Fisher (2011) sttiessrole of sustainability in
decision-making process, underlying the “long-teraintenance of systems” between

the interaction of environmental, economic and aoaspects; Crittenden, et al. (2011),
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pointed up the market-oriented sustainability, aeplg the development term with
consumption, which can “continue indefinitely without the dedation of natural,
physical, human and intellectual capital”; Clugstord Calder (1999), instead, focused
more on social justice and sustainable communitibsle Farneti and Guthrie (2009),
supporting the Organisation for Economic Cooperatemd Development (OECD),
examined the role of public sector's organisatioas, they might able to better
understand the “long-term perspective about theeguences of today’s activities”.

It is also interesting to note how most literat@gsociates different adjectives to
sustainability, to highlight the specific scopesl @aations related to the examined topic;
for example, the Dow Jones Sustainability Groupekdeports that corporate
sustainability “is a business approach that createg term shareholder value by
embracing opportunities and managing risks derivfnagn economic, environmental
and social developments” (Banerjee and Bonnefddk] 2

Facing the attention towards economic aspectsy otivéews refer about the oxymoron
“sustainable development”: critics argue that remgéwesources cannot grow fast
enough to match the level of consumption and they &re not adequate substitutes of
natural capital, especially for what has been diyased and damaged. Development in
a sustainable way, they continue, is only an accodated “version of environmental
protection that does not pose a threat to the ocumeonomic structures of modern
industrial societies” (Davidson, 2011). However, atvhis not cited in many
argumentations is the concept of development etllisy the Brundtland Commission:
in the speech attached to the homonymous repors Bfundtland refers to the
environment as that place “where we all live” areelopment as “what we all do

within that abode ... wherever man is active.” (WBCHE987). In the attempt to margin
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the discussion between different points of viewpavention has been arose to define at
least two types of sustainabilityeak andstrong sustainability; the former allows the
human-made capital to compensate the non-renewsounees, such as habitats,

species, eco-system functions, (...), while theetasimply, “does not” (Gray, 2009).

1.2 Reporting

In general, it is accepted by almost all the defirtbat sustainable development
deals with the integration of three main aspectsifenment, Economy and Society. A
direct representation of these three Elementstneli@ion is given by a simple system
of connected circles, also known as the 3 Es (gpad-1). From the Environmental or
Ecological perspective, sustainability requires efficient management of natural

capital, taking into account that “humans are omensl in nature’s web and

\'\Beumbfe
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Figure 1 - A systemic perspective of sustainable development. Source: DeWeese (2009)

[consequently] all living creatures are consideegpial” (DeWeese, 2009); it also

requires a decisive response to climate changpaiticular by reducing biodiversity
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loss, pollution’s production and emission of Gremuges Gases (GHGSs), by spreading
and developing renewable energies in spite of eoewable resources, and by creating
the condition to avoid natural calamities (ozondehalesertification, water scarcity,
etc.). The Economical sustainability supposes tloaganisations assume the
responsibility of the entire life-cycle of any prarlion and consumption, accounting in
their long-term economic performances every impawct the society and on the
environment generated by human activities. In theig Equity perspective (the third E
of the integrated system), notions of fairness aodal justice enhances the term of
sustainability: it embodies different values, suaf gender equality, reduction of
poverty and hunger rates at global dimension, usaleeducation at least at primary
school level, health conditions versus contagioggases (Jucker, 2002; Scintee and
Galan, 2005; Bonn and Fisher, 2011).

Some author prefers to integrate these three pillgith other specifications: for
example, Jucker (2002) inserts the key elementngbosverment, arguing that self-
determination of affected people is a decisive w@ayavoid that “somebody else ...
determine[s], for example, the resource’s use givan population”. Interesting is also
the analysis of Milne (1996), who, focusing on thienension of time, created a
complex but efficient scheme to help economistsleaision—making process, with a
broader perspective.

In essence, sustainability is a manifold concept tlequires a fundamental re-think
about human lifestyles, likely “unsustainables’ingsan integrated approach since the
beginning of every single decision-making proceEswvironment, Economy and

Society, and their respective interrelationshipge the actual focus of scientific,
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political and social community, with the main olijgo increase the spreading of
sustainable day-actions to as more as possibleigagens and people.

Nowadays, the most diffused worldwide economicigise that organisations
are following in their operational processes iseldasn the principles of capitalism.
Simplifying the assumptions of the concejthe development which apparently allows
economic growth is driven by rational actors whaootra funds from less economically
desirable ends towards more economically desirablés”, according to “rational”
economic information published by organisations afGr2006). The main way to
communicate these information is throughout theakaal Report, a document issued
at least once per year by each company, which icentae financial performances
achieved during the examined period, together \&ithrief analysis to motivate the
results produced and to determine some main objectse next period. In an elegant
similarity, financial report (or annual report) még seen as a business card of the
company, from which it is possible to design a guaad comprehensive picture of the
firm. However, this is not fully explanatory: asdmess card says few things about the
person behind it, financial report can provide stakders superficial information about
the organisation (Daub, 2007) or, even worst, dssyuhe true conditions of the
company. In fact, many companies are used to presetheir financial reports an
optimistic condition of the organisation and itdsficult to understand through it the
real situation in which the company is working.

In the 90s, with the increasing public awarenessustainable development, companies

have gradually taken into account both environmeatad social aspects in their

! For the purposes of this work, it can be compéidaand rambling to analyse capitalism economy’s
theories in all their aspects. It is more importanaddress the link between the economic apprtmttie
concept of development and compare it to the iategrelements of sustainable development. Fordurth
and detailed analysis on capitalism assumptionsraptications see Gray (2006)

10
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accountability, despite there was a lack of knogéedn the accountability system,
which did not allow companies to consider detaitedthodologies or principles to
measure environmental and social impacts in mopéeams. In fact, there are natural
goods that it is hard, probably not possible, tpubte them a monetary value, because
they are public goods (common goods), so that evergan give them a different value
based on own perception, or because they causetminaa period far away, so that it
is impossible to calculate a significant return andnt it in a statement report, made for
just one year. Thus, at the beginning, companigednced environmental and social
aspects inside their financial reports, using tlaene principles of the financial
dimension. This happened especially in firms whob it (and still do not) want to be
involved in the publication of a different and siiecdocument for environmental
and/or social impacts; it is also a practise usethbse companies that are worried only
to underline their approach to “eco-efficiency” pesses of resource’s management.
Moreover, another important point to remind hereghat financial reports, without
environmental and social considerations, are régalldy States’ laws all over the
World, in the attempt to “permit the allegedly dable mechanisms of liberal economic
democracy to function” (Gray, 2006).

Documents that are apart from the financial repogtcalled properly Social Report and
Environmental Report. The former appeared in respaa 1970s demands on measure
social dimension, which takes into account socspleats of company’s activities. One
of the first countries to develop the social regws been France, which made law the
bilan social in 1977, related to enterprises with 300 or margleyees (Eurofound,

2009); following France, other countries, espegiall Europe, enhanced the adoption

11
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of the “Corporate Annual Repoft” such as German-speaking countries, where the
German Trades Union Federation (DGB) created ir® ¥9Zatalogue of 10 points, most
of them borrowed from France, as minimum recommgoiis (Daub, 2007). However,
it is necessary to mention that social report \@kntary document in most countries
and often it has been issued by company withoteguent deadline. The latter, instead,
quickly became widespread in the 90s and stillglspécifically with the environmental
status of companies. It focuses on environmentglaots, risks, strategies, costs,
performances, policies, targets, etc. of a spefiin. As social report, environmental
report is not mandatory, but the growing attentama sensibility of markets towards
environmental protection spurred companies onfgelttie quality of their products or
their production processes, throughout internaticedifications, like ISO 14000 and
SA 8000 certifications, or institutionalised systenike the European Eco-labels and
Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) (Rossi, 200Bese certifications and
other sort of regulations are not binding compatoegublish separate documents from
the financial statement, but they are only an extistimulus or a loud encouragement
from governmental institutions. Table 1 offers aremwwiew, for a range of countries,
about the attempt from some regulators to imprdwee dustainability issues in their

reporting’s process, creating a form of standatuisgor company’s disclosure.

Table 1: Overview of government sustainability reporting requirements and explicit encouragement. Source: Kolk
(2005); adapted and partially updated with Il Sole 24 Ore Radiocor (2010) and Pahuja (2009).

Country/region | Reporting L egislation

Australia Reporting on environmental issues in ahmaport (1999), plus subsequent extensipns
to social issues related to (financial) products

- Publication of environmental report at the siteelgi1 996)
Denmark

- Reporting on environmental issues in annual ref20®1)

Netherlands Publication of environmental repodite level (1999)

2 The Italian « Bilancio Sociale »

12
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Spain Reporting on environmental issues in anrefbnt (1998)
Norway Reporting on environmental issues in annegabrt (1999)
- Reporting on environmental issues at site leved()9
Sweden
- Reporting on environmental issues in annual rei®99)
France Reporting on environmental and social issuaanual report (2002)
Belgium Only in Flemish part: publication of envirmental report at site level (1996)
UK Revie_zw of company law _in the directi_on of requirem_m publish a statutory operating
and financial review that includes environmental aocial issues
China Environmental Report for participated compar{010)
Country/region | Government encour agement
Germany Explicit support for EMAS
Austria Support for EMAS
Threats and appeal to publish environmental reports
VK Environmental reporting guidelines (Department n¥iEonment)
EMAS
EU Recommendation on environmental and social disoboisuannual reports
Initiatives to encourage sustainability reporting
Guideline for environmental reporting (Ministry ihie Environment)
Guideline for environmental performance indicat@driénistry of the Environment)
Japan Environmental accounting guidebooks (Ministry of tanvironment)
Environmental reporting guidelines (Ministry of Eaomy, Trade and Industry)
USA Reporting on environmental issues to EPA anBidourities and Exchange Commission

The general trend, developed in particular in th& kwo decades, is to incorporate
environmental and social reports in a single documalbeit to divide the financial
management from the other two dimensions can diakebkolders a partial and not
integrated vision of the company's performancesusfhthe most inflated term of
sustainability began to appear as title of commniEports, where the three aspects of

Economy, Environment and Society are taken intoactin a single report.

13
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1.3 Sustainability Report

As sustainability has been defined in different syaglso for these reports there is

no a single and universally accepted definitiomgrsme of the most cited:

- “Sustainability reporting is the practice of measgr disclosing, and being
accountable to internal and external stakeholdersriganisational performance
towards the goal of sustainable development” (ZBL1);

- “... public reports by companies to provide intérand external stakeholders
with a picture of the corporate position and at#g on economic,
environmental and social dimension” (WBCSD, 2002);

- "It is a broad term used to describe a companypoméng on its economic,
environmental and social performance” (KPMG, 2008).

From these definitions it is possible to outlinensoimportant points. First, as already
said, sustainability reports contain the three disiens of sustainable development, that
are environmental, economic and social aspectsorflecreports are specifically
addressed to a particular and heterogeneous aediefiaternal and external
stakeholders” is only a compact expression to olla wide range of people,
organisations and associations who are intereststrategies and performances of the
company (stakeholders engagement will be carekrlmined later). Third, even not
included in the cited definitions, sustainabiligport is a document issuedluntarily

by organisation; this characteristic implied a sugf guidelines and frameworks to
create a sort of standardisation against the ladetiled legislations; also motivations
which drive organisations to issue sustainabilgpart will be showed later. Fourth,

sustainability report is a “broad” term: it is aftgossible to find in many texts

14



sustainability reporting

sustainability reporting used as synonymous of remvnental reports, sustainability
accounting, triple bottom line or integrated acdoun However, each of these terms
mean a different process and purpose about howwdndh kinds of information
companies want to provide their stakeholders: emwirental reports should concern
only with the environmental impact of organisationile the concept of report is an
evolution of accounting principles, different frotme Triple Bottom Line. The phrase
“Triple Bottom Line” (TBL) has been coined by JoBikington in 1997, in the attempt
to underline that organisations are not only ecanoentities, but they also have to
consider environmental and social impacts (andopeinces) of their activities,
“working away from a single (financial) bottom lih¢Gray and Milne, 2002). The
method developed in TBL, in its primary configuoeatj is to use the same principles of
the financial statement. Reminding the comparisetween financial reports and
business cards, it is obvious how the TBL cannoteffectively a TBL, but only a
“financial bottom line with a little bit of sociadnd environmental added” (Gray and
Milne, 2002). Moreover, the concept of financiatsment follows the principle of the
balance sheet, where activities and liabilities are opplasetwo different sides; instead,
sustainability report is a volunteer document, Whian have a free structure and can
contain both quantitative and qualitative, monetamg non-monetary data (Mio, 2001).
Even prominent organisations often associate wotd® “reporting” and
“accountability”, or consider synonymous sustaifigbireport and TBL, such as
KPMG and GRI. It is nevertheless true that the psepof these organizations is
different from define an univocal terminology abaampany’s disclosure: the main

object is to enhance companies to take into accamwironmental and social

15
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dimensions, as well as the financial one, providatgkeholders with a transparent
picture of business strategies, performances aachtipns.

In essence, the sustainability report has a biggkere than the annual report: it has seen
not anymore like a “business card”, but as a gjrateeport, through which companies
create a narrower connection between their ads/itand the interest of their
stakeholders, including the strategic decision-mgkprocesses in environmental and
social aspects. In particular, it should contapresentation of the company, with core
values, vision and corporate governance; all tHevamt elements of sustainability
should be reported both on separate and integiadsd, with a special focus on
challenges and opportunities that sustainable dpuatnt can bring to the business and
to the industry sector; public policy positionsskrimanagement procedures and
governance commitment should also be part of tlperte where stakeholders can
become fully engaged (ACCA, 2005).

The stakeholder engagement represents a fundanstepaln sustainability reporting:
the aim of reports, in general, is to show the Itesyproduced by an activity or an
investment, to subjects that are not involved ia thanagement and to the same
management group, in order to improve such resaltards new targets. In the case of
sustainability reports, subjects who are not diyedhvolved in the business’
management are becoming bigger, due to the widedpnéerest towards sustainability
issues. Without any pretension to list all the pgalesstakeholders, the main groups are
represented by employees and trade unions, shderka@nd investors, customers and
suppliers, local and international communities godernments, regulatory bodies and
analysts, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) lnsiness/social associations

(KPMG, 2008). Each of them is considered by orgatioss in different way,

16
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depending on the power of influence (and thus tingortance) on the strategy and on
the activity of the company. Even managers of Hraescompany can be considered as
part of stakeholders, because, as it will be sholagzst by Bowers (2010), they can
improve the concept of sustainability inside thgamisations and the strategies for
future targets. Thus, as stakeholders are numenodiheterogeneous, literature tried to
identify systems to select and catalogue them aus with similar characteristics, in
order to better understand the needs and the imduen the organisation. Starting with
the simple subdivision in internal and externakstelders, Banerjee and Bonnefous
(2011) have proposed three groups, depending orpdlesr to influence company
policies; groups are listed as follows:

- supportive stakeholders: they agree with the vision and thssion of the
company and, then, they support the managemendrtonae in the direction
taken;

- obstructive stakeholders: they totally disagree with the atésiof the company
and they are ready to obstacle every single degisio

- passive stakeholders: this group consider those stakemolddno do not
represent a strong support or obstacle to theegiest of the company; they
provide, in a sense, tacit support to the missicheorganisation.

Quaddus and Siddique (2011), instead, propose a caonplex analysis, based on three
main attributes, and divide stakeholders in eigfferknt groups. The main attributes
are represented by a) the power of stakeholdemnfbloence the company, b) the
legitimacy of the relationship between stakeholderd company, and c) the urgency of
stakeholders’ claim. The interconnections betweden dttributes create the different

categories, as showed in Figure 2. The analysis theus on 4 classes: stakeholders
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Power —_

Legitimacy

Discretionary
Stakehalder

Demanding
Stakeholder

g
Nonstakeholder

Urgency

marked with numbes 1, 2 and 3 have only one of the attributes &ed salience fo
the company is low; numbers 4, 5 and 6 are staklen®lith two eributes and so the
receive more attentiothan the other definitive stakeholdergnumber 7)receive the
highestsalience from the organizatic, because they are tipeimary grou| which has
all the three attribute$astly. “nonstakeholders” (number &present the group of tho
who don’'t have a specific attribt and thus don’t have any kind of interest in
adivities of the compan However, it is necessary to consider that “stakedn
relationships are always dynamic because the at&sbpower, legitimacy and urger
change over time” (Quaddus and Siddique, 2I

Even though the pressure frithe stakeholder engagement can lsérengjustification
for companies to begito disclose their strategies, there are many a#esons whicl
give them motivations for initiating sustainabilitgporting: many authors, in tl
attempt to foster other organisations, have comduatifferent analysison the

experience of organisatic who adopted since many yeding sustainability report as
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key element of their strategies. For example, Bajtbn, Higgins and Frame (2009)
tested the “institutional theory framework” on anmgde of New Zealand Business
Council for Sustainable Development (NZBCSD) memapty show that “a wide range
of regulative, normative and cognitive influencese acontributing to the
institutionalisation of sustainability reports”. @hfocused their attentions on the role of
public institutions, in particular in New Zealands they are considered as those
stakeholders who can bring the highest level o$saree (and influence) on companies,
understanding, however, that the process behindntheagerial decision-making to
report “sustainability” performance depends on anber of organisational dynamics
(Bebbington, Higgins and Frame, 2009). Buhr (2008%tead, used a different theory to
motivate the company’s disclosure: in his studgeobon two large Canadian pulp and
paper companies, the “structuration theory” hasnhesed to show that “structures are
in place to ensure that companies reveal theintirzd performance [and] they do spill
over into the environmental area, [to] dictate animal amount of disclosure”;
environmental reports alone can be used also tsupua “symbolic legitimation
strategy”, while structures are the base on whehréport can indicate a genuine effort
to present changes in both performance and comationc(Buhr, 2002).

Another disclosure’s point is presented by Bowet81(Q); his interesting analysis
shows which are the differences between the masntesustainability report of 10
global companies and an earlier version of the sarganisations. While in their early
reports companies tried to align sustainabilityhwiconomic opportunities, in their
more recent reports the main focus is on socialeamwironmental performance aligned
with economic themes: it is possible to notice arcreasing reporting of initiatives

designed to develop environmentally and socialbpomsible products that can increase
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revenue and market share” (Bowers, 2010). The weHigesults proved a better
understanding about the meaning of sustainability tompanies and how
environmental and social problems can be transiatedluable opportunities, bringing
a substantial competitive advantage in their bissine

Again, other authors present only a list of moimas. For example, Adams and Frost
(2008) conducted a survey on the development of Reyormance Indicators (KPIs) in
planning and performance management. Their intesjivith personnel of four British
and three Australian companies, found main reastingompany’s disclosure as
follows:

* high impact nature of their operations on the emnent;

* to be accountable to, and build trust with, kekslwlders such as NGOs and
local communities

» privatisation and resulting competition

» toinfluence business leaders and key opinion fesme

» differentiating themselves from competitors withviaw to increasing market
share and improving profitability

» following competitors

* influence of tools such as GRI Guidelines.
Daub (2007) showed how the institutional power righpresent an incentive,
influencing negatively the annual revenue: sustalitareports has seen also as a good
instrument for the attempt to reduce potential c@étfuture regulations and the threat
of sanctions on sustainability issues, by adopdimpgo-active approach. Bebbington and
Gray (2001) considered costs and benefits to pmdie report and they provided a
series of studies and researches which show tmapaeies can obtain higher benefits:
to mention one of them, costs arising from datdectbn and primarily negative

impacts on share prices are lower than benefitdymed by reduction in perceived risk
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and “political” perception of government and otk&akeholders. However, they remind
“that disclosure depends, primarily, upon the aeltof the company” (Bebbington and
Gray, 2001).

Finally, particular incentives are provided by thagssociations who have developed
tools which help organisations to understand theammg of sustainability, the
environmental and social dimension inside theiivdes and the material to include
into the sustainability report. Following the disgr examined for sustainability and
sustainability reports, it is not a surprise to mo(in 2007) over 50 online software
companies in Europe and in USA who offer data mameamt services for sustainability
reporting (Brown, Jong and Levy, 2009): it seerke ka creation of a new market, or
separate industry, for accounting systems besiuedraditional one for the financial
statement.

In 1989, following the Exxon Valdez oil spill, th€oalition for Environmentally
Responsible Economies (CERES) has been foundeth, thé attempt to provide
companies with sustainability “codes of conductinc® the CERES Principles (10
points), numerous and popular codes and framewuake been developed by national
and international institutions, individual compamniebusiness associations and
intergovernmental organisations, such as OECD, UbNb& Compact, GRI, ILO,
KPMG, FEE, ACCA, etc.

One of the most quoted and well-known organisaisatmhe Global Reporting Initiative
(GRI). Conceived by the Boston department of CERES]| has been founded in 1998

and became an independent institution in 2002esir@99 it is officially collaborating

21



sustainability reporting

with the centre of the United Nations Environmeraglamme (UNEP) and its mission
is to develop and to disseminate globally applieahistainability reporting guidelires
Managing worldwide both mandatory and voluntary oripg commitments, the
organisational structure of GRI is designed to enxbahe multi-stakeholder process: in
fact, the Stakeholder Council, its parliamentaryyjois composed by 50 members
which come from NGOs, social associations, indudirgctors and consultants from all
over the World. The first guidelines (G1) has beeblished in 2000 and the last one
(G3.1), has been issued in 2010, as en evolutidmegbrevious one (G3).

The GRI Framework consists of a set of guidelir@ssiistainability reporting, which
indentify principles and performance indicators coom to all organisations. These
indicators are divided in the three aspects ofasnability (Economy, Environment and
Society), with a larger focus on Society in the kggideline, as implementation of the
previous frameworks. Moreover, GRI provides a saaddlisclosure, which should fit
with all the organisations, and separate supplesnevitich contains other information
that are important for specific sectors not fulbflected in the guidelines (Pineno,
2011), for example the recent supplement spedyiealdressed to the public sector.
Small and medium size enterprises (SMEs) havelly sraall part inside the GRI field,
too. This is partially due to the original decissaiaken by GRI founders, who focused
all their energies on the participation of largeernational businesses (Brown, Jong and
Levy, 2009). Since its foundation, there has béenhope that implementing the GRI
multi-stakeholder process would facilitate the usfbn of the GRI principles and
practices into the broader field of Corporate SoRiesponsibility (CSR). In 2010, as

showed in Figure 3, around 1,800 reports have heduntarily adopted the GRI

3 http://www.globalreporting.org/AboutGRI/WhatlsG Ri&tory/
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guidelines, with a constant growth since the fotioda to demonstrate that a lot of

work and incentive should be done.

2000

vear Growth |
1600 2010 ¢ 22%

2009 4 34%
10 2008 4 58%
1200 2007 4 37%

2006 4 38%
1000 1 2005 4 36%
oo | 2004 4 65%

2003 ¢ 20%
- 2002 4 14%

2001 4 177%
200 2000 4 300%
s 1999  base year

o

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Figure 3: GRI reports from 1999 to 2010, with indication of % growth. Source GRI (2010).

So far, it is true that companies have issued thestainability reports, but literature did
not get away the opportunity to compare them whk theory, advancing some
constructive criticisms. Contents, structure of dleeument, reasons to publish, quality
of data and, in general, each part of the repore Heen analysed to evaluate whether
current reports are really sustainability repontsilocuments which look like them. At
the same time it is also true that the freedomiratieded in reporting leaves companies
the decision of how and which information providetheir reports. Starting from the
different interpretation of sustainability, everpngpany can proclaim itself to be
responsible of its actions (Ball and Osborne, 20bt) simply, provide a positive
picture of its performance, highlighting what it @oing only with reference to
sustainability issues. Davidson (2011) reminds “tietion that the value of any
resource lies in its monetary worth” under the imohl concept of sustainable

development; from his point of view, indicators mat have to be interpreted only in a
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financial way: the addition of quality and non-mtarg indicators should improve the
comprehension of projects and performances. Matimatand stakeholders engagement
(important parts of the reporting process) mightigmegative consequences, especially
when there are not right targets in the managdgaisions: pressures from internal and
external parties may lead companies to issue sakiidity report in order to achieve the
resulting perceived opportunity, such as politiceputational and market opportunities
(Burritt and Schaltegger, 2010); reports addregsathly to the same management
should be considered as internal documents andeabtsustainability reports (Kolk,
2008), which focus more to stakeholders who dohaste to power to control internal
decisions. Lastly, as mention above, it is diffictd analyse the true impact of each
action of companies, because it requires an evatu#tat it is not achievable by each
organisation and with present analysis tools.

In conclusion, as other many authors have been rlimdg since many years,
sustainability report should contains as much assipte significant information, in
order not only to communicate performances to $takiers, but in the way this
process can improve and spread a better sensiawitly knowledge of what is really
sustainability, reminding the “official” definitioof the WCED: meet the needs of the

present without compromising the ability of futgenerations to meet their own needs.

24



Universities and Higher Education Institutions

2. Universitiesand Higher Education Institutions (HEIS)

2.1 Education and sustainability

Nowadays, the sustainability concept is embodied O™ FOR sy
S O@T\ON EN ngodf’lf

general principle in most of all human activitieadait
influences decisions and operations in the prigetor as
well as in the social and public system. As sec <,
sustainability’'s debate is dealing especially watonomic
organisations, given that they are considered egptimarily responsible for pollution,
global warming and unsustainable human lifestytsvever, sustainable development
does not concern only with these activities: othgortant players of the debate are no-
profit organisations, social associations and thigip sector. In particular, a key role is
played by education: from early childhood schoasHigher Education Institutions
(HEIs), present and new generations can learn tieert knowledge, discover and
experiment new theories, improve the quality of hamlifestyles and engage
communities towards sustainable future. Educasaconsidered by Nelson Mandela as
“the most powerful weapon which you can use to geathe world” (UNESCO,
2011a). Institutions such as universities and Hfelgresent the connection between
students and firms, researchers and communityhes éducate new decision-makers
and because they are centres of innovation, rdseat development, problem solving
and community linkages.

Since the 1970s, in order to increase internatiactibns and initiatives on proposed

themes, United Nations dedicates a period of temrsy@éo specific critical global
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concerns, such as poverty, rural regions, watensport and communications, etc. (UN,
2011). Given the role of education, the UN Genékasembly in December 2002
declared the period 2005-2014 as the “Decade ofc&din for Sustainable

Development” (DESD), recognising education as anfan right and primary agent of
transformation towards sustainable developmentaii@Bon and Lombardi, 2005). The
basic vision of the DESD is to give the opportuntity everybody to learn values,
behaviour and lifestyles for a sustainable futdoelr main objectives are developed
(Calder, 2005):

1. create interaction, exchanges and connections astakgholders in Education
for Sustainable Development (ESD), increasing puhklnderstanding and
awareness of sustainability;

2. increase quality of teaching and learning of ESD spread it to all citizens;

3. help countries to attain Millennium Development Go@MDGs) through ESD
efforts;

4. incorporate sustainability into education reformsd aeducational programs,
providing also training in private and public secto

The United Nations’ DESD is supported also by aeseof declarations, developed in
international meetings and summits between pretdeectors, chancellors and other
representatives of universities and HEIs from mabountries of the World. These
declarations, summarised in Table 2, are an effi@@ample to show how the debate of
sustainable education has been developed by umwemntext. Usually, attention is
turned to the role played by university’s managetneerio the community’s role; some

declarations have detailed actions to adopt insidigersity processes, while others
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have more summarised concepts; in almost eacheai,thre presented steps achieved

and next objectives for the future.

The most cited declaration is the Talloires Dedlara made in 1990 when twenty-three

presidents and chancellors met in Talloires (Fratcanalyse the “state of the World”

Table 1: Higher education Declarations with international culture of sustainability. Sources: Jones, Selby and
Sterling (2010); The G8 University Summit (2008); Vogt (2009).

Declaration

Contents

Thilisi — 1977

Developed by the UNESCO/UNEP Intergmmental Conference ¢

Environmental Education; first declaration aboutligic approach to the

environment within higher education; it enhancestanability initiatives among
faculty, students and support staff

Talloires — 1990

Engagement of university headsilizeluniversity resources to respond the urg
challenge; involvement of as more universities @ssible; sustainability a
obligation to be implemented inside HEIs

Halifax — 1991

Focused more on Canadian univessiteirrent leadership role may play serig
risks for the environment: university communitiesigh contribute to sustainab
development; geographical scale: local, nationdliaternational level

Kyoto — 1993

Closed to Agenda 21; clear vision afwhto achieve sustainability withi
universities; sustainable development as a prddtiealication, even in physica
operations of universities

Swansea — 1993

Social approach and parametergnédidferences between richer countries ;
less wealthy nations; programs for well-being ursitees to help less developg
countries

Thessaloniki
1997

Involvement of all levels of society (students, éogpes, local and internation
communities); interdisciplinary nature of sustaifigb concept: poverty,
population, human rights, health, cultures...

Lineburg — 2001

Made as a preparatory documenidbannesburg 2002 meeting; review of p
declarations and the problems encountered on themgdorsement an
implementation of previous declarations

Ubuntu — 2002

Emphasis on science, technology dodation combined together for sustaina
development

Graz — 2003

Focused on European Universities; libvis the Bologna Process; incentives
institutions to apply COPERNICUS framework; politnramework for the periog
before the DESD

)

ent
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=)

and
Yol
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ast
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Sapporo — 2008

Role and responsibility of univagsito contribute sustainability; specific actig
to undertake that responsibility

from an educational point of view and to indicateversity’s key actions to develop a

sustainable future. In fact, although it is not fivest declaration on environmental

education, its importance is due to its binding rabgeristic for subscribers: the
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adoption of the “ten point action plan” is voluntabut once institutions sign it, they are
bound to observe those points in their activiti&s far, more than 400 universities from
more than 50 countries signed it, spreading sudbsendevelopment in their systems,
programs and communities (ULSF, 2011). The tentpdim the Talloires Declaration
are the following:

increase awareness of environmentally sustainaelodpment
create an institutional culture of sustainability

educate for environmentally responsible citizenship

foster environmental literacy for all

practice institutional ecology

involve all stakeholders

collaborate for interdisciplinary approaches

enhance capacity of primary and secondary schools

© © N o g s~ w D PE

broaden service and outreach nationally and intemely

10. maintain the movement. (Tuft European Center, 1990)
Following declarations have been mainly based esdhien points, so that it is possible
to consider them as a starting point for HEIs whaniwto include sustainable
development in their activities for the first tinaed, after, to develop an internal and
more appropriate awareness of sustainability. Matimer further practical steps have
been taken and analysed inside the university ggnigth the contribution of different
institutions and organisations, such as, for examfhe association of University
Leaders for a Sustainable Future (ULSF)founded in 1992 after the Talloires
Declaration, and the European University Associa(BUA)’, established in 2001 to
support European universities’ activities througbkgfic targets aimed to build a strong

Europe.

* www.ulsf.org
® www.eua.be
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Over the years, the product of these associatiasschncurred to specify in detail the
sustainability concept within the university and teke note of the value that their
activities produce for sustainable future.

Before the DESD, in 1992 Rio de Janeiro’s confegeridnited Nations established
Agenda 21, an action programme which links globakjonal and local plans about
every human activity which impacts on the environm&ven Agenda 21 considers the
key role of education as “critical for promotingstainable development and improving
the capacity of people to address environmentaldavelopment issues” (Jones, Selby
and Sterling, 2010).

To point out sustainability within HEIs, Filho (280re-defines it as the promotion, the
practical collaboration, the cross discipline pesbl solving and the community
involvement into sustainable culture in all deaisimaking, starting from university
staff. The engagement of internal and externalestaklers is a fundamental step in the
decision-making process of HEIls, as well as forvgig and public economic
organisations. Universities are (and need to begtlgt connected with people and
communities where they have been placed: engagarinership with or listen to the
needs of the community is a better solution rathan a top-down or a prescriptive
approach. This “moral vision” can give HEIs the ogpnity to achieve eminence
without losing sense of place, roots and commitneénbcal community which they
serve (Smith and Stephens, 2003). The link betweeversities and communities is
also analysed by the work of Trani and HolswortQ1(®, in which they studied the
economic development of different regions generdétgdindispensable” universities’
activities. Examples come from Richmond in Virginidorth Caroline and China,

where, especially in the latter, it is dominant #wantages brought by their “social

29



Universities and Higher Education Institutions

capital” resources. Moreover, this community engaget’s process can Ccreate
competitive knowledge, recognised also by commesithemselves and government’s
leaders, who, the latter, press university’s marsaage assume responsibilities in
development-based strategy of their surroundinghtiurhoods, at local, regional and
national level. This pressure, when it is well ngadh can produce great results for the
economic development: it has been evident in tigh ICeltic Tiger period, when
government policies and supportive academic climat@abled Ireland to make
significant progress within the global economiwsture, with a remarkable increase of
the Irish GDP (Trani and Holsworth, 2010).

Inside the structure of Higher Education Institnptwo figures may be fundamental to
spread sustainability concept at decisional levatsversity leader and sustainability’s
responsible. About the former, there are diffetétgs in each country to name it, such
as president, chancellor and rector; in this cédmse titles are used to indicate the role
of the highest representative power which can ¢tliyeor indirectly) influence or take
decision together with the administration organfdct, even though the administration
structure of Higher Education Institutions is basad collegial decision-making organ
(Sammalisto and Arvidsson, 2005), it is possibleagsociate the president of an
university to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO)misiness companies. This paragon is
notable also into the Italian university systenpessally through a current slow process
that makes Italian universities more autonomousftbe State, complying with the
international model. For years, president’s role p&ayed the function of a symbol
about decisions and priorities taken by the collegdministration organ, while, in the
last years, this ongoing process is modelled maré¢he role played by corporations’

leadership, allowing the same presidents to defirssion and resource’s allocation of
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the university (Trani and Holsworth, 2010). In thigy, careerist administrators can
undermine the principle of collegiality and be fanm the traditional tasks for the
“good of the institution”, but, on the other hartiey can enhance a competitive
behaviour between national and international HEfs, a positive or negative
perspective. Another problem connected to univwetsiédder’s role is analysed by Del
Sordo and Orelli (2008): based on Italian univessijttheir study shows that “modern
costing tools are at an initial stage of experimakrgtudy”, mainly because of
management authorities, who are not used to “atérms of goals and results”. This
means that there is the possibility that presidenithout the support of the collegial
organ, may not have the knowledge and the managedaunting tools to gather, and
then evaluate, performances between the differeveeld of a complex structure as
university, bringing it towards wrong directions.hd latter figure, indicated as
“sustainability’s responsible” by Arcani and Gragsod.), is a new role that Higher
Education Institutions are adopting in the lastrgaa a growing trend. Close the top-
administration, its duties are to enhance a susténgovernance, to be a landmark for
internal and external stakeholders, to accountaswstle impacts of the institution, to
promote sustainable projects and, sometimes, totemaithe principle of collegiality,
against the emergence of careerist administrattisually, the responsible for
sustainability is a single person, nominated byatinistration, among the professors
and collaborators inside the institution; in aduiti it could be an independent office
inside the organisational structure, or, sometimess represented by an external
organisation, created by two or more universitra#) the specific tasks to be the centre

of research and development of sustainability issue
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The increasing internationalisation and global@watdf economic activities, transports
and communications made Higher Education Instihgtiaccountable not anymore to
their own country’s stakeholders, but also to ‘“intgional community at large”
(Stensaker and Harvey, 2011), such as studentspesfdssors who participate to
exchange programs all around the World, creatimgtesjic partnerships between
universities, countries and local firms. An intdromal growing phenomenon is to
compare performances of educational institutionaking an ordered list based on
established indicators. Rose in the Anglo-Saxontexdn to compare first public
administration and then higher education sectarkirgs grew due to the increasing
cross-border supply and demand on professionalatidug they represent an effective
tool to help students and families to choose andpawe universities, their values and
their training offers. Moreover, the prestige assted with the highest places in
rankings has led universities to emphasise the etitiyge aspect of this instrument, so
much as there is not only one official internatiorenking, but there exist many of
them, based on different indicators produced bpeetsve authors and promoters. In
fact, each research institution (newspapers tos)chasen specific indicators to show
or select determinate aspects and results to cempaiversities worldwide. It is
possible, thus, to find the same university inatight places, according to each rank. In
the following list, among some of the most citedkiag, two institutions have been
used to show the different ranks in each classiina Harvard University and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, MIT:

- Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWRJXrawn by The Institute of

Higher Education of Shanghai Jiao Tong University)gompares the first 500

® www.arwu.org
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universities in the world; in the latest rankingd{2), Harvard University is at
the first place, while MIT ranks third
- The Times Higher Education Supplement World UniipgrsRankings’ ;
promoted by the Times Higher Education (THE) Supg@et, it compares the
top 400 universities in the world; in the 2011-20&port, Harvard University
has second place, together with Stanford Universityile MIT is classified in
seventh place
- Leiden Ranking; drawn by the Center for Science and Technologyis

(CWTS) of Leiden University (Netherland), it comear the first 500
universities in the world; in the 2011-2012 rankimtarvard University ranks
third, while MIT has the first place.

Many other countries have their own national artdrimational ranking for universities

and HEIs: on the webpage of Higher Education Eveloa& Accreditation Council of

Taiwan (HEEACT, 2008) it is possible to see aditanking organisations, including

the Italian “La Repubblica-Censis” rankihg

The parameters considered by these rankings deélalesucation, research and cited

documents, international degree of institutioni@tiens between students and teachers,

etc.; as it is possible to note, sustainable iridisahave not been inserted yet and thus

these classifications need to be updated with enmental and social performance

indicators. Sustainability, as Filho (2009) indestshould be taken into account into

seven critical dimensions: some of them are alreadgidered by current rankings, like

curriculum, research & scholarship, student opputies, and outreach & services,

" www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/world-universitykings/

8 www.leidenranking.com

° The correct link for the cited rankinghitp:/temi.repubblica.it/quide-universita-20faf 2011-2012.
Further detail about university rankings and tineéthodology to classify and order universities are
explained in Checchi et al. (2008)
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while the others still need to be evaluated (insthal mission, structure & planning,
operations, faculty and staff hiring, developmentré&vards). In other words, HEIls
should provide sustainable education by “practicifgat they teach” (Jones, Selby and
Sterling, 2010), integrating with practice the #hrédundamental dimensions of

universities: learning and teaching; researchriatieand external social responsibility.

2.2 Sustainability reporting in University

Sustainability report, seen in Chapter 1, can hiegh also to universities, as the
document which can provide stakeholders with ecaocpenvironmental and social
performances and targets of Higher Education nstits. Classifications, rankings and
comparisons may be easier when all information atl®iuniversity, such as structure,
culture, targets, results, stakeholders engagensot, are summarised in a single
document, as the sustainable report. However, dddwide application is not well
developed, as said before, and a small numberioérsities are issuing this document,
albeit such number is increasing year by year. &@mple, the stress generated by
many authors to address the attention on such théngoducing its effects: in Italy,
the number of universities who publish social répdras doubled from 2008 to 2009
(Del Sordo et al., 2009).

As for all private and public economic organisasiorsustainable reporting is a
voluntary act and there is not a standard and bindvay to present information.
Guidelines and accounting tools are presented aalysed by several associations and

authors, but they stand for a smaller number thanguidelines which help economic
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organisations. GRI Framework, for example, hasgratied in its last version (G3.1)

numerous social indicators, previously dedicatetly do the public administration
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Figure 1: GRI reports divided by sector. Source: GRI (2010), adapted.

sector. Difficulties to include university systemthe GRI framework are presented by
the complex characteristics of education institgicstructure and the interdisciplinary
analysis that sustainability reporting requires mgioactivities and operational
processes. This complexity set up difficulties alspothe other assessment tools. As
showed in Figure 4, the number of universities thablished sustainability reports
according to the GRI Framework is less than 30 thedsector is one of the last as
number of contributions.

An attempt to integrate the GRI framework with taealysis of university’s core
competence (education) has been made by Lozand)2@ho created the Graphical
Assessment of Sustainability in Universities (GASIdpl, which allows an easier
manner to show sustainability performance. The GABtl is based on GRI 2002
guidelines and it includes other 30 indicators &bthe additional educational

dimension. His analysis, conducted on 12 univesitirom different countries,
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concludes that the GASU tool can be improved (pobbasing the latest version of
GRI guidelines), while the results show that urswess are currently focused more on
economic and environmental dimensions. The sameclusion is achieved by
Sammalisto and Arvidsson (2005)'s study, based be #&nalysis of Swedish
universities: the governmental incentives to issloeuments like the sustainability
report enhanced universities to focus more on tivir@nmental dimension, rather than
social aspects, in particular thanks to the Envitental Management System and the
ISO 14001 certification. A different result, instikas showed by Del Sordo et al.
(2009)’'s analysis, which compares Italian Corporat@ual Reports: these documents
take into account managerial issues, especiallgte@l to research and teaching
activities; few reports are related to social atpend even less to environmental
dimension.

As well as GRI framework and GASU tool, other singthility assessment tools have
been developed: Shriberg (2002) presented a tabiehwcompares strengths and
weaknesses of eleven different cross-institutionadtainability assessments, such as
“Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire”, “Campe®logy” and “Grey Pinstripes
with Green Ties”. The main focus of these assessriwmis is addressed to those
indicators which can allow a sustainable analysisnoversity’s campus, as it represents
the physical space and people community wherénaluhiversity activities take place.
Shriberg does not want to establish whether treeaebetter or worst tool than others: he
only analyses them, leaving the responsibility acheHigher Education Institution, to
choose the most appropriated instrument accorairige development of sustainability
concept within the current operational activitiasad with the possibility to change it

when conditions are different.
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So far, sustainability reporting in universitiesteeen studied by several authors (some
of them have been already cited; fur further ang)ysee Fonseca, Macdonald, Dandy
and Valenti, 2011; Litten, 2005; Pineno, 2011; Ar@ad Grasso, n.d.). Analysis take
into account different aspects of the relation et university system and
sustainability report, depending on the study edrout; nevertheless, it is possible to
note the following as the main considered varialdesrent state of sustainable reports
in specific areas or countries or, in generalntgrnational level; information that HEIs
decide to disclose; performances of institutionsaliqy and improvements of reports;
engagement of communities and relations with othmeversities. These studies show
that there are lot of improvements that could bplémented: for example, number of
involved universities in reporting sustainabilitgshto increase, contents and quality of
disclosed data can be improved, the three dimessibrsustainability (environment,
society and economy) need to have the proportiatehtion they require.

In conclusion, it is evident the role of education sustainable development through
Higher Education Institutions, where education idasic step in order to research,
experiment, develop and apply the sustainable dutttowever, “it is an illusion
thinking that education will solve all our problemg&lucker, 2002): universities
themselves have to put in action every single steasit is possible to do, beginning
through the introduction of sustainable curriculuamsl programs. Then, processes like
“learning organisations” (Cortese, 2003) and theplamentation of sustainability
projects (Brunetti, Petrell and Sawada, 2003) gholélp universities to better
understand the meaning of sustainability and teaprsustainable culture in all the
operational activities, strategies and decisioningakprocesses. It is important to

remind how HEIs are called today to practice whegytteach, creating places for
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present generations, such as campus and commumnitese it is possible to learn,
research, experiment and monitor new paradigms bisginess opportunities and

behaviours (Brandon and Lombardi, 2005).
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3. Case studies

Among the many instruments of communication, Inéeseems to be one of the
most used by organisations to supply informatioth&r stakeholders: the rate of speed
through which information can flow around the Worftee access, free consultation
and, many times, free download of documents anavletdge, account Internet as the
most suitable instrument to spread initiatives,gpams, researches and achievements,
also for sustainability issues. Besides compaitines\Veb is also used by HEIs to reach
students, staffs and other stakeholders to praviel all the information related to the
institutions and the academic offer, as well agasnable topics. In fact, surfing the
Network, it is possible to find many university'selasites with sections or links
dedicated to actions, plans and documents adopteitheb institution and related to
sustainability.

For the purpose of this study, an analysis has baaied out on sustainability reports
just found on the website of some universities adothe World, with the shared and
fundamental characteristic to be the first reporsastainability made by the examined
university. This property is important to understaand evaluate how universities
moved their first steps in their sustainability iwiedge and to analyse the structure, the
contents and the quality of the information corgdinnto their first report. To be
precise, these reports, related to the year 204¥e been analysed and compared with
the same university’s sustainability reports of thikowing year, 2011, when the latter
document has been already issued and availablatemeét. Moreover, comparing the
2010 report with the following 2011, it is possilile evaluate many other aspects:

whether the sustainability concept has been evoinsidle the organisation; how the
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2011 report’s structure changes from the 2010 tefothere is more participation of
and engagement with stakeholders; whether 201@tsalmve been achieved and if new
targets have been proposed for the future; lasthgther new methods have been used
to gather information and if new indicators areantgd.

Sustainability reports and universities have bdepsen according with the following

criteria:

as already said, examined reports are the firsasuability report issued by each
university;

e report do not concern only with campus’ assessmeantgpecific departments,
but with it is related to the entire organisation;

* universities are located in different areas aroimedWorld, so that it is possible
to see how sustainability concept is understooddewveloped;

* reports are presented in a single document, witiostl the same number of
pages, so it is clear how universities arrangerméion in that space (in some
cases, reports contain links to more detailed decis);

e reports are available in English language, besids®gntually, the native
language; exception has been only made for Unigef@a’ Foscari, in Italian
language;

* reports refer to data of 2010 in the first reportl 2011 in the second one (when
it is already available).

Unfortunately, as said in the previous chapter, anbays there are not many universities
which issued their sustainability report, constanith English language, and available
on internet; thus, these are the organisations fhinh examined reports come from:

- University of Waterloo, Canada
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- La Trobe University, Australia

- ETH Zurich, Swiss

- University of Michigan, USA

- Universita Ca’ Foscari Venezia, Italy
Below, for each of them, it is presented the anslgarried out on their sustainability
report, evaluating the structure and the infornmatieported, and compared with the

report of the following year too (when it is avéila).

3.1 Sustainable development report 2030 University of Waterloo,

Canada®

The report is well structured and leaves large spacenain topics, such as environment,
social, economic and academic perspectives; thandewct counts 40 pages, included
appendix (1 page) and front and back covers. Befwelndex (third page), there are
university information (foundation year, studemtsl ataff numbers, address and map of
the campus) and message from the president; itethes it is explained how University
of Waterloo committed itself to sustainability, tha through the sign of the “Ontario
Universities: Committed to a Greener World”, thestainability pledge of the Council
of Ontario Universities, in 2009. Together with thdex, in 2 pages are reported some
information connected to the report itself, suclpadormance’s data period, advisory
committee members and key performance highlightth wsuccess stories” and

“outstanding challenges”.

10 http://www.sustainability.uwaterloo.ca/documentis/its201 1 finaluniversityofwaterloosdr2010.pdf
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Then, the four perspectives are examined, staffiogn the environmental section,
which takes about 10 pages; in this area, 5 speaspects have been considered:
energy, water, land use, waste management ancke@3sions; graphs and charts, with
trends from 2006 data, complete the text, that shalso some projects linked to the
environment. Social leadership, the following sattianalyses in 5 pages students and
employee health, diversity, employment equity amdspnal development; 5 charts
integrate the description of projects created amnesd by the university itself,
distinguishing student and staff community. Ecormimealth is divided into 4 areas:
fundraising, research awards, asset managemerdoamehunity outreach; one or more
pie charts have been added to the different ateasake more visible how assets are
collected and invested, together with the explamatf some new projects funded by
university. The last area is dedicated to “acadesmiellence”; part of this section are
co-operative education, research institutes, fadwdised schools and student
engagement; as the previous aspects, there are grapies and charts to integrate the
text, however it is more discursive to highlighe timiversity’s prestige in education and
research performance, recognised also by locahatidnal rankings.

One page of future directions concludes the 20B8asability report of University of
Waterloo.

Although the environmental area is the largestisector pages and technical level of
information, the report is well structured, all theur fundamental aspects of a
university’s sustainability report are presented s clear and understandable; graphs
and charts help the visual comprehension, withake up too much place of the pages.
Instead, university information are lacking: missi@ision and organisation chart are

missing; future directions et challenges (of theg lerformance highlights) do not
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indicate the period within achieve those goalsnaebheugh it is implied the reference to
a wider and more shared policy of the Council ofa@io Universities. Moreover, there
is not a detailed list of stakeholders: linkagesrefierences are only addressed to
students, staff e research centres. For reporitirggems that specific and recognised
assessment methods have not been used and indieatomreported according with
importance given them by the university.

Unfortunately, during the analysis period of thegant study, 2011 sustainability report

is not available yet.

3.2 Responsible Futures — Sustainability report 20+ La Trobe

University, Australia™

With a job started in 2007, to benchmark Australeamd international university
performance on sustainability issues, an intergakiorce has been created in 2009 to
develop La Trobe’s approach to sustainability am®010 others responsible figures
have been appointed to make operative the decislonfact, this report represent a
tangible step of the “Vision 2015”, a five-year pllaunched in 2010 which considers
sustainability a key element for success in a fgpithanging higher education
environment. Responsible Futures is the first sustainability report of La Trobe
University and reporting has been done following tBlobal Reporting Initiative’s
Sustainability Reporting Guidelines and AccountiApps AA1000 Principles. The

report, and its related work, won the award for thest first-time report at the

1 http://iwww.latrobe.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf fil&BI031127/ResponsibleFutures2010SR.pdf
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Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (AQCSustainability Reporting
Awards in August 2011, due to the fact of havingrbeerified by an external assurance
certification; independent assurance statement, €&Rification and table are parts of
the report, placed at the end of it.

After Contents, the message from the president andketailed description of the
approach to sustainability form the first sectidrthe report, in which it is possible to
have information about the university, its visiordanission, sustainability governance,
goals for different future periods, sustainabiliianagement committee and the list of
stakeholders and their related “stakes” in La Ti®performance.

As University of Waterloo, the Australian reportepents all four aspects of
sustainability for universities: academic perspectieducation and research) is the first
section to be examined, with explicit direction &rds future generations, in 5 pages.
Environmental impacts section contains data andegi® about Greenhouse Gas
emissions, energy consumption and production, camguwater and paper use, waste
and recycling and biodiversity (6 pages in tot&ycial impacts are divided into two
sections: staff and students; the former analyseformance for gender equity, staff
turnover and engagement, equal opportunities andiriy, staff engagement and anti-
corruption; the latter concerns with equality andedsity of students’ categories,
graduate experience and satisfaction and undergr@adungagement. Lastly, economic
and supply chain impacts are briefly presented thteell structured pages with tables
and descriptions of economic performance, investrpeactices and living costs and
wages. Each perspective has one or small tabldsimdicated the 2011 actions and

their appointed responsible.
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Creating Futures*? is the sustainability report related to 2011 dithas been issued in

April 2012 and it maintains the same structure pndciples of the first one: message
from the president and information about the org@tion at the beginning; academic,
environmental, social and economic perspectivesmas focuses at the middle of the
document; independent assurance statement, GHloagion and table at the end. The
new report counts 56 pages, while the 2010 couillepages: two or more pages have
been added to each section, but the main differencentained in the structure of the
organisation information, which counts 12 pagesgets achieved, goals for 2015 and
for 2020, material impacts and sustainability riaks the improvements in 2011 report.
As in the first report, each section has a tabli &ctions and related responsible for
the next year, more the progress of 2011 actioasngld in 2010; new indicators have
been added (it is possible to note it quickly fridra GRI table placed at the end of the
report) and visual impact has been improved, makivegreport easier and clearer to

read and understand.

3.3 Sustainability report 2009 to 20E0ETH Zurich, Swiss"

Although this report is not really the first onelde issued about sustainability, it is the
first report to be based on the guidelines of ti Gramework; moreover, the Swiss
Federal Institute of Technology Zurich (Eidgenéasés Technische Hochschule, ETH)

is a signatory member of the ISCN-GULF Sustainag®@mpus Charter, that is an

12 http://www.latrobe.edu.au/sustainability/documet§6 _Creating_Futures_Web.pdf
13

http://www.sustainability.ethz.ch/silva_ethz/ETHgsistainability/sustainability/ueber uns/missiom/est
ustainabilityreport_09-10.pdf
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agreement between the International SustainablepGanNetwork (ISCN) and the
Global University Leaders Forum (GULF). Thus, tteéport combines both assessments
to increase transparency for all stakeholders agldlearly divided into two sections:
14 pages are dedicated to the ISCN-GULF Charteortepnd 24 pages explain
indicators from the GRI report; the entire documemints 55 pages and contains also
the president’'s statement, GRI certification antheanformation about the ISCN-
GULF Charter in annex section.
Whilst mission and vision are presented by theigess in its letter, information about
the organisational structure, university’'s numtaard the data and methods used in the
report are parts of the introduction in the firsttson, for the ISCN-GULF report. Then,
following the structure of the Charter report, thare three sections “Reporting against
principle” 1, 2 and 3; each section reports thengple analysed, the approach to
sustainability according the principle’s statemantl a table with goals, actions and
performances of 2009 and 2010. Principles are:

1. Buildings and their Sustainability Impacts;

2. Campus-wide planning and target setting;

3. Integration of research, teaching, facilities aott@ach.
As it is possible to note, there are not graphsdunadits in this section of the report, that
means the attention is focused on targets andtsesthieved or in progress in the two-
year considered period.
Section 2 concerns with the GRI report: followinige t Sustainability Reporting
Guidelines, ETH Zurich presents all the performaand targets achieved relative to:
research, education and knowledge transfer; stadémtulty and staff; facilities and

environment; society and outreach; funding and guuece; GRI Guideline Application
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in the report. Each area describes in detail whatlnstitute has developed and how,
adding graphs and charts to show clearly datarand$ of results.

Lastly, in Annex, it is reported some useful infatmn about the ISCN-GULF Charter
Report, such as the original document, FAQs and lmeesntable. The GRI certification
and contacts conclude the 2009-2010 sustainabdgrt of ETH Zurich.

The report is well structured into two main secsiotargets and results achieved (and in
progress) are well presented, with some graphs ehdrts to make easily
understandable the trends of performances. Futiunectidbns and goals are not
explained in a single section, but it is possibl@érceive them as the natural extension
of the targets which the Institute wants to corgiimuthe trends shown.

Unfortunately, during the analysis period of thegant study, 2011 sustainability report
is not available yet, because it is planned todseead in Spring 2013, related to the

period 2011/2012.

3.4 Sustainability annual report 2010 University of Michigan, USA™

“Planet Blue: the Sustainable Difference” is an vensity-wide commitment to
environmental sustainability and responsible livingunched by University of
Michigan in 2010; managed by the Office of Campust&nability, this commitment is
the benchmark of all the initiatives, projects,ndand actions related to sustainability,
in particular from the environmental point of vielm. fact, this report does not present

all the four perspectives described in the previmpmorts in specific sections, but it

14 Downloadable alittp://sustainability.umich.edu/overview/resourpesblications
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concerns more with environmental aspects, addimgalsoeconomical and academic
information inside each examined area.

The document counts 20 pages and it has been doparinership with the Graham
Environmental Sustainability Institute; “Greetiniyggm Planet Blue” replaces the letter
from the president, as the author of the repothésexecutive director of the Office of
Campus Sustainability; in this letter it is possibbd gather some information about the
University of Michigan, how the committee towardsswinability has been engaged
and what are, briefly, the next steps of the follaywears.

Then three sections complete the report: Environtateand Energy Initiatives,
Sustainability on Campus and Environmental Indigatdhe first section describes the
operational team appointed for sustainability amav hit works; standards used to
evaluate and project existent and new campus’ ingjél renewable energy actions and
plans adopted by the university. Second sectionfentban the others, includes
academic and social aspects, such as educatiomaprsgresearch accomplishments,
student accolades and campus outreach and engdgdrashsection is dedicated to
environmental indicators: graphs and charts erthehdescription and the performance
of energy, water and land use, emissions and saigle.

It seems that specific and recognised assessméhbdsehave not been used to develop
the report, but in reality it is the first step ah ongoing Campus Sustainability
Integrated Assessment: as said before, in the tiggefrom Planet Blue” is explained
that in 2010 many ideas and projects, designeddace the environmental impacts of
the university, have been collected and the fustep is to align them with institutional

priorities. In fact, this reference becomes corcrath the Sustainability Annual Report
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2011° issued in January 2012 and made-up of the CarBpsginability Integrated
Assessment analysis, developed in the Ann Arbor fiamand divided into four
operational related conservation themes: climati#gorac waste prevention, healthy
environments and community awareness. The docucoemits only 16 pages and each
section presents graphs, charts and images, ilmgrdiie visual impact of data and
trends. Comparing the previous report, “lookingMards” and goals of the assessment
have been included, while organisational informatmbout the university are not
presented, as the document is the second parteoR@i0 report. The work so far
developed will be complete with the future ARSs il@al Sustainability Reports),

which will report on progress toward the goals.

3.5 Ca’ Foscari Sostenibile: Il Report 2018 Universita Ca’ Foscari,

ltaly *°

The reasons why this report has been chosen instady can be found in the next
chapter; its importance is due to the fact th& ot only the first sustainability report
issued by Universita Ca’ Foscari, but also it is tinst Italian universities report related
to sustainability, linking together environmentabcial, economical and academic
aspects. The document analysed, available onkglian language, is a compact version
of the largest one (32 pages on 98 of the integeadion), issued to be clear, easily
readable and understandable by each stakeholdethealinformation reported in it

summarise the main aspects and data of the integraion, which is available on the

15 See note 13
18 http://www.unive.it/media/allegato/infoscari-pdffrert-short.pdf
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website of the university, in the sustainabilitgtsen. The present study examines the
short-version report, in order to be aligned with tlocuments of the other universities,
but analysis of contents it is occasionally extehtdethe integral version.

The report is well structured, divided into 5 sewti institutional, academic, social,
environmental and economic areas. In the instimalicection (13 pages) there are all
the information about the university, such as visiorganisational chart, sustainable
policy, stakeholder list and, as first, the lettdr the presidentrgttore in Italian
universities); the letter, a summary of the intégnae, presents how Ca’ Foscari has
engaged itself to sustainability and which are rieen steps which led to this report.
Part of the first section is also key performanuidators, targets and results achieved
and goals for the future (period limit 2013). Acade section shows performance about
research and education programs, adding chartéirdesdto website sections (or to the
integral-version report) to have more and detaifddrmation about them. Social area
describes contents related to students and senaces staff, while community and
outreach are presented only in the integral refgtironmental section, in this short
report, is mainly based on the Carbon Managemajegr in 6 pages, charts, graphs
and text describe the project and 2009-2010 pedoo®s about emissions, paper, land
use and students/staff mobility; more detailed nmfation, supply chain and other
parameters are analysed in the 98 pages repotly L@sonomic section shows incomes
and expenses, with particular attention to sushéibainvestments.

In this document images are not included, but thare 4 opinions of some
stakeholder’s category, to emphasise the engagerméninternal and external
community into the reporting process. For repottiilg seems that specific and

recognised assessment methods have not been wseépbrted indicators have been
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developed according with the importance given thgmhe university and with the
support of GRI's and CAF's indicators.
Unfortunately, during the analysis period of thegant study, 2011 sustainability report

is not available yet.

3.6 Findings

Summarising the findings of sustainability repoesalysis, it is possible to note

some important conclusions, shown in Table 3:

Table 1: Data included in Sustainability Reports

- Letter of Perspective sections Assessment| 2011
Institution | Pages| the Changes
: - - - - methods | report
president| Environ. | Social | Economic| Academic

University 40 Yes Clear Clear Clear Clear No No -
of Waterloo

La Trobe GRI and

university 40 Yes Clear Clear Clear Clear ACCA Yes Yes

. GRI and
ETH Zurich 55 Yes Clear Clear Clear Clear ISCN-GULF No -
Not Campus
Un|yer§|ty 20 Yes/not Clear SO Not so Clear Sustainability Yes Yes
of Michigan clear Integrated
clear
Assessment

Unywersﬂa_ 32 Yes Clear Cleat Clear Clear No No -
Ca’ Foscari

University

of 31 Yes Clear Clear Clear Clear GRI and Yes No
EMAS

Gothenburg

" Common Assessment Framework (CAF) is an auto-atialumodel to analyse, evaluate and
improving the quality of Public Administrations;hiis been presented in the IV European Conferemce o
Public Administration Quality in 2006 and it hasbeadopted and improved for university’s institatio

by Italian legislation in the same year [Dipartirteedella Funzione Pubblica and Formez, 2006].
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it is mandatory to remind that the publication afstainability report is a
voluntary act of each single organisation and regbrdata are those
performances that universities consider important ghare with their
stakeholders; nevertheless, all the examined repoesent a structure based on
5 main sections: institutional, environmental, ahceconomic and academic
perspective. Each area has been developed witkretiff contents and layouts,
but it can be count as essential element of uniy&rsustainability report.
common and important element of reports is thesdeiiom the president, or
from someone else on his behalf: it may contaimary values of university,
such as mission and value, and/or how the uniyensis been engaged itself to
sustainability issues; as said above about the gblhe president, this letter
lends official weight to the report, as that docamehich evaluates policy,
targets and performances of the university, spnegdil information to local and
international stakeholders.
number of pages varies slightly between 20 anddbprove that reports need to
contain all significant information, but they dotritave to be too much long,
especially the first report, in order to catch #tiention of stakeholders.
most of the reports are based on recognised aedchattonal Guidelines; this
implies three comments:
I.  universities, and organisations in general, needog¢osupported by
external experts in sustainability reporting, asisita relative new
discipline, and information to provide are so muahd scattered

arranged,;
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II. at the same time, GRI's Sustainability Reportingdelines, the most
used Framework, has been integrated by other aseatsmethods, such
as ISCN-GULF Charter, ACCA’s Principles and EMA®att means
there is not a specific analysis which universitiaa adopt to make their
sustainable analysis;

lll.  the adoption of these guidelines, it is an help iandntive to issues next
reports in a limited period after the closing ofagethree out of four
2011 data reports have been issued within April22Q¢here the last
report will be issued in 2013 according to a défgrpublication policy.

e) universities have noticeably improved their seceuastainability report, adding
new useful information, verifying the previous tatgyand improving the layout
of the document.

Related to the last point, in Table 3 has been édde University of Gothenbuty
reason for which its sustainability reports haveé meen added to the previous analysis
is due to the fact that they are not their firgtams related to sustainability issues to be
issued, but rather the fourth and the fifth. Thstfreport included in the annual report
dates back to 2007, while the first single documientelated to 2008 data. It is
important for this study to include a mention toivdmsity of Gothenburg, because
comparing theustainability Report 2010 with the followingSustainability Report 2011

it is possible to note that the structure is id=itio both reports; in 2011, the only
pages added are related to student participatioheawironmental risks, counting 5
pages more than the 2010 one. This case showsafteit,some years, the institution

found the best way (for the moment) to provide iinfation to its stakeholders and it

'8 Unfortunately, Sustainability Report 2010 is naaitable online anymore; 2011 Report is availalile a
http://www.mls.adm.gu.se/digitalAssets/1367/1367&&&tainability-report-2011-webben.pdf
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created a database and an information system irleglerganisational structure to
enable an easily and quickly reporting.

In conclusion, these reports represent good exanipfeuniversities who want to report
their performances under the sustainability pointiew for the first time; recognised
assessment methods and guidelines, such as GRIAAGBCN-GULF and others
mentioned above, are valid supports to Higher Eilueal Institutions, but they need to
be used together, to provide a completed analysiedch essential element of
sustainability. Structure and data of the firstarp are improved in the second one,
showing that the experience of the first documerdt the work done along different
years have increased the knowledge of sustaingbitibncept inside the institution, up

to find the best way to provide all significantonfnation to own stakeholders.
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4. Universita Ca’ Foscari Venezia

The first sustainability report of an organisatigmivate, public, or, as in this
case, educational institution, represents an inapostep for itself and it is desirable to
be the first of a long series of next documentsuaisastainability issues. However, the
report, and what is contained inside it, is onlg tangible and final part of a long
process of data collection and evaluation. Thicgss, here also procedureitar, is
noticeably complex for those organisations which ot have right tools and
knowledge to do it, even though there are manyajmies and frameworks made just to
help beginners in sustainability reporting. Thubge tfollowing analysis on the
experience of Universita Ca’ Foscari is anothercstsidy, which may be helpful to
better understand what are the difficulties anddee# universities which prepare their
first sustainability reports. The reason why thigvarsity has been chosen for this study
is related to the current situation of discloswydthlian universities: year by year, many
institutions have been publishing, with a growingnt, official documents related to
social and environmental topics, such as Corpdkataual Reports and Environmental
Reports, besides the mandatory Financial and Bal&hmeet (Arcari and Grasso, n.d.;
Del Sordo et al., 2009). However, the publicatibmeports about environmental, social
and economic performance has been made, so falgvibycompanies and only one
university: in 2011 Ca’ Foscari has been the fitalian university to have issued the
Sustainability Report, in the way such documentlbeen analysed in Chapter 1, more
the academic perspective, as underlined in Cha&pt@ihus, the context in which the
institution has worked it was completely away framy reference point related to the

Italian university system, except theory or inteior@al examples.
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Universita Ca’ Foscari (UCF) is sit in the NorthsEaf Italy, with the main campus
integrated and mixed into the historic city of Vi probably its location may have
addressed this university those adequate incentivée engaged in the sustainability
reporting. In fact, Venice, inserted in the Worle@riiage List of UNESCO since the
1987 (2011b) and candidate as European Capitaub@i@ for 2019 (Citta di Venezia,
2008), is rich of history and cultural ferment,itad by millions of tourists every year,
and easily connected with the international scéng;also focused on natural calamities
and the under construction project Mose, which Wwatims a barrier to the incoming
waves and will safeguards Venice from tlaedua alta”, is a clear demonstration that
prevention is better than cure. Another importantentive towards the first
sustainability report has derived from the interséiducture of the university: the
nomination of Carlo Carraro as new rector of UCR2009 have brought a series of
fundamental changes in order to face the new aigdke introduced by the debate of
last years in sustainability concerns; his persdmatkground and experience have
helped the university’s collegial administrativegan to undertake sustainability as
primary object in strategic plans and decisions.fdot, one of the first action
implemented in the organisational structure haslihe nomination of a new organ,
strictly connected with the rector and responsdflsustainability issues: from 2009 the
Rector's Delegate to Sustainable Development armtSBesponsibility (Delegato del
rettore alla sostenibilita ambientale e alla respbilita sociale) has been nominated to
be landmark for stakeholders about any projectautibn related to sustainability and
to control all the applications of the sustaingtiddicy adopted by the university (UCF,

2009).
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Changes towards the sustainable direction are \atsble in the mentioned policy,
especially from three important documents:

- in July 2010, Ca’ Foscari issued the Commitment r@nafor Sustainability
(Carta degli impegni per la sostenibilita, Cf§)in which the university has
pointed out specific targets on which focus on #@mmual operations. “The
Commitment Charter for Sustainability defines tésgeto minimise the
university’s impacts on the environment and on rattesources; to increase
social cohesion and reduce internal inequalitiesrthance cultural growth and
sustainable development of surrounding territorCE, 2011aj°. In this
document it is possible to find both strategic apérational targets, divided by
thematic areas (such as Governance, Students, geesloEnergy, Innovation,
Waste, etc.), together with concrete actions tdeaehthem; responsible units
and deadlines are also indicated. The validityhef Commitment Charter is
about three years, whereas each year it is podsihlpdate it with new actions
and goals, deleting or updating those that have b&eady achieved; in fact, in
June 2011 the Academic Senate issued the updatsidrvef the Commitment
Charter, with validity from 2011 to 2013 (Ca’ Fosc8ostenibile, 2011a). It is
possible to see both Commitment Charters in thegnal version of the
Sustainability Report 2011 (pages 12-22), and cheblch goals have been
achieved in 2010 and the new ones integrated i2@id-2013 Commitment

Charter.

19 Available in Italian language atttp://www.unive.it/ngcontent.cfm?a_id=86486

20 English version, traslated by the author, fromdtginal Italian: “La carta degli impegni per la
sostenibilita definisce gli obiettivi volti a miniazare I'impatto dell’'universita sull’'ambiente ellsu
risorse naturali, ad aumentare la coesione soeialédurre le disuguaglianze al suo interno, affiae la
crescita culturale e il progresso economico sosilenilel territorio” (p. 10)
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- the Statute is a fundamental document for an uigiit, because in it the
organisation fixes its own principles and valuesgether with how the
administrative structure is organised. Aligned witle most recent Italian law
(204, 30" December 2010), Universita Ca’ Foscari has beenfitist Italian
university to approve the new statute, which inelkideferences to equal
opportunities, ethical code, sustainability aneiinationalization aspects (UCF,
2011b).

- the mentioned Italian law, 204/2010, has introdutedcompulsory adoption of
ethical code for all Italian universities and itvites them “to work [in the
respect of] responsibility and autonomous prin@hlethese principles are
understood as “the maintaining of a financial dquiim that can guarantee the
sustainability of university’s operations, [...]tlvithe engagement of external
stakeholders from the surrounding economical amibkterritory” (Arcari and
Grasso, n.d.). Ca’ Foscari has already adoptec 2068 an ethical code and,
together with the Commitment Charter for Sustailitgbiit is possible to note
that the direction taken by the university is alignwith the recent regulation,
before it was promulgated.

The implementation of sustainability in these doeuats is not strictly required for
reporting by other universities, but it is a conerdemonstration for stakeholders to
highlight the committee on sustainability by thatitution. Moreover, this undertaken
direction has already brought prestigious and ecnnadvantages to UCF: for the
second consecutive year, Ca’ Foscari has been adarg the Italian Ministry of
Education, University and Reseach (Ministero detiitizione, dell’Universita e della

Ricerca, MIUR) for being placed in one of the fitistee places of the national ranking
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made by MIUR itself. Every year, this ranking eaks university’s performance on
the base of specific indicators about quality aiesech and teaching activities (Trovati,
2011), rewarding the more virtuous Italian univieesi with State grants, according with
the position obtained in the chart. In 2010, UC&ereed more than euro 10 millions,
ranking the 2 place, while it ranked thé®lace in 2011, nevertheless with an increase
of 15,4% of contributions from the previous yearfdscari, 2011).

Focusing on the process through which the firstasogbility report has been achieved,
the period spent from the first step to the publacaof the final draft has been about
seven months, from December 2010 to June 2011ded|uofficially ended the"8of
July with a meeting open to public and with thetipgration of the rector, the rector’s
delegate to sustainability, firm’s managers, Iquablic administration’s representatives
and other stakeholders in general, such as stydstatif and local community. The
report is the product of a teamwork, specificalppainted for the processing and the
preparation of the document, and in strictly cabiaion with the rector’s delegate to
sustainability, as it is possible to read in thst lpage of the integral-version of the
report.

One of the first difficulties which this teamworlasrun into has been the collection of
all information and technical data to report, tbgetwith the choice of which indicators
might better represent the main thematic areasir@mental, social, economic and
academic aspects. Albeit for the economic perspediiata can be taken from the
financial balance sheet, the university was notigzpd with an internal information
system, specifically dedicated to the collectiondafa related to sustainability issues;
moreover, this kind of information are distributatbng the entire structure of the

organisation and each impact requires a detaildccamplex analysis. About indicators,
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GRI's Sustainability Reporting Guidelines and CABRbbratory have been studied in
order to choose whether follow them in detail otyoget useful ideas about contents
and the method to evaluate indicators for each #tenarea. Thus, this part of the
process has required longer time than the othpssiéevertheless, this period has been
spent to engage stakeholders: in particular, ewspartment managers has been
interviewed to understand which were the importadicators from their point of view,
as they know better aims and results of what theypage and the method used to
monitor them. Such approach have found those paemsnand data that every year
might be analysed, to evaluate performance achjadedtify particular trends and to
redefine new targets for the future; furthermohese indicators have been compared
and aligned with those proposed by the guidelimgsle data have been collected in
order to create a database for next reports. Asdénee time, and with the same degree
of complexity, representatives of internal and mdé stakeholders have been
interviewed, in order to point out their generablapecific needs in relation to Ca&’
Foscari, and to inform them about the project citanability report. This analysis, as
mentioned in Chapter 1, has identified the impataof each category of stakeholders,
highlighting characteristics of the relation betwaleem and the university; nevertheless,
all stakeholders have been taken into account éyntitution, in particular picking out
their needs and comparing them with the actionptadioby UCF and the availability of
what it could be act for them in the future. Othmelicators have been found and divided
in the four different areas.

Once indicators have been found, the attentiorheftétam charged for the report has
focused on the structure of the document; besidegundamental elements related to

sustainability (economy, environment and societyd, academic aspect and its relative
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indicators have been included, together with sorseful information about the
university, as suggested by many guidelines andepts in all the other reports
examined in the previous Chapter. Another aspeciniod attention has been the
available space to attribute to each area: thenpttevas to give each perspective the
same space in term of pages, to consider equadlytdpics analysed; in fact, with
exception for the university’s description at thegimning of the integral-version report,
the second part is almost equally divided in foecti®ns: academic, environmental,
social and economical perspective, with about 2fepaeach one. Lastly, into the report
have been included the two key projects, develaped10; they have been considered
important because they have significantly conteduto enhance the social and
environmental responsibility’'s awareness inside uheversity structure. The Carbon
Management project, included also in the shortiwarseport and mentioned in the
previous Chapter, has been activated in order doce the production of greenhouse
gases, monitoring and minimising the carbon foatpoif the university’'s campus. The
project has been started in Ca’ Foscari as pilojept, with the collaboration of the
Italian Ministry for Environment, Land and Sea (‘Btero dellAmbiente e della
Tutela del Territorio e del Mare”, MATTM), and witthe aim to extend it to other
Italian universities, thanks to the results andtdatnologies developed in UCF (UCF,
2011a). The other project, Waste Disposal, has beplemented in Ca’ Foscari with
two primary goals: the first one is connected Wit administration and service of the
city where the university is placed, while the setds clearly addressed to internal and
local community. Venice is well known to be crosegdmany channels and for having
any roads and cars, so that waste collection tplee® every morning only with boats,

which collect and clean the bins all over the ditgwever, there is not a specific service
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for waste collection and different bins are notserd, as in many other Italian cities. In
this context, Waste Disposal project has intendeshdanage the waste collection inside
the university’s campus, through the applicationddferent coloured bins in each
building, about paper, glass and plastic objectsegond goal of this project has been
to sensitise internal and local stakeholders, siscstudents, staff, their families and the
local community, to assume a sustainable behawacoording with the principles of
reducing, reusing and recycling.

The process here showed could be considered cat;lad, after the preparation of the
document, the report has been published (in tweimes) and presented at the public
meeting in July 2011. However, it is possible taeexl the analysis to the following
period, to highlight the natural improvements feparting the second sustainability
report. In fact, after the publication of the firgport, there are some important points to
evaluate: stakeholders engagement and feedbacksjtomog of partial results;
programs and actions following the sustainabildynenittee. The first point is related to
the reaction of internal and external stakeholdérs important to gather as more as
possible feedbacks to analyse whether their neads been well taken into account or
if they disagree with the policy and results pr@ddthese feedbacks are basic for the
strategy of operational action and for the pubiaraiof the next report too. The other
fundamental point is to monitor continuously thefpenance: it gives the possibility to
administrative organs to check and control the dgreent of targets, just in time to
make corrections or to speed up actions and redultsay also be strictly connected
with the sustainability report, especially whenréhés not an efficient information
system: middle-term data monitoring could be sesnaa efficient instrument to

collection partial results and to facilitate theasis for the next period of reporting. In
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fact, university’s reports are usually issued ewamg-year period or longer, as seen for
example the ETC Zurich reports; however, environiaeand social aspects might
produce different and opposite impacts along theogeof analysis, distorting the
results of the entire period considered. For teason, Ca’ Foscari decided to monitor
the trends with a frequency of every 3 months; @iad, this monitoring process
consists in a “work in progress” cards (56 in tptdistributed to the 15 responsible
operative units, where operative targets of the @dment Charter are associated with
concrete “actions towards stakeholders”. Then, satk collected and results are
analysed to understand whether targets are al@edgved or which is the percentage
of progression. From the monitoring of thé"3ff September 2011, results have showed
that 75% was in line with the targets, 16% was @ighan expected targets, while 9%
represented projects or actions that have not Heeeloped, with related explanations
and reasons for bad results (Ca’ Foscari SosteniliD11b). As result of this
monitoring process, the administration organ, inuday 2012, has issued the last
Commitment Charter, related to the period 2012-20pdating the strategic operations

and actions of the two same previous documents.

The examined process is strictly related to theeggpce of Universita Ca’ Foscari;
other Higher Education Institutions might presentfedent conditions, structure,
campus, plans and actions, so that other diffiesilinay be found and processes are
different. However, this is a good example to shwawch are the main difficulties that
can be found in the first sustainability reportiignm the analysis, it is clear how the
lack of an information system related to the sustidie data may cause many problems

and delays at the beginning of the process. Morredkie choice of which indicators
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have to insert into the report or which guidelinesfollow in detail is another step
which requires time and knowledge and it needsetadrrelated to the main objective
of the report. Important is also the strategic it which the organisation wants to
follow: although external or internal pressures ratrgss the reporting of sustainability
issues, the administrative organ is primary resipbmso adopt strategic plans towards
sustainable development, providing the right tcasl actions to spread it inside the
organisational structure. Lastly, stakeholdersvarem the report is addressed and their
engagement can be carried out in many differenhatst (many books and texts show
economic approach to it; see for example MathuceRand Austin, 2008).

In conclusion, this analysis and the case studigbeoprevious chapter might give a
concrete example of what is meant with sustaingbikporting by university for the
first time: procedures and contents are showedifiralifferent reports, conditions and
contexts. Next step, in next Chapter, it will be thttempt to create an as more as
possible standard procedure from the results aetliam order to incentive more HEIs

to issues their sustainability report.
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5. Conclusions: Procedure for University

5.1 Review and Conclusions

In Chapter 3, it has been analysed the contents the structures of
sustainability reports by HEIs; in particular, tshared characteristic of those five
universities from different regions of the World asie to their first experience in
reporting sustainability issues, in a single antintary document. Then, Chapter 4 has
shown the reporting process of one of those uniwess Ca’ Foscari experience has
given the possibility to identify which are the malifficulties to prepare the report, its
structure and its contents, and to highlight thennseps to achieve the final draft,
especially in a context without reference pointsiaional level. About literature, both
national and international, there are guidelines faameworks to help organisations in
their reporting disclosure, as seen in Chapter dwever, there are not detailed
guidelines specifically related to Higher Educatlostitutions: as examined in Chapter
2, these institutions are lightly more complexemntkconomic companies, as their main
target is not a monetary profit, but the educatmn present generations. Thus,
universities are that place where sustainable eimcas applied in researches and
experiments, and it needs to be developed in ctmargions by universities themselves,
disclosing their performance in together environtakrsocial, economic and academic
aspects. Nevertheless, many authors and reseantfesdiave created some specific
assessments to analyse performances and to evaheatpality of present situation
inside universities organisation structures and meses; each of these assessments

focuses on particular aspects which are stricthyneated with the characteristics where
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the assessment has been created and tested. Tbusydluation of performances
through these methods may produce indicators asdltsewhich are influenced by
different policies and targets of the institutiohieh uses them. Moreover, it is useful to
remind that the rate of freedom that characteriges sustainability reports is a
fundamental point to take into account: structure eontents are not regulated by laws,
so that each organisation decides autonomouslyhehéd report its performance and
which information have to be included in the documeaccording with their
stakeholders needs and pressures. This kind oked@mm” is the product of an
international process which has considered the afjkddion of market trading and
transports, and it has not bound worldwide compmamieissue a standard document
which does not respect the differences betweenlatgns of each country. For these
reasons, sustainability reports are still volun@oguments, which contents, layouts and
structures depend on organisations and their péaticconditions, together with
pressures and/or relationships with their stakedrsld

The conclusion of this study will be the followiagtempt to identify a procedure which
considers the standard steps in reporting prosssing difficulties that universities
may run into about their first sustainability refzoit is specifically addressed to Higher
Education Institutions for the motivations explarabove, in order to incentive them to
demonstrate that they are acting what they teadht@aapread the sustainability concept
to their stakeholders, especially students and|l@mammunities. The indicated
procedure tried to consider all the information aedults found in the analysis of
previous chapters, together with the literature goedwell-known guidelines; however,
taking into account “freedom” and voluntariness relteristics, it may be not

exhaustive and other conditions could influenceigs.
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Thus, the procedure and the findings of this stwabuld be useful to researches,
professionals and academicians in the area, inr dedemprove the knowledge about
sustainability reporting and to spread sustainaist®ons in education for present and

future generations.

5.2 Procedurefor University

The following procedure is organised in eleven stepach step is presented in
chronological order, although the next step dodsenuires that the previous has to be
finished, so that one or more steps may be dotieeagame time. The process does not

indicate a specific time for step, as it dependsamditions and goals of the institution.

1. Sustainability policy
Inside the organisation structure, only the adnaive organ, collegial or individual
or else, has the responsibility to decide aboubnte@ or not on sustainability issues
and performances; disclosure pressures may arroi@ both internal and external
stakeholders, but they can only influence the damssof the institution. Then, this
organ fixes the goals, strategies and actions drteng process. Moreover, its role is
not here limited: sustainability report shows perfances from a point of view of
someone who wants to improve them, especially wiegorting is frequently done.
Thus, sustainability policy is required to indicdteng-term targets and the future
direction of the university, providing stakeholdexisout what has been done in the

examined period and the goals to achieve in nesbg® Such policy requires long

67



conclusions: procedure for university

time to be applied, depending on the regulatioeafh institution, the values and the
targets fixed by the administrative organ. It i$ mousual that this step has been already

done by many universities, even though they havéssaed a sustainability report yet.

2. Responsible of sustainability
Once the administrative organ has decided to repgtainability performance or has
developed a sustainability policy, it is necessargppoint a responsible for it, so that it
can be landmark inside the organisation’s structiore all the aspects related to
sustainability. However, especially presented ia Way, its duties may be so many so a
single person cannot do them individually; in factany times the responsible of
sustainability is a specific office or a teamwork im some cases, it can be an external
organisations in collaboration with the universitstich as a research centre on
sustainable development or green technologies, thightask to analyse performances
on behalf of the institution. This figure may beaohed only for reporting, but it is
necessary to see its role in the period betweerptidications of reports: its duties
might include: to monitor data of middle-term pekido control the application of the
sustainability policy, to be landmark for any qumstabout the report, to promote

projects and actions towards sustainability.

3. Reporting principles and guidelines
Before starting the collection of information, & necessary to know which kinds of
information are significant and useful to insetbithe report. To do it, it is possible to
compare and analyse different assessment methadguadelines, between the most

used and indicated by literature. For example, G&dtainability Reporting Guidelines
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are one of the most known guidelines and they seel by many companies worldwide;
ACCA’s Principles are also useful indications aboeporting, as well as KPMG,
OECD, UN Global Compact, ILO and FEE. However, ¢hgaidelines do not consider
the academic perspective, as they are mainly asielld® companies in general. Instead,
specific assessment methods for universities amvishby Shriberg (2002), who
highlights strengths and weaknesses of each ongs, Bach university can choose to
use a particular model of analysis or simply tdolwlguidelines and principles, with the
possibility to create a new model for reportingafie for the institution. Whatever the
adopted decision, the most important thing is tovknvhich indicators better represent
the university and its performance, according il goals and the strategy carried out

on sustainability, in order to collect the sigrdgiit information to include in the report.

4. Information collection

Once a list of possible indicators is preparedjsitnecessary to collect all the
information related to these indicators. This stepally requires long time, especially
when there is not an information system capablgattiering this kind of information. It

iIs recommended to create a new database with talladeout sustainability concerns, to
make easier the reporting of next periods. Intemmfakmation can be collected in each
area of the university’s structure, such as fagstdepartments, campuses, etc., but also
at each level of the organisations, such as stadeesearchers, professors, dean
departments, administrative staffs, etc. Extermdbrmation may be collected by

individual or public meetings, questionnaires amernviews.
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5. Stakeholders engagement
Part of “information collection”, the stakeholdeemgagement is a crucial step in
reporting procedure: stakeholders represent thestsbhwho the report is addressed and
they need information to base their choices. Teegagement is not only due to collect
their needs, questions and other information aliwern, but it should be a process to
make them part of the decision process, in ordeotsider their point of view in every
single decision. In literature, many methods okat@lders engagement are analysed
and presented, which universities may take ideasexamples; fundamental for
reporting is to know their needs, which informatibey require and they expect from
the report and from the university, which is theiportance for the institution and what
the institution is doing and can do for them. Ubualtakeholders are grouped in

categories with similar needs, to better highligiepresentation of them in the report.

6. Information evaluation

Once information have been collected, raw data iedask transformed into selected
indicators. This step has not a defined time: &lgis to compare the required
information with those already collected, accordwith the chosen methodtép 3 and

checking if other indicators can be achieved. Thieese significant information have to
be evaluated according with the policy of the busitbn, to highlight targets achieved,
trends of results and other performance considengdrtant and to include into the
report. Together data, graphs, charts and desmmgpfare well-recommended, in order to

present achieved results easily understandablé btakeholders.
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7. Report’s structure and criteria
The structure and the layout of sustainability repepresent themselves some useful
information for stakeholders, especially aboutgsbstainability policy of the institution:
for example, the space dedicated to the envirorshgrérspective might detect the
importance given by the university to environmeigpects, results and related actions;
in case the policy is mainly focused on the enviment, this area should be more
extended than the others. Thus, each perspectiided in the report should have the
adequate space on the base of the relevance itmassin the policy; the same
observation might be applied to the order througiictv data are presented. Moreover,
this relation between policy and report’s structah®uld also indicate which are the
crucial stakeholders of the university, as thegofeflects organisation’s commitment
towards their needs.
As said above, sustainability report is a volun@ogument and there are not regulation
about its structure and contents; however, it i3stered as an official document, so
that reported information need to follow some ci@@s the official documents: faithful
representation, relevance, comparability, verifighitimeliness and understandability.
Lastly, it is important to include into the reptie principles and the methodology that
have been used in the reporting process, to highlipw information have been
collected and whether specific guidelines have kakan into account or followed in

detail, in order to make the report understandabtecomparable with similar reports.

8. — Assurance —

Once the draft of the report is completed, an exardgtep may be represent by assuring

it through the control of an independent organisgatsuch as audit and accountability
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firms, which usually apply Assurance Standards thase AccountAbility’s Principles.
This step is clearly used by economic organisattonscrease the confidence of their
stakeholders about accuracy and credibility ofldsed data and associated information,
as well as to receive feedback from independentirasse providers; for Higher
Education Institutions, it might have the same &saJuunderling the commitment to
provide stakeholders significant and right inforimatof policy, strategy and actions.
Nevertheless, universities can require independssitirance about their sustainability
reports, especially when specific guidelines armitbel used: for example, La Trobe
University has included the independent assurancési first sustainability report,

together with the GRI's certification, as well aSHEZurich has done.

9. Publication
The publication of the sustainability report, inrjpaular the first one, is an important
step to not be underestimated: firstly, it représene final step of a long process and
analysis on the organisation’s performance aneqtires its due attention; secondly, all
stakeholders need to be informed about its pulddicatConferences, public meetings,

advises or special advertising are generally pldriioeelebrate the publication.

10. Monitoring
Once the report has been issued, the proceduresgeelbe ended with the publication
of the document and with its the communication takeholders. However, it is
fundamental to check the impacts produced by therten stakeholders, both internal
and external, collecting feedbacks about the castand the report itself. Moreover, as

explained in Chapter 4, the monitoring action altmgperiod between two consecutive
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reports provide middle-term results to the managenest in time to make corrections,
to speed up actions and programs towards the defimection, or to set new targets as
the previous have been already achieved. Monitamsglts may be presented in term
of a new document, even though its use is relatednternal management and
administrative staff. This step may also be us&dugather more data about report’s
indicators or create new ones, especially whemst ot been installed an information

system yet, which automatically gather and elaleodata of sustainability concerns.

11.New report
The last step of this procedure is the beginninghef next one. Since the first step,
improvements may be done in each part of the proeedeven adding new steps
created by experience; next report should conteeretaluation of the policy, goals and
actions of the previous, compared with the achienestllts and fixing new goals and
actions for next period. First report could be ussda model on which create next
reports, or as significant experience from whiclg trew methods or structures,
according with stakeholders’ feedbacks. Only thisrspective of analysis and
continuously improvements, it is possible to conreaxch report to the previous one,
using this relationship to improve performancesgage stakeholders and give

substance to the adopted policy.
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